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O
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O
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T
 to discuss a central source of inter-

national 
national tension: our relationship w

ith the C
om

m
unist 

w
orlds. 

T
he negotiations to settle the w

ar in V
iet-N

am
 could be a 

tu
rn

in
g
 p

o
in

t—
an

d
 a tu

rn
in

g
 p

o
in

t fo
r th

e b
etter—

in
 th

e 

relations betw
een the U

nited S
tates and its allies on the one 

hand, and the C
om

m
unist w

orlds on the other. T
his is an 

underlying goal A
m

bassadors [W
. A

verell] H
arrim

an and 

[C
yrus R

.] V
ance are seeking in P

aris. 

O
b
v
io

u
sly

, th
is is n

o
t th

e tim
e to

 d
iscu

ss th
e n

eg
o
tiatin

g
 

problem
s they confront. I thought, how

ever, that it m
ight be 

useful to review
 the history of our relations w

ith the C
om

-

m
unist countries since the w

ar and, against that background, 

to attem
pt a few

 cautious hypotheses about the future. 

Y
ou w

ill notice that I used the phrase "C
om

m
unist w

orlds," 

in the plural. E
ven the S

tate D
epartm

ent has noticed that 

there has been trouble in paradise and that the C
om

m
unist 

m
o
n
o
lith

 h
as jo

in
ed

 th
e m

asto
d
o
n
. W

e h
av

e lo
n
g
 sin

ce 

abandoned that com
fortable old phrase, "the S

ino-S
oviet 

b
lo

c," in
 o

u
r d

ep
artm

en
tal jarg

o
n
; in

d
eed

, if I m
ay

 b
e 

pardoned a little institutional pride, w
e w

ere am
ong the first 

to notice its irrelevance. 

B
u
t w

e can
n
o
t tak

e th
e n

ex
t step

, so
 d

ear to
 so

m
e o

f m
y
 

utopian colleagues in the universities, and conclude that com
-

m
unism

 itself has evaporated, leaving nothing behind but 

an echo and the reflex responses of the m
ore doctrinaire anti- 
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C
o

m
m

u
n
ists. S

u
ch

 a v
iew

 w
o

u
ld

 b
e u

n
fair to

 th
e sin

cere 
and devoted m

en w
ho direct C

om
m

unist m
ovem

ents and 
parties throughout the w

orld. W
e m

ust respect their con-
victions and their efforts to realize the aim

s of their prophets. 

T
he C

om
m

unist m
ovem

ent has been rich in sectarianism
, and 

n
ew

 h
eresies attest th

e d
ep

th
 an

d
 in

ten
sity

 o
f th

e b
eliefs 

w
hich sustain C

om
m

unist program
s. B

ut certain basic drives 
rem

ain. T
he significance of these drives in the policy of the 

different C
om

m
unist governm

ents varies. S
om

e seem
 to put 

th
e em

p
h

asis o
n

 "so
cialism

 in
 o

n
e co

u
n

try
," to

 recall an
 

earlier slogan. O
thers are genuinely interested in prom

oting 
w

orld revolution or, m
ore recently, som

ething that seem
s to 

resem
ble a state of anarchy in w

hich they could hope to seize 
pow

er. 

C
om

m
unism

 is not a force of constant intensity in w
orld 

affairs. B
ut it is nonetheless a force. T

he interplay betw
een 

ideology and nationalism
 is one of the crucial factors in the 

h
isto

ry
 o

f th
e last h

alf cen
tu

ry
, m

o
st p

articu
larly

 in
 th

e 
process w

hich has required the U
nited S

tates to take a m
ajor 

and continuing interest in w
orld politics. A

s S
ecretary R

usk 
has rem

arked, the periodic tensions in our relations w
ith the 

S
oviet U

nion have not been about polar bears in the A
rctic, 

nor about abstract issues of political theory, but about B
erlin, 

and K
orea, and m

any other problem
s of politics and security. 

T
he Postw

ar B
alance of Pow

er 

A
t the end of the w

ar, in 1945, w
e confronted a problem

 
totally new

 to our national experience. U
ntil 1914 our basic 

security w
as protected w

ithout execution on our part by the 
efforts of the E

uropean nations, w
ho conducted a reasonably 

harm
onious system

 of w
orld order. It m

ay not have been 
altogether a just order. It certainly w

as not alw
ays a pro- 

2 

gressive order. B
ut it w

as a system
 of order, a fact to w

hich 
som

e look back rather w
istfully at the m

om
ent. 

T
he central anim

ating principle of that system
—

the concert 
of E

urope—
began to disintegrate in 1914. B

y 1945 it w
as in 

ruins. W
e looked around us and discovered that the m

ap of 
w

orld politics w
as entirely changed. C

om
m

unist pow
er w

as 
reaching out from

 its bases in the S
oviet U

nion, and later 
from

 C
hina. T

he nations of W
estern E

urope w
ere w

ithdraw
-

ing from
 A

sia, A
frica, and the M

iddle E
ast to be succeeded by 

a large num
ber of w

eak and vulnerable new
 nations, each 

seeking to create institutions of m
odern society and govern. 

m
ent and to join the m

ainstream
 of m

odern progress. S
om

e 
w

ere interested as w
ell in aggrandizem

ent and revenge for 
w

hat they regarded as old w
rongs. 

T
o our astonishm

ent, w
e w

ere forced to see ourselves as one 
of the tw

o superpow
ers in a new

 order of w
orld politics be-

yond the control of the E
uropean nations acting alone. 

W
e and the R

ussians em
erged from

 the w
ar as w

orld pow
ers 

on a new
 scale: both huge countries of advanced technology, 

both w
ith large m

ilitary establishm
ents and potential. D

espite 
the enorm

ous losses and the destruction of the w
ar for the 

S
oviet people, their arm

y w
as intact and_ w

as by far the 
largest in E

urope. It stood, not on the Soviet frontiers of 1939, 
nor on those of the old R

ussian E
m

pire, but on the E
lbe and 

in the ancient cities of P
rague and B

udapest—
capitals of the 

W
estern, L

atin w
orld for 1,000 years. In the F

ar F
ast, ful-

fillin
g
 o

ld
 R

u
ssian

 d
ream

s, it h
ad

 estab
lish

ed
 itself in

 
M

anchuria and K
orea. 

It w
as not easy for A

m
erica to accept the reality that in our 

w
o
rld

 o
f so

v
ereig

n
 states, p

eace is a fu
n

ctio
n

 o
f p

o
w

er. 
Indeed it is still difficult for us to believe that these problem

s 
are ours and that in a contracting, nuclear w

orld w
e of all 

3 



p
eo

p
le h

av
e to

 b
e co

n
cern

ed
 w

ith
 p

o
litical an

d
 m

ilitary
 

issues all around the globe. W
e had alw

ays scorned the idea 
of the balance of pow

er as a foreign and essentially a m
onar-

chical and undem
ocratic principle. N

ow
 w

e had suddenly 
to em

brace the concept as a goal of national policy, to ac-
know

ledge our past error, and to shoulder the obligation of 
organizing and m

aintaining a balance of pow
er in the interest 

of our ow
n security. 

D
isappointm

ent of Postw
ar H

opes 

N
ot unnaturally, our initial responses to the postw

ar pattern 
of w

orld politics reflected special aspects of our ow
n historical 

experience. 

W
e w

anted first to m
ake am

ends to P
resident W

ilson—
to 

atone for our failure to join the L
eague of N

ations—
by di-

recting our support and our hopes for the future to the new
 

U
nited N

ations O
rganization. 

W
e w

anted also to continue our w
artim

e association w
ith 

the R
ussian people and w

ith the S
oviet U

nion. W
e had fresh 

m
em

ories of w
artim

e com
radeship in arm

s, of hands across 
the E

lbe, of the S
oviet contribution to the victory over H

itler. 
W

e recalled other ties and sim
ilarities betw

een our tw
o peo-

ples: the traits of generosity, of spontaneity and frankness 
w

hich both peoples like to call their ow
n. W

e recalled, too, 
that both peoples had undergone the invigorating experience 
of everything conjured up by the idea of "the frontier": T

he 
great w

estw
ard expansion of our ow

n country paralleled the 
eastw

ard expansion of the R
ussian people. W

e appreciated 
R

u
ssian

 literatu
re, m

u
sic, an

d
 th

eatre; an
d

 th
e R

u
ssian

s 
fo

u
n
d
 m

u
ch

 to
 ad

m
ire in

 th
e w

o
rk

s o
f m

an
y
 A

m
erican

 
w

riters. 

4 

T
here w

as also, let us not forget, m
uch genuine sym

pathy 
in the U

nited S
tates for the M

arch R
evolution of 1917 and for 

the ideals w
hich it proclaim

ed. T
here w

as m
ore than a little 

initial sym
pathy for the O

ctober R
evolution as w

ell. It is 
alw

ays a m
istake to think of A

m
erica as a reactionary coun-

try. O
ur ow

n revolutionary tradition plays a pow
erful part 

in our outlook. O
ur first sym

pathies invariably are for gov-
ernm

ents and social m
ovem

ents that m
arch under the banner 

of progress. 

A
nd finally, w

e had a practical aw
areness of the im

portance 
of the S

oviet U
nion and respect for its pow

er. W
e had begun 

to understand that the future of w
orld peace w

ould depend on 
th

e relatio
n
sh

ip
 estab

lish
ed

 b
y
 th

e tw
o
 g

ian
ts an

d
 th

at a 
unique kind of "special relationship," a unique m

utual re-
sponsibility, bound the tw

o nations together. A
m

erican public 
opinion has alw

ays favored a fair understanding w
ith the 

S
oviet U

nion. 

W
e w

ere—
and are—

opposed to com
m

unism
 and concerned 

ab
o

u
t its sp

read
. B

u
t d

u
rin

g
 th

e w
ar an

d
 in

 its afterm
ath

 
m

any of us w
ere inclined to som

ew
hat sentim

ental illusions 
on the subject. S

ir D
enis B

rogan described such thinking in 
his hook "Is Innocence E

nough?"—
published in E

ngland 
in 1941 but not issued here, in deference to our w

arm
 feel-

ings of the tim
e tow

ards the S
oviet U

nion. W
e dem

obilized 
hastily at the end of the w

ar. T
he idea of using the threat of 

force, or of our atom
ic m

onopoly, to press for S
oviet fulfill-

m
ent of its agreem

ents at Y
alta and P

otsdam
 w

as literally 
unthinkable. 

T
he finest quality of our culture required us to test the pos-

sibility that the S
oviet U

nion m
ight w

ish to cooperate w
ith 

us in building a durable peace after the w
ar. P

erhaps S
ir 

D
enis w

ould say w
e w

ere som
ew

hat innocent in doing w
hat 

5 



w
e did. Y

et, even after 20 difficult years of dealing w
ith the 

S
oviets, w

e should not be altogether asham
ed of our inno-

cence. F
or innocence, after all, is the yeast of hope as often 

as it is the source of folly. 

It w
as not surprising, therefore, that in 1945 m

any A
m

ericans 
en

v
isio

n
ed

 a p
eacefu

l fu
tu

re b
ased

 u
p

o
n
 th

e n
ew

 U
n
ited

 
N

ations O
rganization and on S

oviet-A
m

erican cooperation 
w

ithin it. 

T
hese hopes w

ere soon disappointed. P
lans for the quadri-

partite adm
inistration of G

erm
any cam

e to nothing w
ithin 

a year of the fall of the R
eich. T

he S
oviets dem

anded a com
-

pletely free hand in their zone of occupation and yet blocked 
plans for G

erm
any as a w

hole. In violation of their agree-
m

ents at Y
alta and P

otsdam
, they refused to allow

 free elec-
tions in E

astern E
urope and im

posed m
inority governm

ents 
in P

oland, then elsew
here in E

astern E
urope, and finally in 

C
zechoslovakia. T

hey supported a C
om

m
unist-inspired civil 

w
ar in G

reece. T
here w

ere threats to T
urkey and Iran. 

U
.S. R

eexam
ines Its P

olicies 

T
h
ese alarm

 b
ells p

u
t u

s o
n
 o

u
r g

u
ard

 ag
ain

st an
 ex

p
an

-
sionist policy w

hich threatened the possibility of peace and 
stability of the w

orld. T
he hopes of the w

artim
e and early 

postw
ar years faded, but they did not die. 

W
e tem

pered our oversanguine view
s of the S

oviet U
nion. 

W
e recalled

 th
e less id

y
llic p

assag
es in

 R
u
ssian

 h
isto

ry
. 

T
h
ro

u
g

h
 th

e cen
tu

ries, R
u

ssia, w
ith

o
u

t n
atu

ral fro
n

tiers, 
has been open to invasions from

 every direction. T
hat fact 

o
f its h

isto
ry

, so
 d

ifferen
t fro

m
 o

u
r o

w
n

 ex
p
erien

ce, h
as 

given rise to deep-seated fears and suspicions w
hich color 

the R
ussian view

 of the outside w
orld. 

6 

A
s a corollary to this experience, w

e cam
e also to accept 

a m
o
re realistic v

iew
 o

f th
e U

n
ited

 N
atio

n
s. T

h
e U

n
ited

 
N

ations is not designed to function as a peacekeeping body 
w

hen the great pow
ers disagree. T

he special com
petence of 

the S
ecurity C

ouncil, and the veto, are the cornerstones of its 
structure. B

ut the law
 of the charter is not suspended w

hen 
the S

ecurity C
ouncil is paralyzed by a veto. T

he obligation 
to uphold the charter rem

ains, to be carried out by nations 
and groups of nations through older procedures of alliance 
and diplom

acy. T
he U

nited N
ations, w

e discovered, did not 
offer a fully effective w

ay to solve old problem
s of pow

er by 
invoking a new

 system
 of law

. 

W
e w

ere forced as w
ell to reexam

ine our thinking about 
com

m
unism

, to recall that it is not sim
ply an idealistic dream

 
and a program

 for one country but a serious com
m

itm
ent to 

action on a w
orldw

ide scale. 

T
he resulting process of study has given rise to m

ore books, 
speeches, and articles than any of us could read in a lifetim

e. 
T

his has been the case not sim
ply because w

e are prolix—
although w

e are indeed prolix—
but because changes w

ithin 
the C

om
m

unist w
orld, or w

orlds, have necessitated frequent 
reassessm

ents—
in the S

tate D
epartm

ent no less than in the 
universities and institutes of research. 

Ideology and T
raditional N

ationalism
 

W
hat is the com

m
unism

 w
e have to take into account in our 

foreign policy? Is it a recognizable doctrine or policy, or a 
related fam

ily of doctrines, or an altogether m
isleading w

ord 
w

hose use to identify a num
ber of different tendencies im

-
poses a false unity on phenom

ena of protest w
hich have no 

7 



relationship to each other? W
hat connection is there betw

een 
m

odern com
m

unism
 and the classic textbook definitions? 

W
hen w

e talk of C
om

m
unists, do w

e m
ean only disciplined 

m
em

bers of the several C
om

m
unist parties? O

r should the 
w

ord be applied also to w
hat the F

rench call the enrages, 
m

en
 an

d
 w

o
m

en
 in

 th
e o

ld
 an

arch
ist trad

itio
n

, w
h
o

 are 
in

terested
 p

rim
arily

 in
 v

io
len

ce an
d
 d

estru
ctio

n
 fo

r th
eir 

ow
n sakes and often not even for the sake of utopia? H

ow
 

does the idea of com
m

unism
 apply to the vast array of sects 

and schism
s the C

om
m

unists have produced? 

S
om

e of you m
ay recall the m

usical com
edy of the thirties 

in w
hich V

ictor M
oore played the role of an A

m
erican A

m
-

bassador about to depart for M
oscow

. H
e professed ignorance 

about the nature of com
m

unism
. "It's easy," his briefers told 

h
im

. "A
ll y

o
u

 h
av

e to
 rem

em
b

er is th
at T

ro
tsk

y
ism

 isn
't 

L
eninism

, L
eninism

 isn't S
talinism

, S
talinism

 isn't S
ocialism

, 
and S

ocialism
 isn't C

om
m

unism
." V

ictor rem
ained confused. 

A
re w

e less confused today—
confronted w

ith T
itoism

, C
as-

troism
, M

aoism
, revisionism

, adventurism
, dogm

atism
, and 

other heresies as w
ell? 

S
om

e react to this array by concluding that ideology is ir-
relevant, like the glittering coinage of S

am
uel B

utler's m
usi-

cal banks. T
hey continue to see the states of the C

om
m

unist 
w

orld essentially as successors to the 19th century kingdom
s 

and em
pires w

hich once occupied the sam
e areas. 

O
n the other hand, w

e know
 that the appeal of C

om
m

unist 
id

eo
lo

g
y
 h

as d
riv

en
 m

en
 an

d
 w

o
m

en
 to

 co
m

m
it acts o

f 
esp

io
n

ag
e ag

ain
st th

eir o
w

n
 co

u
n

tries; th
at id

eo
lo

g
y
 h

as 
been a useful tool of the w

ell-orchestrated w
orldw

ide propa-
ganda cam

paigns w
ith w

hich w
e have all becom

e fam
iliar, 

and often the source, as w
ell, of organized efforts to sustain 

levels of violence and unrest intended to underm
ine the ties 

binding together societies under attack. It is C
om

m
unist 

ideology w
hich stim

ulates and attem
pts to justify the strategy 

of the "w
ar of national liberation" so brilliantly exem

plified 
b
y
 th

e stru
g
g
le in

 V
iet-N

am
 to

d
ay

. S
o
m

e p
eo

p
le, th

ere-
fore, tend to see com

m
unism

 exclusively as an ideological 
m

ovem
ent or a set of com

peting but com
plem

entary ideologi-
cal m

ovem
ents w

hich have com
pletely, or nearly com

pletely, 
subm

erged the separate national interests of states controlled 
by C

om
m

unist parties. 

C
learly, the realities and the conclusions w

e m
ust draw

 from
 

them
 lie som

ew
here betw

een these tw
o extrem

es. T
he policies 

of the states controlled by C
om

m
unist parties contain ele-

m
ents of both ideology and traditional national interests, in 

different com
binations—

in com
binations, that is, w

hich are 
differently proportioned in different countries and at different 
tim

es. W
e m

ight say, sim
ply, that a C

om
m

unist state, w
hile 

resem
bling any nation-state in m

any respects, is also one 
under the control of a C

om
m

unist party—
a party w

hich re-
m

ains linked, at one rem
ove or another, to other C

om
m

unist 
parties around the w

orld—
and is required to conform

 to 
certain standards in consequence. N

ationalism
 and interna-

tio
n
alism

 are b
o
th

 relev
an

t th
em

es in
 its p

o
licies, b

u
t in

 
changing patterns. A

fter all, for all their rivalry, both the 
S

oviet U
nion and C

om
m

unist C
hina are now

 sending m
ilitary 

supplies to N
orth V

iet-N
am

. S
o are m

any of the states of 
E

astern E
urope. A

id to N
orth V

iet-N
am

 by the S
oviet U

nion 
and the nations of E

astern E
urope is a phenom

enon of ideol-
ogy. It cannot readily be explained in term

s of S
oviet or 

E
ast E

u
ro

p
ean

 n
atio

n
al in

terests. F
o
r reaso

n
s w

h
ich

 are 
sim

ilar, but not altogether parallel, the S
oviet U

nion is also 
w

eakening the prospects for peace in the M
iddle E

ast by its 
arm

s supply policies. 



U
.S. R

esponse to Threat of A
ggression 

H
ow

 then, are w
e to react to states in w

hich both traditional 
nationalism

 and ideology com
bine, each w

ith influences for 
good and evil? 

W
e have had to realize on the one hand that 19th century 

n
o
rm

s o
f fo

reig
n
 p

o
licy

 an
d
 in

tern
atio

n
al law

, w
h
ich

 ig
-

nored ideology, could not alone describe or govern the be-
havior of the C

om
m

unist states. T
hese norm

s do not fit a 
situation of endless thrusts of m

any kinds and at m
any levels, 

a situation characterized by vituperation, subversion, fear, 
and uncertainty—

of the w
hole process w

e have called the 
cold w

ar, w
hich has turned the w

orld into arm
ed cam

ps. T
here 

has never been a tim
e in history w

hen m
en have devoted 

so large a share of their national incom
es to arm

am
ents. 

O
n the other hand, w

e ourselves rejected from
 the outset the 

notion that our ow
n foreign policy should be an ideological 

crusade against com
m

unism
 as such. W

hat P
resident T

rum
an 

established, and his three successors have pursued, w
as a 

policy not based on ideological opposition to com
m

unism
 

b
u
t d

irected
 to

w
ard

 th
e p

reserv
atio

n
 o

f o
u
r o

w
n
 n

atio
n
al 

interests in a balance of pow
er—

a new
 system

 of peace built 
out of the ruins of the old, a system

 through w
hich w

e and 
our allies could achieve equilibrium

 and detente betw
een the 

C
om

m
unist and non-C

om
m

unist states. F
or 20 years, neither 

our w
ords nor our policies have show

n a trace of the illusion 
that A

m
erica is om

nipotent. N
o responsible person has im

ag-
ined that w

e could im
pose an im

perial pax A
m

ericana on the 
w

orld. N
o one has dream

ed of undoing the S
oviet R

evolution 
o
r o

f co
n
q
u
erin

g
 C

h
in

a. W
h
at w

e h
av

e so
u
g
h
t, an

d
 u

sed
 

lim
ited pow

er to achieve, is the acceptance by the C
om

m
unist 

nations of a rule of order—
an organized and accepted pat- 

10 

tern of peace. O
nly such a stabilized system

 of peace could 
perm

it us and other free nations to pursue policies of social 
and econom

ic progress. 

A
s a first corollary to this basic prem

ise, w
e recognized that 

attem
pts to upset this general equilibrium

 by force—
that is 

to say, by acts of aggression—
could not be tolerated. 

In recent years, the problem
 of aggression has taken on new

 
dim

ensions and new
 and indirect form

s. It has relied on sea-
pow

er and airpow
er m

ore than on the glacial outw
ard thrust 

of landpow
er. In the M

iddle E
ast, in C

uba, and in other areas 
of tension and potential tension, w

e have sought to m
eet new

 
thrusts in term

s of the sam
e principle. W

e believe in the free-
dom

 of the seas for all nations and have m
ade no effort to 

restrict any nation's freedom
 to enjoy m

aritim
e rights assured 

by international law
. B

ut w
e have continued to insist on the 

basic idea of the T
rum

an doctrine, thus far w
ith considerable 

success. 

It w
as against the threat of aggression that our double-edged 

policy of containm
ent—

of m
ilitary security and econom

ic 
and social progress—

w
as directed. Its archetypes w

ere the 
T

rum
an doctrine and the M

arshall P
lan. T

hese tw
o ideas 

have also been fundam
ental to the evolution of other pro-

gram
s for regional cooperation in m

any parts of the w
orld, 

program
s involving econom

ic and cultural cooperation as 
w

ell as security. T
heir goal is to provide the bone structure 

of a new
 system

 of peace, a realm
 am

ple enough and dynam
ic 

enough to accom
m

odate the changing policies of m
any free 

peoples w
ithout losing the discipline of peace. In such sys-

tem
s of regional cooperation, as they develop, w

e could hope 
to take a declining part—

save for the ultim
ate problem

 of 
nuclear deterrence—

as other nations take on a larger share 
of the com

m
on responsibility. 

1
1
 



Progress in A
reas of A

ccord 

B
u

t th
o

se w
h

o
 see th

e h
isto

ry
 o

f th
e p

o
stw

ar y
ears as o

n
ly

 
a h

isto
ry

 o
f co

ld
 w

ar, o
f co

n
tain

m
en

t, an
d
 o

f eco
n
o
m

ic an
d
 

so
cial d

ev
elo

p
m

en
t b

eh
in

d
 th

e sh
ield

 o
f co

n
tain

m
en

t m
iss 

th
e p

o
in

t. 

B
ecau

se o
u

r first in
n

o
cen

t h
o

p
es fo

r co
llab

o
ratio

n
 w

ith
 th

e 
S

oviet U
nion w

ere frustrated does not m
ean that the U

nited 
S

tates abandoned its desire to find, w
ith its allies, a basis for 

p
eacefu

l co
ex

isten
ce an

d
 p

eacefu
l co

m
p

etitio
n

. T
h

e h
isto

ry
 

o
f th

e p
o
stw

ar w
o
rld

 is n
o
t o

n
ly

 o
n
e o

f tracin
g
 th

e co
n
se-

q
u
en

ces o
f S

o
v

iet actio
n
s clan

g
in

g
 sh

u
t m

an
y

 g
ates to

 co
l-

lab
o
ratio

n
; it is a h

isto
ry

 o
f o

u
r p

ersisten
t effo

rts to
 k

eep
 

them
 open. 

T
h

e M
arsh

all P
lan

, as y
o

u
 w

ill recall, w
as o

ffered
 to

 th
e 

S
o

v
iet U

n
io

n
 an

d
 to

 E
astern

 E
u

ro
p

e as w
ell as to

 W
estern

 
E

urope. A
nd at a tim

e w
hen w

e still had a nuclear m
onopoly, 

w
e o

ffered
 th

e B
aru

ch
 p

lan
 fo

r th
e in

tern
atio

n
al co

n
tro

l o
f 

all n
u
clear en

erg
y
. 

W
e d

id
 o

f co
u

rse resist C
o

m
m

u
n

ist effo
rts to

 ex
ten

d
 w

h
at 

C
hurchill first called the Iron C

urtain. B
ut w

e did not attem
pt 

to
 in

terv
en

e o
n
 th

e o
th

er sid
e o

f th
at lin

e—
eith

er in
 E

ast 
G

erm
an

y
 in

 1
9

5
3

 o
r in

 H
u

n
g

ary
 in

 1
9

5
6

. T
o

d
ay

, alth
o

u
g

h
 

w
e are d

eterm
in

ed
 to

 resist ag
g

ressio
n

 in
 S

o
u

th
 V

iet-N
am

, 
w

e have no designs against the political system
 w

hich exists 

in N
orth V

iet-N
am

. 

W
e h

av
e n

ev
er fo

rg
o
tten

 th
at th

e U
n
ited

 S
tates an

d
 th

e 
S

oviet U
nion are m

ore and m
ore closely linked in a m

arriage 
n
o
t o

f co
n
v
en

ien
ce b

u
t o

f n
ecessity

, a relatio
n
sh

ip
 w

h
ich

 
d

o
m

in
ates th

eir id
eo

lo
g

ical an
tip

ath
ies an

d
 th

eir o
ccasio

n
al 

conflicts of interest as national states. 
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In
 th

e th
ru

sts an
d
 resp

o
n
ses o

f th
e last 2

0
 y

ears, w
e can

 
h

o
p

e th
at th

e g
o

v
ern

o
rs o

f th
e S

o
v

iet U
n

io
n

 h
av

e co
m

e to
 

u
n
d
erstan

d
 th

at th
e restrain

ed
 an

d
 lim

ited
 p

o
licies o

f th
e 

U
n

ited
 S

tates are h
ard

ly
 th

o
se o

f "ag
g

ressiv
e im

p
erialism

" 
regularly described in C

om
m

unist oratory, but som
ething far 

m
ore tractable and conciliatory and far less threatening. T

he 
tw

o countries know
 that their shared trusteeship of ultim

ate 
m

ilitary pow
er has been and rem

ains the ultim
ate guarantee 

o
f g

en
eral p

eace. 

T
he nonproliferation treaty, w

hich both countries have sub-
m

itted
 to

 th
e U

n
ited

 N
atio

n
s, is a d

irect resu
lt o

f th
e im

-
placable nuclear im

perative w
hich unites the tw

o nations. It 
is, th

u
s far, th

e m
o

st p
ro

m
isin

g
 ch

ild
 o

f th
at m

arriag
e o

f 
n

ecessity
 I referred

 to
 earlier. 

N
o one of our recent P

residents has been m
ore conscious of 

th
ese facts th

an
 P

resid
en

t Jo
h

n
so

n
. H

e v
iew

s o
u

r relatio
n

s 
w

ith the S
oviet U

nion, and indeed w
ith m

ainland C
hina, as 

the dom
inant problem

s of our foreign policy and the context 
in w

hich m
ost local conflicts m

ust be exam
ined. If he is forced 

b
y

 reality
 to

 co
n

fro
n

t m
an

y
 th

reats n
o

t y
et co

n
tain

ed
, h

e 
also sees the achievem

ent of a fair detente as the only course 
offering real prom

ise for the future. 

The K
ey to O

ur Policy 

P
resid

en
t Jo

h
n
so

n
 su

m
m

ed
 u

p
 o

u
r p

o
licy

 in
 th

ese term
s in

 
his speech of A

ugust 26, 1966: 

. . . at the heart of our concern in the years ahead m
ust be our 

relationship w
ith the S

oviet U
nion. B

oth of us possess unim
ag-

in
ab

le p
o

w
er; o

u
r resp

o
n

sib
ility

 to
 th

e w
o

rld
 is h

eav
ier th

an
 

that ever borne by any tw
o nations at any other tim

e in history. 
O

u
r co

m
m

o
n

 in
terests d

em
an

d
 th

at b
o

th
 o

f u
s ex

ercise th
at 

responsibility and that w
e exercise it w

isely in the years ahead. 

1
3
 



S
ince 1945, w

e have opposed C
om

m
unist efforts to bring about 

a C
om

m
unist-dom

inated w
orld. W

e did so because our convic-
tions and our interests dem

anded it; and w
e shall continue to 

do so. 

B
ut w

e have never sought w
ar or the destruction of the S

oviet 
U

nion; indeed, w
e have sought instead to increase our know

l-
edge and our understanding of the R

ussian people, w
ith w

hom
 

w
e share a com

m
on feeling for life, a love of song and story, 

and a sense of the land's vast prom
ises. 

O
ur com

pelling task is this: to search for every possible area 
of agreem

ent that m
ight conceivably enlarge, no m

atter how
 

slightly or how
 slow

ly, the prospect for cooperation betw
een 

the U
nited S

tates and the S
oviet U

nion. In the benefits of such 
co

o
p
eratio

n
, th

e w
h
o
le w

o
rld

 w
o
u
ld

 sh
are an

d
 so

, I th
in

k
, 

w
ould both nations. 

T
his statem

ent is the key to understanding the pattern of our 
relationships w

ith the C
om

m
unist w

orlds today. It m
ay add 

to this understanding to delineate som
e of the guidelines w

e 
try to follow

 in reconciling these som
etim

es conflicting goals. 

T
h
e first, an

d
 m

o
st im

p
o
rtan

t, is th
at w

e h
av

e u
sed

 fo
rce 

only in conform
ity w

ith international law
 and only to re-

quire com
pliance w

ith it. A
s a state w

e respect the sam
e basic 

rule for international society w
hich necessarily governs the 

dom
estic life of the citizen in a society governed by law

; 
nam

ely, the m
oral duty of obedience to the law

. T
his principle 

is the essence of the social contract for all societies of law
—

societies, that is, w
here the citizen—

or the state, in the case of 
in

tern
atio

n
al law

—
can

 p
articip

ate in
 th

e m
ak

in
g
 o

f law
. 

T
he society of nations cannot tolerate the persistent defiance 

of this principle, any m
ore than a dom

estic com
m

unity can. 

S
econdly, w

e try to avoid open and direct confrontations 
betw

een the great pow
ers. 

W
hen tests do arise, w

e show
 both firm

ness and m
easure. 
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W
e endeavor to m

aintain an atm
osphere of courtesy, believ-

ing that neither side is served by hostile propaganda efforts—
through dem

onstrations, speeches, or broadcasts. 

W
e w

ill not be needlessly provoked. 

W
e continue to seek new

 initiatives for peace, new
 paths 

w
hich all can travel together. 

A
nd lastly, w

e have consistently refused to sacrifice progress 
in areas of accord because of problem

s in areas of conflict. 
D

espite the recurring provocations of recent years, w
e have, 

fo
r ex

am
p

le, co
n

clu
d

ed
 th

e lim
ited

 test b
an

 treaty
, th

e 
A

ntarctic T
reaty, the 1966 T

reaty on the P
eaceful U

ses of 
O

uter S
pace, and the "hot line" agreem

ents. W
e are reach-

ing accord on a civil aviation agreem
ent w

hich w
ill provide 

direct air service betw
een the S

oviet U
nion and the U

nited 
S

tates; w
e are p

leased
 w

ith
 th

e recen
t ratificatio

n
 o

f o
u
r 

consular agreem
ent by the S

oviet U
nion. W

e are continuing 
to join w

ith the S
oviets in w

orking for the U
nited N

ations' 
adoption and universal acceptance of the treaty for the non-
proliferation of nuclear w

eapons. A
nd w

e have repeatedly 
urged them

 to take responsibility for peace in the M
iddle 

E
ast, in V

iet-N
am

, and w
ith respect to C

astro and N
orth 

K
orea. 

Defense and Conciliation in Asia 

T
h

e sam
e p

rin
cip

les o
f eq

u
ilib

riu
m

 an
d

 o
f search

 fo
r 

acco
rd

 ap
p

ly
 in

 o
u

r relatio
n
s w

ith
 A

sian
 C

o
m

m
u
n
ists. 

T
oday, eyes are fixed on V

iet-N
am

. A
lthough the style of 

fighting in V
iet-N

am
 is different from

 that in K
orea, the 

principle at stake is the sam
e. In both cases, w

e fought not to 
d

efeat C
o

m
m

u
n

ist id
eo

lo
g

y
, b

u
t to

 p
ro

tect o
u

r n
atio

n
al 

interest in stability and equilibrium
. 

W
hy w

ere these actions necessary? 
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T
he issue in V

iet-N
am

 has never been m
ore clearly put than 

in a recent speech by P
resident B

ourguiba of T
unisia, w

ho 
is one of the m

ost realistic and perceptive statesm
en in the 

w
orld today: 

. . . th
e p

ro
b
lem

 o
f V

iet-N
am

 . . . is a serio
u
s p

ro
b
lem

, 
in

v
o

lv
in

g
 th

e eq
u

ilib
riu

m
 o

f th
e w

o
rld

 . . . A
n

 an
aly

sis o
f 

the events leads to the conclusion that the struggle in V
iet-

N
am

 is taking place betw
een A

m
erica and C

hina behind the 
scenes . . . F

or M
ao T

se-tung the object is to prove that the 
U

nited S
tates can be brought to capitulation . . . T

hings are 
far fro

m
 sim

p
le, an

d
 w

h
at is called

 "im
p

erialism
" o

ften
 is 

only a m
atter of opinion. T

o hum
anity's m

isfortune, it happens 
that peace is founded on the balance of pow

er . . . I am
 not 

seeking to spare anyone or to please any nation w
hen I say 

that the w
orld w

ould be in danger the day that, in response to 
a trend of public opinion, A

m
erica decided to go back to her 

form
er isolationism

 . . . C
hina w

ould seize control of all the 
co

u
n

tries in
 th

e reg
io

n
 an

d
 w

o
u

ld
 w

rest lead
ersh

ip
 o

f th
e 

C
om

m
unist w

orld from
 M

oscow
. A

nd that w
ould be the end of 

w
orld peace . . . H

ence the conflict w
e are w

itnessing has a 
scope and significance that goes beyond V

iet-N
am

. 

T
he continuance of the w

ar, P
resident B

ourguiba contends, 
threatens the m

odus vivendi on w
hich the chance of peace 

turns. "O
ne can im

agine," he w
rites, "the m

ortal danger to 
w

hich the w
orld w

ould be exposed if E
ast G

erm
any or W

est 
G

erm
any w

ere to attem
pt to achieve, for its ow

n benefit, the 
unification of the country, as in V

iet-N
am

." A
fter each S

oviet 
attem

pt since the w
ar to extend its sphere of influence, he 

points out, the S
oviets returned to the dem

arcation line of their 
sphere of influence. N

o solution in V
iet-N

am
 other than a like 

return to the status quo ante is conceivable, P
resident B

our-
guiba argues, w

ithout threatening "the balance of the w
orld." 

A
s in E

urope, U
nited S

tates policies in A
sia are directed not 

only to defense but to conciliation as w
ell. P

resident Johnson 
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proposed 3 years ago that the U
.S

. w
ould be prepared to pro-

vide $1 billion tow
ard a new

 program
 of developm

ent in 
S

outheast A
sia, including N

orth V
iet-N

am
, in an environm

ent 
of peace. T

his continues to be our policy. W
e are convinced 

that com
m

unism
 need not be the w

ave of the future in A
sia. 

A
nd w

e are prepared, and w
e are convinced the free countries 

of A
sia are prepared, to see this challenge tested in practice 

through peaceful com
petition and diversity. 

Overtures to Com
m

unist China 

T
hus far the leaders of C

om
m

unist C
hina, the param

ount 
A

sian C
om

m
unist state today, have feared and rejected diver-

sity and the com
petition of ideas. W

ary of contact and ex-
change, they have sought to seal m

ainland C
hina from

 all 
outside influences w

hile trum
peting the revealed truth of their 

ow
n system

 throughout the w
orld. 

W
e w

ould see an end to this isolationist, exclusivist attitude 
in A

sia, as it has gradually been changing in E
urope. In re-

cent years w
e have proposed num

erous w
ays by w

hich w
e and 

the people of m
ainland C

hina m
ight begin to ease the tensions 

w
hich exist betw

een our tw
o countries. 

W
e have m

ade clear our w
illingness to w

elcom
e C

hinese 
scien

tists, sch
o
lars, an

d
 jo

u
rn

alists to
 th

e U
n
ited

 S
tates 

and have encouraged our ow
n academ

ics to establish contacts 
w

ith their counterparts on the m
ainland of C

hina. T
o facili-

tate these contacts, w
e have eased restrictions on travel to 

C
om

m
unist C

hina. Few
 applications for the validation of pass-

ports for travel to C
om

m
unist C

hina have been refused in 
recent years. In the com

m
ercial field, w

e have expressed our 
w

illingness to consider the sale of foodstuffs and certain 
pharm

aceuticals to the C
hinese. W

e have taken other steps 
as w

ell. 
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T
hese initiatives on our part have all been vehem

ently re-
jected

. It is o
u
r h

o
p
e, h

o
w

ev
er, th

at o
n
e d

ay
 th

e b
arriers 

w
hich the C

hinese have guarded w
ith such fierce determ

ina-
tio

n
 w

ill b
eg

in
 to

 cru
m

b
le o

n
 th

eir sid
e, ju

st as w
e h

av
e 

ourselves pushed aside barriers w
hich once existed in our 

policy. T
his should begin to happen not only in C

om
m

unist 
C

hina but elsew
here in C

om
m

unist A
sia if w

e achieve a stable 
and just peace in V

iet-N
am

. 

T
hese, then, are the C

om
m

unist w
orlds and a brief sketch of 

our policies tow
ard them

. C
om

m
unist am

bitions have been 
the occasion but not the cause for the burdens of our foreign 
policy since 1945. T

he cause of the profound change in our 
foreign policy, as I have tried to show

 earlier, is the change 
in the m

ap of w
orld politics since 1914. 

A
 society like that of the U

nited S
tates can only be safe in a 

reasonably stable w
orld—

a w
orld of w

ide horizons, tolerant 
of freedom

 and generally obedient to law
. O

bviously, the 
society of nations cannot tolerate prolonged conditions of 
general anarchy any m

ore than a nation can tolerate such 
conditions in its dom

estic life. 

W
hat w

e seek, therefore—
in E

urope, in the M
iddle E

ast, and 
in A

sia—
is a com

m
on acceptance of the prem

ise of peace, 
and of the idea of detente, the kind of w

orld in w
hich each 

co
u

n
try

 co
u

ld
 p

u
rsu

e its o
w

n
 g

o
als an

d
 in

d
eed

 its o
w

n
 

revolution, if revolution be needed, w
ithout outside provoca-

tio
n
 o

r in
terferen

ce. T
h
e stab

ility
 w

e seek
 is n

o
t o

n
e o

f 
M

etternich's rigid enforcem
ent of the status quo, but freedom

 
for every people to undertake the kind of social change they 
feel best suits them

. O
ur approach, in the end, is national, 

pluralistic, and pragm
atic—

not ideological and not universal. 
istic. T

he m
eans it em

ploys rest on a realistic understanding 
of the lim

its of our pow
er. It is a policy of peace, and only of 

peace. 
1
8
  

Com
peting Elem

ents of Com
m

unist Policy 

I suspect that the attitudes of C
om

m
unist leaders tow

ards 
their problem

s of foreign policy are m
ore com

plex than our 
ow

n. 

F
ifty years after the O

ctober R
evolution, despite doctrinal 

argum
ents and brutal purges, m

any of them
 rem

ain "true 
believers," engaged to varying degrees in the fortunes of 
C

om
m

unist m
ovem

ents in other countries. 

A
t the sam

e tim
e, 50 years after B

rest L
itovsk, w

here L
enin 

firm
ly

 attach
ed

 co
m

m
u

n
ism

 to
 a R

u
ssian

 n
atio

n
al b

ase, 
nationalism

 and national interests also constitute a strong 
influence in every C

om
m

unist country and lim
it the extent 

of its com
m

itm
ent to foreign adventures in behalf of ideology. 

T
he policies of every C

om
m

unist party reflect patterns of 
contrasting em

phasis on these tw
o them

es. In no country, 
how

ever nationalist or how
ever orthodox, is policy either 

entirely national or entirely ideological. 

W
e m

ight note another set of com
peting im

pulses w
ithin the 

C
om

m
unist w

orlds: the appeal of hum
anism

 on the one hand 
and of hierarchical despotism

 on the other. T
he clash of these 

them
es is particularly strong in the S

oviet U
nion and, in 

different com
binations, w

ithin E
astern E

urope. T
he con-

flict of the S
lavophiles and the W

esternizers is as old as R
us-

sia itself. O
ne can contrast Ivan the T

errible and P
eter the 

G
reat, C

hekhov and D
ostoyevsky, A

lexander II and S
talin, 

and hundreds m
ore. S

uffice it to say that in E
astern E

urope, 
and in the S

oviet U
nion, m

any C
om

m
unist leaders are also 

children of the enlightenm
ent and participants in the com

m
on 

hum
anistic culture of the W

estern W
orld. T

hey have not for-
g
o
tten

 th
eir allian

ce in
 tw

o
 W

o
rld

 W
ars w

ith
 th

e U
n
ited

 
S

tates, F
rance, and B

ritain, and other deep ties as w
ell. 
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Y
et th

e trad
itio

n
 o

f ab
so

lu
tism

 an
d
 th

e q
u
est fo

r p
o
w

er 
rem

ain strong. O
ne can only w

onder w
hat com

bination of 
C

o
m

m
u
n
ist zeal an

d
 n

atio
n
alist im

p
u
lse h

as cau
sed

 th
e 

S
o

v
iet U

n
io

n
 to

 co
n

tin
u

e its arm
s sh

ip
m

en
ts an

d
 o

th
er 

political activities in the M
iddle E

ast. 

F
urther east, the w

alls of inaccessibility, the spirit of destruc-
tion for its ow

n sake, seem
 m

uch stronger. T
he old friendly 

ties betw
een thousands of A

m
ericans and C

hinese from
 the 

m
ainland are in suspense. T

heir influence on the course of 
events is invisible. H

o C
hi M

inh's consistent intolerance of 
any V

ietnam
ese nationalism

 other than his ow
n, and his w

ill-
ingness to subject his country to agony and destruction for 
id

eo
lo

g
y
's sak

e an
d
 fo

r th
e sak

e o
f n

ak
ed

 p
o
w

er, are in
 

m
arked contrast to the spirit of peaceful coexistence som

e 
other C

om
m

unists seem
 to show

 tow
ards people w

ho think 
in w

ays different from
 their ow

n. 

A
nd finally, the m

ysterious fire of aggression, the ancient 
im

pulse of conquest, w
hich has flared up from

 tim
e to tim

e 
in the history of m

any nations, has m
ade its separate con-

tribution to the course of events during the last 20 years. 

In the face of these dualism
s, these varying elem

ents of hope 
and danger, our policy rem

ains one of patient restraint and 
of endless quest for conciliation. 

T
he talks in P

aris m
ay be long and often acrim

onious. T
he 

N
orth V

ietnam
ese are pursuing their strategy of "fight and 

negotiate" w
ith a vengeance. Y

et our civil air negotiations 
w

ith the S
oviets and our joint efforts for a nonproliferation 

treaty have continued. N
or have w

e ceased our attem
pts at 

opening a dialog w
ith m

ainland C
hina—

as evidenced by our 
recent offer to adm

it C
hinese new

sm
en to cover our electoral 

cam
paign. W

e shall continue steadily to build the strength of 

20 

our evolving regional alliances in E
urope and in A

sia, and to 
encourage our colleagues in these ventures to join w

ith us in 
the m

any w
orks of peace. 

No Prudent Alternative 

In the end, w
e m

ust ask ourselves, w
ill this policy w

ork? W
ill 

it avoid general w
ar and persuade the C

om
m

unists of various 
sects to accept the rule of live-and-let-live? W

ill that be the 
synthesis to em

erge from
 the thesis and antithesis of the last 

20 years, the thrust and the parry, the ideological debate, the 
interplay of our ideas and of theirs? 

N
o one can be certain. A

t least I cannot be certain. 

B
ut I can see no prudent alternative to the policy the nation 

has follow
ed under four P

residents since 1945. It is not a 
dram

atic nor a glam
orous policy. It requires patient, m

ature 
thought and action in m

eeting present and future tests of w
ill. 

It d
o

es n
o

t o
ffer in

stan
t p

eace. It rejects th
e n

o
tio

n
 o

f an
 

ideological crusade against com
m

unism
, as w

ell as the naive 
belief that the C

om
m

unist system
s w

ould not threaten our 
security if w

e w
ithdrew

 from
 the w

orld stage. It therefore re-
jects the proposals of those w

ho w
ould lead us like lem

m
ings 

into the isolationist policy of the tw
enties—

now
, as then, the 

surest prescription of w
ar. 

T
he burden of sustained dom

estic and international tensions 
has produced extraordinary explosions of hum

an feelings in 
recent years, and particularly in this year. T

hose explosions 
are rem

arkable events—
signals of serious protest at a tim

e 
w

hen W
estern societies, at least, have never been m

ore suc-
cessful and m

ore earnestly com
m

itted to fulfilling their ideals 
of social justice. H

istorians m
ay look back on 1968 as they 
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do on 1848: as a year in w
hich the deepest w

ishes of m
ankind 

w
ere m

ade m
anifest. W

e should recall that one of the greatest 

o
f m

o
d
ern

 h
isto

rian
s h

as called
 1

8
4
8
 th

e R
ev

o
lu

tio
n
 o

f th
e 

Intellectuals. 

A
ll o

v
er th

e w
o
rld

 th
ere are v

isib
le an

d
 so

m
etim

es v
io

len
t 

m
anifestations of hum

an stress and concern over the trend of 

events. In m
ost cases, these m

anifestations express and reflect 

the yearnings of generous and idealistic spirits. In som
e, they 

b
etray

 feelin
g
s o

f h
o
stility

, b
ittern

ess, fru
stratio

n
, an

d
 th

e 

desire for revenge. In m
any countries, the dem

onstrators seek 

liberty and social advance. O
ccasionally, they m

anifest m
an's 

universal taste for violence and his instinct of destruction for 

its o
w

n
 sak

e, n
o

rm
ally

 b
u

t n
o

t alw
ay

s k
ep

t in
 ch

eck
 b

y
 th

e 

texture of his social system
. 

O
f course, hostile forces seek to exploit these feelings, and to 

tu
rn

 th
eir m

an
ifestatio

n
 in

to
 rev

o
lu

tio
n
ary

 ch
an

n
els; th

at is, 

into channels seeking a truly revolutionary transfer of pow
er 

and not sim
ply the acceleration of agreed program

s of social 

change. A
nd, of course, governm

ents have to intervene finally 

to
 p

reserv
e p

u
b

lic o
rd

er. 

B
ut responsible m

en everyw
here w

ould ignore the yearnings 

behind these events at their peril. O
ne them

e in m
ost—

but not 

all—
o
f th

e d
em

o
n
stratio

n
s is a p

assio
n
ate d

esire fo
r p

eace, 

for an end of the cold w
ar and of the tensions and threats of 

the years since 1945. H
ere the m

oral of protest is one w
e can 

h
o
p
e th

e serio
u
s m

en
 w

h
o
 d

irect C
o
m

m
u
n
ist p

arties ev
ery

-

w
h
ere w

ill ex
am

in
e w

ith
 th

e u
tm

o
st care. F

o
r if th

e h
ig

h
-

m
in

d
ed

 an
d
 id

ealistic y
o
u
th

 w
h
o
 p

ro
test in

 b
eh

alf o
f p

eace 

conclude that certain C
om

m
unist states are ultim

ately respon-

sible for the tensions w
hich prevent peace, the im

pact of that 

conclusion on opinion and on policy could becom
e difficult to 

control. 
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