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Preface

The collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991 ended almost half a century of intense

international struggle known as the Cold War. For those who lived through this

period, the great events, personalities, crises, conflicts, alliances, and initiatives were

a frightening and familiar aspect of their everyday lives. For a new generation of stu-

dents, however, the momentous developments of the Cold War are but dim and dis-

tant recollections of a bygone age. It is for both these groups that we have compiled

and edited The Cold War: A History through Documents, a wide-ranging collection of

speeches, agreements, statements, and texts selected to represent and recall the great

events of that era.

The documents provided in this volume trace the rise and fall of the Cold War.

from its roots at Yalta and Potsdam in 1945 through the collapse of the Soviet state in

1991. Each set of documents is preceded bv a concise but thorough introduction

which explains their background and significance, places them in historical context,

and conveys the flavor and fervor of the events that surrounded them. The docu-

ments are arranged in chronological order, so that the reader can actually follow

the history of the Cold War bv reading the introductions and texts. At the end of

each set of documents there are discussion questions to stimulate further thought In

this way, we have sought not only to describe and illuminate the great events of the

Cold War, but also to bring them to life in the words and phrases of those who were
activelv involved.

This book is intended mainly for use as a supplementary text in college and
university courses on the Cold War. and as additional reading for courses on twenti-

eth-century histon. western and world civilization, or U.S. diplomatic history. It may
be used in connection with our own Cold War textbook, A Hard and Bitter Peace: A
Global History of the Cold War (Prentice Hall, 1996), or with any other solid histon

text. It can even be used without a text, as the introductions to each entry include suf-

ficient information to provide a good general overview of the Cold War, and the dis-

cussion questions provide an effective springboard for student papers and projects and
classroom discussions and debates.

xvii



xviii PREFACE

In the preparation of this work, we have benefited greatly from the reactions and
insights of our students, particularly those who have taken our courses on the his-

tory of the Cold War. We are deeply grateful to them, as well as to the librarians who
helped us locate and assemble these documents, and to the various colleagues and edi-

tors who made helpful comments and suggestions, including Larry EugeneJones of

Canisius College, Mark T. Clark of California State University, San Bernardino,

Lawrence H. Madaras of Howard Community College, and Eleanor McCluskey of

Palm Beach Atlantic College. We are especially grateful to our wives, Susan Judge
andJanice Langdon, who have helped in so many ways to make this book a reality and
to support us in our various endeavors. It is to them, above all, that we are indebted,

and it is to them that we lovingly and appreciatively dedicate our work.
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Introduction

For almost half a century, following the end ofWorld War II, the nations of the world

were locked in an intense international struggle known as the "Cold War." The Cold

War was primarily a political and ideological conflict, but it also had profound eco-

nomic, social, and cultural ramifications, and in some way it affected the lives of

almost everyone on the planet.

.Although the Cold War arose out of the unstable situation that emerged after

World War II, especially in Central Europe, it had roots in the global ideological

struggle between capitalism and communism. By the twendeth century, the capital-

ist nadons of A \ estern Europe and North America, with their commitment to free-

market economies, Judeo-Chrrstian values and parliamentary democracy, had achieved

an unparalleled level of prosperity and power. In the process, they had managed to

colonize much of the globe, bringing vast lands and peoples in Asia and Africa under
their economic domination—and often their political control.

Then, in 1917, during the midst of World War I, a series of revolutions in Rus-

sia had brought to power a communist regime determined to destroy that system.

Inspired by the teachings of Karl Marx, the previous century's foremost critic of cap
italism, Madimir Lenin and his comrades worked to establish a socialist state that

would serve as a showcase and a springboard for a worldwide communist revolution.

In theory this revolution would rid the world of capitalist exploitation and imperial

domination, and establish an order in which the working people (led by the Com-
munist Parts) would control the social, economic, and political institutions. Eco-

nomic inequities, social classes, religious organizations, and even the nation-state

would eventually disappear.



2 INTRODUCTION

On the domestic front, Russia's new leaders moved quickly to expropriate cap-

italists, dispossess landlords, nationalize industries, ban political opposition, and per-

secute religions. The Communist Party assumed dictatorial powers, and the former
Russian empire became the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. On the international

scene, they organized and led a worldwide movement designed to subvert Western
institutions and pave the way for a global revolution. Communist groups were estab-

lished and spread among both the working classes of Europe and the colonial peo-

ples who lived under Western dominion.
The capitalist world reacted with horror to the emergent Soviet threat. During

the Russian civil war of 1918-1920, the British, French, Americans, and Japanese
made an abortive effort to help anti-communist Russians overthrow the new regime.

Once this had failed, however, and once it became clear that communist success for

the time being would be limited to Russia, the Western world had little choice but to

accept the Soviet reality. Britain and France, battered and bruised by World War I, were

beset by problems at home and in their colonies. And the United States, which
emerged from the war as the strongest and richest Western power, retreated into iso-

lation behind the Atlantic Ocean.
Backward, weak, and surrounded by hostile forces, the new Soviet state decided

to postpone its quest for world revolution and instead build socialism at home. In

1929, under the direction ofJoseph Stalin, the Soviet leaders launched a series of

"five-year plans" designed to collectivize agriculture and industrialize Russia, in hopes

of catching the West. Enormous industrial growth was achieved, but millions of peo-

ple died in the forced famine and civil war that accompanied collectivization, and
in the bloody purges and police-state repression that followed. This in turn intensi-

fied the loathing and fear of communism that existed in the West: even those who sym-

pathized with Moscow's aims found it hard to defend the ruthless behavior of the

brutal Stalinist regime.

Meanwhile, however, developments in Germany were conspiring to create a

measure of cooperation between the communist and capitalist worlds. In 1933, Adolf

Hitler and the Nazis rose to power in Germany and proceeded to create a militarist,

racist, and expansionist regime that posed a mortal threat to both Russia and the

West.

Neither the USSR, absorbed in its five-year plans, nor the Western powers, who
were mired in the Great Depression, did much at first to confront the Nazi menace.

As time went on, however, they began tentatively to reach out toward each other. In

1933, Moscow and Washington established diplomatic ties for the first time, and in

1934 the Soviet Union joined the League of Nations, an international organization

formed after World War I to help preserve the peace. The following year, in a bid to

contain Nazi expansion, the USSR entered into defensive alliances with both France

and Czechoslovakia.

But collective security, despite its promising start, was destined to end in fail-

ure. As the Germans remilitarized in the mid-1930s and went on to annex neigh-

boring Austria in March 1938, neither the Soviets nor the West offered much
opposition. The crowning blow came at the Munich conference in fall 1938, when the

British and French caved in to Hitler's demands that the western part of Czechoslo-

vakia, heavily populated by Germans, should be joined to the Nazi Reich. Neither
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the Czechs nor their Soviet allies, who had strongly advocated resistance, were invited

to attend this meeting.

Dismayed by the reluctance of the Western powers to stand up to Hider, and fear-

ful that they might be hoping to turn the Nazis eastward against the USSR, Stalin

quiedy began to seek accommodation with Hitler. In spring and summer of 1939,

after the Germans swallowed up much ofwhat remained of Czechoslovakia, secret talks

were held between Moscow and Berlin. Then, on August 23, they stunned the world

by announcing that they had signed a treaty of nonaggression. The Nazi-Soviet Pact,

as it came to be known, included secret clauses which allowed for the two sides to

divide up Poland between them.

This apparent Soviet treachery angered and appalled the West. It also cleared

the way for a German invasion of Poland, which began on September 1, 1939. Britain

and France, although not yet prepared to actually fight, dutifully declared war on
Germany, and the Second World War had begun. During the next several months, as

the Nazi aggression proceeded, the Soviets swallowed up eastern Poland, occupied the

Baltic States, and began a "winter war" against Finland. Then, from spring through
fall of 1940, Stalin and his comrades watched from the sidelines as Hitler's war
machine overran Western Europe, occupied France, and pounded proud Britain

with aerial bombardments. Relations between Russia and the West, it seemed, had
reached an all-time low.

During 1941, however, Hider moved east, and communists and capitalists soon
found themselves fighting on the same side. OnJune 22nd, violating their pact with

Moscow, the Germans launched a massive invasion of the USSR, and within months
their armies had penetrated deep into Soviet territory. The British, desperate for

help in their lonely struggle against Hider, quickly put aside their distaste for com-
munism andjoined forces with the Soviets. In December 1941, theJapanese attack on
Pearl Harbor brought the United States into the war.

From then until 1945, despite their ideological differences, the British, Amer-
icans, and Soviets joined in a Grand Alliance to combat and defeat the Nazis and
their allies. But all was not sweetness and light among the new partners. Resentments
arose in Moscow over Western delays in opening a second front: not untilJune 1944,

after the Soviet armies had resisted and turned back the German onslaught, did the

Anglo-American forces launch their long-awaited invasion of Nazi-occupied France.

The Western allies in turn were deeply disturbed in summer of 1944 when, in the

process of liberating Poland, the Soviets set up a new communist-led Polish govern-

ment, and then stood by and let the Germans annihilate the non-communist Polish

Home Army as it tried to liberate Warsaw from within.

Despite these tensions, however, confidence reigned supreme as the Ameri-
can, British, and Soviet leaders—Roosevelt, Churchill, and Stalin—met at Yalta in

February 1945 to discuss the shape of the postwar world now that victory was near. Few
foresaw that out of that conference and the events that followed would arise a whole
new set of tensions and hostilities and that, within a few years, the erstwhile allies

would find themselves engaged in a bitter struggle waged by every means short of

direct military' combat between them. This bitter struggle, which is amply docu-
mented in the selections that follow, came to be called the Cold War.
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The Origins of the Cold War,
1945-1950

1 The Yalta Conference, February 1945

During World War II, despite ideological differences and mutual distrust, the Soviet Union

and the Western powers cooperated in a Grand Alliance to defeat Nazi Germany. From 1941

to 1944 the Soviets bore the brunt of this struggle, halting and reversing the German onslaught

while the British and Americans, who were also fighting Japan without Soviet help, delayed

opening a second front in the west—much to Moscow's dismay. Not until June of 1944 did they

finally launch their "D-Day" invasion of Nazi-occupied France.

In February of 1945 the "Big Three" leaders—U.S. president Franklin Roosevelt, British

prime minister Winston Churchill, and Soviet premier Joseph Stalin—convened in the resort

city of Yalta on the Crimean peninsula in the USSR. By this time the Anglo-American forces

had driven the Germans out of France, the Soviets had occupied Poland, and German defeat

was in sight. The war against Japan, however, appeared to be far from over. Anxious to secure

Soviet cooperation in this conflict, Roosevelt was willing to concede Russian dominance in

Poland, which was already occupied by the Red Army and administered by a Soviet-sponsored

provisional government. He and Churchill tried to get the best bargain they could, but the

final agreement on Poland, regardless of its language, would be implemented by the occu-

pying Soviets. Later, as the communists assumed full control, the Western leaders would be

accused of having sold out the Poles.

The Yalta agreements on Poland and Japan are reproduced below. The statement on

Poland was released at the end of the conference, but the secret agreement on Japan was
not made public until several years later.
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A. DECLARATION ON POLAND

t
A new situation has been created in Poland as a result of her complete liberation by
the Red Army. This calls for the establishment of a Polish Provisional Government
which can be more broadly based than was possible before the recent liberation of the

Western part of Poland. The Provisional Government which is now functioning in

Poland should therefore be reorganized on a broader democratic basis with the

inclusion of democratic leaders from Poland itself and from Poles abroad. This new
government should then be called the Polish Provisional Government of National

Unity.

M. Molotov, Mr. Harriman, and Sir A. Clark Kerr are authorized as a mission to

consult in the first instance in Moscow with members of the present Provisional Gov-

ernment and with other Polish democratic leaders from within Poland and from
abroad, with a view to the reorganization of the present Government along the above

lines. This Polish Provisional Government of National Unity shall be pledged to the

holding of free and unfettered elections as soon as possible on the basis of universal

suffrage and secret ballot. In these elections all democratic and anti-Nazi parties shall

have the right to take part and to put forward candidates.

When a Polish Provisional Government of National Unity has been properly

formed in conformity with the above, the Government of the USSR, which now main-

tains diplomatic relations with the present Provisional Government of Poland, and the

Government of the United Kingdom and the Government of the U.S.A. will establish

diplomatic relations with the new Polish Provisional Government of National Unity,

and will exchange Ambassadors by whose reports the respective Governments will

be kept informed about the situation in Poland.

The three Heads of Government consider that the Eastern frontier of Poland

should follow the Curzon Line with digressions from it in some regions of five to

eight kilometers in favor of Poland. They recognize that Poland must receive sub-

stantial accessions of territory in the north and west. They feel that the opinion of

the new Polish Provisional Government of National Unity should be sought in due
course on the extent of these accessions and that the final delimitation of the West-

ern frontier of Poland should thereafter await the peace conference.

B. AGREEMENT REGARDING SOVIET ENTRY INTO THE WAR
AGAINST JAPAN

The leaders of the three great powers—the Soviet Union, the United States ofAmer-

ica, and Great Britain—have agreed that in two or three months after Germany has

i surrendered and the war in Europe has terminated the Soviet Union shall enter into

the war againstJapan on the side of the Allies on condition that:

1. The status quo in Outer Mongolia (The Mongolian People's Republic) shall

be preserved,

2. The former rights of Russia violated by the treacherous attack ofJapan in

1904 shall be restored, viz.:

(A) the southern part of Sakhalin, as well as all the islands adjacent to it,

shall be returned to the Soviet Union,

(B) the commercial port of Dairen shall be internationalized, the pre-eminent
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interests of the Soviet Union in this port being safeguarded and the lease of Port

Arthur as a naval base of the USSR restored,

(C) the Chinese-Eastern Railroad and the South-Manchurian Railroad which

provides an oudet to Dairen shall bejoindy operated by the establishment of ajoint

Soviet-Chinese Company, it being understood that the pre-eminent interests of the

Soviet Union shall be safeguarded and that China shall retain full sovereignty in

Manchuria;

3. The Kurile islands shall be handed over to the Soviet Union.

It is understood, that the agreement concerning Outer Mongolia and the ports

and railroads referred to above will require concurrence of Generalissimo Chiang
Kai-shek. The President will take measures in order to obtain this concurrence on
advice from Marshal Stalin.

The heads of the three great powers have agreed that these claims of the Soviet

Union shall be unquestionably fulfilled afterJapan has been defeated.

For its part the Soviet Union expresses its readiness to conclude with the National

Government of China a pact of friendship and alliance between the USSR and China
in order to render assistance to China with its armed forces for the purpose of lib-

erating China from theJapanese yoke.

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1. Why did Roosevelt and Churchill agree to allow the Soviet-sponsored Provisional

Government to continue in power in Poland?

2. Why did they want it reorganized to include democratic leaders and committed to "free

and unfettered" elections?

3. What factors would make it possible for the Soviets to establish communist control in

Poland, despite these provisions?

4. Why did the conference assert that Poland should receive substantial accessions of

territory in the north and west?

5. Why did the agreement on Japan promise the Soviet Union so much territory in East

Asia?

6. Why would many Americans have been disappointed with the Yalta agreements?

7. To what extent were Roosevelt and Churchill guilty of having "sold out" Poland at Yalta?

What other choice did they have?

2 The Potsdam Conference, July-August 1945

Germany's surrender in May 1945 was followed by the division of that country into zones of

occupation, with the Soviets in the east and the other Allies in the west, and by the another

major conference of Allied leaders. From July 17th through August 2nd, 1945, at the city of

Potsdam near the German capital of Berlin, Stalin met again with western leaders—but they

were not the same ones he had dealt with at Yalta. Roosevelt's death in April meant that a new
president, Harry Truman, would represent the United States. Churchill was present at the
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start of the conference, but he and his cabinet were soon turned out of power as the result of

elections which had been held in early July, and he was replaced at Potsdam by a new prime

minister, Clement Attlee.

The conference saw hard bargaining on both sides of the increasingly contentious

relationship between Moscow and Washington. The result, however, appeared to be a rea-

sonable compromise: the Soviet Union would take the $10 billion in reparations it demanded
from Germany from its occupation zone alone, rather than from the entire country. In return,

the Americans would agree to the new Polish-German borders favored by Moscow and would

grant the Soviets a percentage of capital equipment from the western-occupied zones. As
the conference closed on August 2nd, it was clear that the Grand Alliance was functioning less

smoothly now that Germany had been defeated, but at this stage no government was talking

about Cold War.

EXCERPTS FROM THE BERLIN (POTSDAM) CONFERENCE
REPORT, AUGUST 2, 1945

III. GERMANY

The Political and Economic Principles to Govern the Treatment ofGermany in the Initial Con-

trol Period

A. Political Principles

I. In accordance with the Agreement on Control Machinery in Germany,
supreme authority in Germany is exercised, on instructions from their respective

Governments, by the Commanders-in-Chief of the armed forces of the United
States of America, the United Kingdom, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics,

and the French Republic, each in his own zone of occupation, and also jointly, in

matters affecting Germany as a whole, in their capacity as members of the Control

Council....

B. Economic Principles

II. In order to eliminate Germany's war potential, the production of arms,

ammunitions and implements of war as well as all types of aircraft and sea-going

ships shall be prohibited and prevented. Production of metals, chemicals, machinery

and other items that are directly necessary to a war economy shall be rigidly con-

trolled and restricted. . .

.

IV. REPARATIONS FROM GERMANY

1

.

Reparation claims of the USSR shall be met by removals from the zone of

Germany occupied by the USSR, and from appropriate German external assets.

2. The USSR undertakes to settle the reparation claims of Poland from its own
share of reparations.

3. The reparation claims of the United States, the United Kingdom and other

countries entitled to reparations shall be met from the Western Zones and from

appropriate German external assets.

4. In addition to the reparations to be taken by the USSR from its own zone of

occupation, the USSR shall receive additionally from the Western zones:
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(a) 15 percent of such usable and complete industrial capital equipment,

in the first place from the metallurgical, chemical and machine manufacturing indus-

tries as is unnecessary for the German peace economy and should be removed from
the Western zones of Germany, in exchange for an equivalent value of food, coal,

potash, zinc, timber, clay products, petroleum products, and such other commodities

as may be agreed upon.

(b) 10 percent of such industrial capital equipment as is unnecessary for the

German peace economy and should be removed from the Western Zones, to be
transferred to the Soviet Government on reparations account without payment or

exchange of any kind in return.

Removals of equipment as provided in (a) and (b) above shall be made simul-

taneously. . .

.

8. The Soviet Government renounces all claims in respect of reparations to

shares of German enterprises which are located in the Western Zones of occupation

in Germany as well as to German foreign assets in all countries except those specified

in paragraph 9 below.

9. The Governments of the UK and USA renounce their claims in respect of

reparations to shares of German enterprises which are located in the Eastern Zone
of occupation in Germany, as well as to German foreign assets in Bulgaria, Finland,

Hungary, Rumania and Eastern Austria....

IX. POLAND

A. We have taken note with pleasure of the agreement reached among repre-

sentative Poles from Poland and abroad which has made possible the formation, in

accordance with the decisions reached at the Crimea Conference, of a Polish Provi-

sional Government of National Unity' recognized by the Three Powers. The estab-

lishment by the British and the United States Governments of diplomatic relations with

the Polish Provisional Government of National Unity has resulted in the withdrawal

of their recognition from the former Polish Government in London, which no longer

exists.

The British and United States Governments have taken measures to protect

the interest of the Polish Provisional Government of National Unity as the recog-

nized government of the Polish State in the property belonging to the Polish State

located in their territories and under their control, whatever the form of this prop-

erty maybe....

The Three Powers note that the Polish Provisional Government of National

Unity, in accordance with the decisions of the Crimea Conference, has agreed to the

holding of free and unfettered elections as soon as possible on the basis of universal

suffrage and secret ballot in which all democratic and anti-Nazi parties shall have

the right to take part and to put forward candidates, and that the representatives of

the Allied press shall enjoy full freedom to report to the world upon developments
in Poland before and during the elections.

B. The following agreement was reached on the western frontier of Poland:

In conformity with the agreement on Poland reached at the Crimea Confer-

ence the Three Heads of Government have sought the opinion of the Polish Provi-

sional Government of National Unity in regard to the accession of territory in the

north and west which Poland should receive. The President of the National Council

of Poland and members of the Polish Provisional Government of National Unity
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have been received at the Conference and have fully presented their views. The
Three Heads of Government reaffirm their opinion that the final delimitation of

the western frontier of Poland should await the peace settlement.

* The Three Heads of Government agree that, pending the final determination

of Poland's western frontier, the former German territories east of a line running
from the Baltic Sea immediately west of Swinamunde, and thence along the Oder
River to the confluence of the western Neisse River and along the western Neisse to

the Czechoslovak frontier, including that portion of East Prussia not place under the

administration of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics in accordance with the

understanding reached at this conference and including the area of the former free

city of Danzig, shall be under the administration of the Polish State and for such

purposes should not be considered as part of the Soviet zone of occupation in

Germany. . .

.

XIII. ORDERLY TRANSFER OF GERMAN POPULATIONS

The Three Governments, having considered the question in all its aspects, rec-

ognize that the transfer to Germany of German populations, or elements thereof,

remaining in Poland, Czechoslovakia, and Hungary, will have to be undertaken. They
agree that any transfers that take place should be effected in an orderly and humane
manner....

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

What factors might have encouraged the members of the Grand Alliance to continue

working together at Potsdam despite their differences?

2. Who was assigned supreme authority in occupied Germany? Why was this done?

3. Why were the Soviets so interested in receiving industrial reparations from defeated Ger-

many?

4. Why did the Americans insist that the USSR could take reparations only from the

Soviet-occupied zone, and not from the rest of Germany?

5. Why did the Western leaders agree to the new Polish-German borders favored by

Moscow?

6. Why did they agree to transfer to Germany the German populations remaining in

Poland, Czechoslovakia, and Hungary?

7. In what ways did the Potsdam agreements set the stage for the future division of Europe

into Eastern and Western Blocs?

3 The Atomic Bombing of Hiroshima,

August 1945

On August 6, 1945, the United States dropped an atomic bomb on the city of Hiroshima in

Japan, obliterating the city in a matter of seconds and inaugurating the atomic age. This

bomb, and the one dropped on Nagasaki three days later, helped to bring the Pacific War to
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an expeditious end, without the need for a U.S. invasion of the Japanese islands. It also

helped to prevent the Soviets, who on August 8th declared war on Japan in accordance with

their Yalta commitment, from invading and occupying a part of Japan. And it left them scram-

bling to catch up with the Americans in atomic weaponry.

The impact of Hiroshima and Nagasaki on Soviet-American relations was profound.

The Truman administration, delighted with its new weapon, became less willing to compromise

with Moscow; as Truman put it to his Secretary of State in early 1946, "I'm tired of babying the

Soviets." Stalin promptly diverted massive Soviet resources, desperately needed to repair

the devastation caused by the German invasion, to an all-out program designed to build a com-

parable bomb as quickly as possible. When the Soviet bomb was tested successfully in 1949,

Washington responded with the decision to begin development of a much more powerful

hydrogen-fusion (or thermonuclear) bomb; the Soviets followed suit, and the nuclear arms race

was on. The Cold War, once it broke out, would thus be far more dangerous to the ultimate

survival of the human race than any "hot war" in history.

STATEMENT BY PRESIDENT TRUMAN, AUGUST 6, 1945

Sixteen hours ago an American airplane dropped one bomb on Hiroshima, an impor-

tantJapanese Army base. That bomb had more power than 20,000 tons of T.X.T. It

had more than two thousand times the blast power of the British "Grand Slam,"

which is the largest bomb ever yet used in the history of warfare.

The Japanese began the war from the air at Pearl Harbor. They have been
repaid many fold. And the end is not yet. With this bomb we have now added a new
and revolutionary increase in destruction to supplement the growing power of our

armed forces. In their present forms these bombs are now in production and even

more powerful forms are in development.

It is an atomic bomb. It is a harnessing of the basic power of the universe. The
force from which the sun draws its power has been loosed against those who brought

war to the Far East.

Before 1939, it was the accepted belief of scientists that it was theoretically pos-

sible to release atomic energy. But no one knew any practical method of doing it. By
1942, however, we knew that the Germans were working feverishly to find a way to

add atomic energy to the other engines of war with which they hoped to enslave the

world. But they failed. We may be grateful to Providence that the Germans got the

V-l's and the V-2's late and in limited quantities and even more grateful that they did

not get the atomic bomb at all.

The battle of the laboratories held fateful risks for us as well as the battles of

the air, land, and sea, and we have now won the battle of the laboratories as we have

won the other battles.... We have spent two billion dollars on the greatest scientific

gamble in history—and won.

But the greatest marvel is not the size of this enterprise, its secrecy, nor its cost,

but the achievement of scientific brains in putting together infinitely complex pieces

of knowledge held by many men in different fields of science into a workable plan.

And hardly less marvelous has been the capacity of industry to design, and of labor

to operate, the machines and methods to do things never done before so that the

brain child of many minds came forth in physical shape and performed as it was sup-
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posed to do. . . . What has been done is the greatest achievement of organized science

in history. It was done under high pressure and without failure.

We are now prepared to obliterate more rapidly and completely every pro-
* ductive enterprise theJapanese have above ground in any city. We shall destroy their

docks, their factories, and their communications. Let there be no mistakes; we shall

completely destroyJapan's power to make war.

It was to spare theJapanese people from utter destruction that the ultimatum
ofJuly 26 was issued at Potsdam. Their leaders prompdy rejected that ultimatum. If

they do not now accept our terms, they may expect a rain of ruin from the air, the like

of which has never been seen on this earth. Behind this air attack will follow sea and
land forces in such numbers and power as they have not yet seen and with the fight-

ing skill of which they are already well aware. . .

.

The fact that we can release atomic energy ushers in a new era in man's under-

standing of nature's forces. Atomic energy may in the future supplement the power
that now comes from coal, oil, and falling water, but at present it cannot be pro-

duced on a basis to compete with them commercially. Before that comes, there must
be a long period of intensive research.

It has never been the habit of the scientists of this country or the policy of this

Government to withhold from the world scientific knowledge. Normally, therefore,

everything about the work with atomic energy would be made public.

But under present circumstances it is not intended to divulge the technical

processes of production or all the military applications, pending further examina-

tion of possible methods of protecting us and the rest of the world from the danger

of sudden destruction.

I shall recommend that the Congress of the United States consider prompdy the

establishment of an appropriate commission to control the production and use of

atomic power within the United States. I shall give further consideration and make
further recommendations to the Congress as to how atomic power can become a

powerful and forceful influence towards the maintenance of world peace.

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

Why was Truman so pleased with the development and use of the atomic bomb? What

benefits did he expect from it?

Why was Truman unwilling to disclose information concerning the bomb's construc-

tion? From whom, in particular, did he intend to withhold this information? How might

this decision affect American relations with that country?

Truman announced that the United States had won "the battle of the laboratories."

What implications would this have for future scientific research on weapons systems?

Did Truman assume that the dropping of the bomb on Hiroshima would make an inva-

sion of Japan unnecessary? How do you know?

What impact was the atomic bomb likely to have on Soviet-American relations? Why
might Stalin be less than pleased that his American allies had developed such a pow-

erful weapon?
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4 Stalin's Election Speech, February 1946

On February 9, 1946, Joseph Stalin delivered an "election" speech to an assembly of vot-

ers in Moscow. In the USSR, elections were not designed to provide voters with a choice

between competing candidates or programs. There was only one candidate for each posi-

tion, and that candidate always endorsed the Communist Party's positions on questions fac-

ing the nation. Election speeches were therefore used to inform citizens of the Party's

positions, to defend and justify those positions, and to identify the candidate as a person

worthy of trust and responsibility. When one of the Party leaders spoke, everyone listened

attentively, for such a speech might contain hints as to the future actions of the Soviet

government.

On this occasion, Stalin reasserted the validity of Marxist-Leninist thought, blamed the

Second World War on the development of world capitalism, and painted the contrast between

capitalism and communism in vivid colors not used in official Soviet pronouncements since

1941. Although it was intended largely to rally the Soviet peoples for continued sacrifices in

rebuilding their war-torn country, his speech was viewed by many in the West as a declara-

tion of Cold War against the capitalist world.

HIGHLIGHTS OF STALIN'S ELECTION SPEECH,
FEBRUARY 9, 1946

Comrades! Eight years have elapsed since the last elections. This is a period rich in

events of a decisive character. The first four years passed in strenuous work of the

Soviet people in the fulfillment of the Third Five-Year Plan. During the past four

years the events of the struggle against the German and Japanese aggressors devel-

oped—the events of the Second World War. Doubtless the war was the main event

of that period.

It would be incorrect to think that the war arose accidentally or as the result

of the fault of some of the statesmen. Although these faults did exist, the war arose

in reality as the inevitable result of the development of the world economic and polit-

ical forces on the basis of monopoly capitalism.

Our Marxists declare that the capitalist system of world economy conceals ele-

ments of crisis and war, that the development of world capitalism does not follow a

steady and even course forward, but proceeds through crises and catastrophes. The
uneven development of the capitalist countries leads in time to sharp disturbances in

their relations, and the group of countries which consider themselves inadequately

provided with raw materials and export markets try usually to change this situation and
to change the position in their favor by means of armed force. As a result of these fac-

tors, the capitalist world is sent into two hostile camps and war follows.

Perhaps the catastrophe of war could have been avoided if the possibility of

periodic redistribution of raw materials and markets between the countries existed

in accordance with their economic needs, in the way of coordinated and peaceful

decisions. But this is impossible under the present capitalist development of world

economy.
Thus, as a result of the first crisis in the development of the capitalist world
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economy, the First World War arose. The Second World War arose as a result of the

second crisis....

What about the origin and character of the Second World War? In my opin-
* ion, everybody now recognizes that the war against fascism was not, nor could it be,

an accident in the life of the people; that the war turned into a war of the peoples for

their existence; that precisely for this reason it could not be a speedy war, a "light-

ning war."

As far as our country is concerned, this war was the most cruel and hard of all

wars ever experienced in the history of our motherland. But the war has not only

been a curse; it was at the same time a hard school of trial and a testing of all the

people's forces....

And so, what is the balance of the war; what are our conclusions?. .

.

Now victory means, first of all, that our Soviet social system has won, that the

Soviet social system has successfully stood the test in the fire ofwar and has proved its

complete vitality. . .

.

The war has shown that the Soviet multi-national state system has successfully

stood the test, has grown still stronger during the war and has proved a completely vital

state system....

Third, our victory implies that it was the Soviet armed forces that won. Our
Red Army had won. The Red Army heroically withstood all the adversities of the war,

routed completely the armies of our enemies and emerged victoriously from the

war. . .

.

Now a few words on the plans for the work of the Communist Party in the near

future. As is known, these plans are confirmed in the very near future. The funda-

mental task of the new Five-Year Plan consists in restoring the areas of the country

which have suffered, restoring the pre-war level in industry and agriculture, and then

exceeding this level by more or less considerable amounts....

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

How did Stalin explain the outbreak of World War II?

2. How can you tell that Stalin's explanation is based on Marxist principles?

3. Why did Stalin emphasize so strongly that the Soviet social and state systems had tri-

umphed, in addition to the obvious victory of the Red Army?

4. Why was this speech viewed with alarm in Washington and London?

5. If an American or British politician had been making a similar speech, how would his or

her reasoning and explanations have differed from those of Stalin?

5 Churchill's Iron Curtain Speech,

March 1946

In February 1946, several weeks after Stalin's election speech, former British prime minister

Winston Churchill visited the United States. Increasingly concerned over Soviet behavior, he

confided his fears in President Truman. The two men decided that Churchill should deliver
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a major address in Fulton, Missouri (Truman's home state), to alert the world to the Soviet

threat. That candid speech, in which Churchill used the term "iron curtain" to describe the

barrier Moscow had placed between the West and the communist-dominated nations of East-

ern Europe, startled many Americans and infuriated Stalin.

Churchill issued a ringing call for the continuation of Anglo-American wartime coop-

eration, this time against a Soviet Union he viewed as bent on world domination. The address

made headlines throughout the world and became the most dramatic and quotable of the

three "declarations of Cold War" (#4, #5, and #7) excerpted in this volume.

Stalin's reaction to the "iron curtain" speech was vigorous and direct. In an interview in

the Soviet newspaper Pravda, published in mid-March 1946, he characterized the former

British prime minister as a man bent on war against the Soviet Union. He defended Soviet

actions in Eastern Europe, pointing out the importance of that region for Soviet security and

insisting that the governments there were democratic. Considering it unlikely that Truman

would have appeared on the platform with Churchill had he disagreed with the tatter's remarks,

Stalin also asserted that the Americans and British were banding together against their for-

mer wartime allies.

A. HIGHLIGHTS OF CHURCHILL'S "IRON CURTAIN" SPEECH,
MARCH 5, 1946

The United States stands at this time at the pinnacle of world power. It is a solemn
moment for the American democracy. For with this primacy in power is also joined

an awe-inspiring accountability to the future.... Opportunity is here now, clear and
shining, for both our countries. To reject it or ignore it or fritter it away will bring

upon us all the long reproaches of the after-time. It is necessary that constancy of

mind, persistency of purpose, and the grand simplicity of decision shall guide and rule

the conduct of the English-speaking peoples in peace as they did in war. We must
and I believe we shall prove ourselves equal to this severe requirement....

A shadow has fallen upon the scenes so lately lighted by the Allied victory.

Nobody knows what Soviet Russia and its Communist international organization

intends to do in the immediate future, or what are the limits, if any, to their expan-

sive and proselytizing tendencies. I have a strong admiration and regard for the

valiant Russian people and for my wartime comrade, Marshal Stalin. There is sym-

pathy and good-will in Britain—and I doubt not here also—toward the peoples of

all the Russias and a resolve to persevere through many differences and rebuffs in

establishing lasting friendships.

We understand the Russian need to be secure on her western frontiers. . .by the

removal of all possibility' of German aggression. We welcome Russia to her rightful

place among the leading nations of the world. We welcome her flag upon the seas.

Above all, we welcome or should welcome constant, frequent, and growing contacts

between the Russian people and our own people on both sides of the Atlantic. It is

my duty, however... to place before you certain facts about the present position in

Europe.

From Stettin in the Baltic to Trieste in the Adriatic, an iron curtain has

descended across the Continent. Behind that line lie all the capitals of the ancient

states of central and eastern Europe. Warsaw, Berlin, Prague, Vienna, Budapest, Bel-

grade, Bucharest, and Sofia, all these famous cities and the populations around them
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lie in what I might call the Soviet sphere, and all are subject, in one form or another,

not only to Soviet influence but to a very high and increasing measure of control

from Moscow.... Athens alone, with its immortal glories, is free to decide its future at

an election under British, American, and French observation.

The Russian-dominated Polish Government has been encouraged to make
enormous and wrongful inroads upon Germany, and mass expulsions of millions of

Germans on a scale grievous and undreamed of are now taking place. The Com-
munist parties, which were very small in all these eastern states of Europe, have been
raised to preeminence and power far beyond their numbers and are seeking every-

where to obtain totalitarian control. Police governments are prevailing in nearly

every case, and so far, except in Czechoslovakia, there is no true democracy. Turkey
and Persia are both profoundly alarmed and disturbed at the claims which are made
upon them and at the pressure being exerted by the Moscow government.

An attempt is being made by the Russians in Berlin to build up a quasi-Com-

munist party in their zone of occupied Germany by showing special favors to groups
of left-wing German leaders. At the end of the fighting lastJune, the American and
British Armies withdrew westward, in accordance with an earlier agreement, to a

depth at some points of 150 miles on a front of nearly 400 miles to allow the Rus-

sians to occupy this vast expanse of territory which the western democracies had con-

quered.

If now the Soviet Government tries, by separate action, to build up a pro-Com-
munist Germany in their areas, this will cause new serious difficulties in the British and
American zones, and will give the defeated Germans the power of putting themselves

up to auction between the Soviets and the western democracies. Whatever conclu-

sions may be drawn from these facts—and facts they are—this is certainly not the

liberated Europe we fought to build up. Nor is it one which contains the essentials of

permanent peace. . .

.

In front of the iron curtain which lies across Europe are other causes for anx-

iety. In Italy the Communist Party is seriously hampered by having to support the

Communist-trained Marshal Tito's claims to former Italian territory at the head of the

Adriatic. Nevertheless, the future of Italy hangs in the balance. Again, one cannot

imagine a regenerated Europe without a strong France....

However, in a great number of countries, far from the Russian frontiers and
throughout the world, Communist fifth columns are established and work in complete

unity and absolute obedience to the directions they received from the Communist cen-

ter. Except in the British Commonwealth, and in the United States, where commu-
nism is in its infancy, the Communist parties or fifth columns constitute a growing

challenge and peril to Christian civilization. These are somber facts for anyone to

have to recite on the morrow of a victory gained by so much splendid comradeship

in arms and in the cause of freedom and democracy, and we should be most unwise

not to face them squarely while time remains.

The outlook is also anxious in the Far East, and especially in Manchuria. The
agreement which was made at Yalta, to which I was a party, was extremely favorable

to Soviet Russia, but it was made at a time when no one could say that the German war

might not extend all through the summer and autumn of 1945 and when the Japan-

ese war was expected to last for a further eighteen months from the end of the Ger-

man war. In this country you are so well informed about the Far East, and such

devoted friends of China, that I do not need to expatiate on the situation there....
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On the other hand. . .1 repulse the idea that a new war is inevitable; still more that

it is imminent. It is because I am sure that our fortunes are still in our hands, in our
own hands, and that we hold the power to save the future, that I feel the dim to

speak out now that I have an occasion to do so.

I do not believe that Soviet Russia desires war. What they desire is the fruits of

war and the indefinite expansion of their power and doctrines.

But what we have to consider here today while time remains, is the permanent
prevention of war and the establishment of conditions of freedom and democracy
as rapidly as possible in all countries. Our difficulties and dangers will not be removed
bv closing our eves to them; they will not be removed bv more waiting to see what
happens; nor will they be relieved by a policy of appeasement. What is needed is a set-

tlement, and the longer this is delayed, the more difficult it will be and the greater our

dangers will become.
From what I have seen of our Russian friends and allies during the war, I am

convinced that there is nothing they admire so much as strength, and there is noth-

ing for which they have less respect than for military weakness. For that. . .reason the

old doctrine of a balance of power is unsound. We cannot afford, ifwe can help it, to

work on narrow margins, offering temptations to a trial of strength. If the western

democracies stand together in strict adherence to the principles of the United Nations

Charter, their influence for furthering these principles will be immense and no one
is likely to molest them. If, however, they become divided or falter in their duty, and
if these all-important years are allowed to slip away, then indeed catastrophe may
overwhelm us all.

Last time I saw it all coming, and cried aloud to my own fellow countrymen
and to the world, but no one paid any attention. Up till the year 1933 or even 1935,

Germany might have been saved from the awful fate which has overtaken her and
we might all have been spared the miseries Hitler let loose upon mankind.

There never was a war in all history easier to prevent by timely action than the

one which has just desolated such great areas of the globe. It could have been pre-

vented without the firing of a single shot, and Germany might be powerful, pros-

perous, and honored today, but no one would listen and one by one we were all

sucked into the awful whirlpool.

We surelv must not let that happen again. This can only be achieved by reach-

ing now, in 1946... a good understanding on all points with Russia under the gen-

eral authority of the United Nations and by the maintenance of that good
understanding through many peaceful years, by the world instrument, supported by

the whole strength of the English-speaking world and all its connections....

If the population of the English-speaking Commonwealth be added to that of

the United States, with all such cooperation implies in the air, on the seas all over

the globe, and in science and in industry, and in moral force, there will be no quiv-

ering, precarious balance of power to offer its temptation to ambition or adventure.

On the contrary there will be an overwhelming assurance of security. If we adhere
faithfully to the Charter of the United Nations and walk forward in sedate and sober

strength, seeking no one's land or treasure, seeking to lay no arbitrary control upon
the thoughts of men, if all British moral and material forces and convictions are

joined with your own in fraternal association, the high roads of the future will be
clear, not only for us but for all, not only for our time but for a century to come.
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B. EXCERPTS FROM PRAVDA'S INTERVIEW WITH STALIN,
MARCH 1946

Q. How do you assess the last speech of Mr. Churchill which was made in the United
States?

A. I assess it as a dangerous act calculated to sow the seed of discord among
the Allied governments and hamper their cooperation.

Q. Can one consider that the speech of Mr. Churchill is damaging to the cause

of peace and security?

A. Undoubtedly, yes. In substance, Mr. Churchill now stands in the position of

a firebrand of war. And Mr. Churchill is not alone here. He has friends not only in Eng-

land but also in the United States of America.

In this respect, one is reminded remarkably of Hider and his friends. Hider
began to set war loose by announcing his racial theory, declaring that only people
speaking the German language represent a fully valuable nation. Mr. Churchill begins

to set war loose also by a racial theory, maintaining that only nations speaking the

English language are fully valuable nations, called upon to decide the destinies of

the entire world.

The German racial theory brought Hitler and his friends to the conclusion

that the Germans, as the only fully valuable nation, must rule over other nations.

The English racial theory brings Mr. Churchill and his friends to the conclusion that

nations speaking the English language, being the only fully valuable nations, should

rule over the remaining nations of the world....

But the nations have shed their blood during five years of cruel war for the

sake of liberty and the independence of their countries, and not for the sake of

exchanging the lordship of Hitler for the lordship of Churchill...

There is no doubt that the set-up of Mr. Churchill is a set-up for war, a call to war

with the Soviet Union. . .

.

Q. How do you assess that part of Mr. Churchill's speech in which he attacks

the democratic regime of the European countries which are our neighbors and in

which he criticizes the good neighborly relations established between these coun-

tries and the Soviet Union?
A. This part of Mr. Churchill's speech is a mixture of the elements of the libel

with the elements of rudeness and lack of tact. Mr. Churchill maintains that Warsaw,

Berlin, Prague, Vienna, Budapest, Belgrade, Bucharest, and Sofia, all these famous
cities and the population of those areas, are within the Soviet sphere and are all sub-

jected to Soviet influence and to the increasing control of Moscow.
Mr. Churchill qualifies this as the "boundless expansionist tendencies of the

Soviet Union." It requires no special effort to show that Mr. Churchill rudely and
shamelessly libels not only Moscow but also the above-mentioned States neighborly

to the USSR.
To begin with, it is quite absurd to speak of the exclusive control of the USSR

in Vienna and Berlin, where there are Allied control councils with representatives

of four States, where the USSR has only one fourth of the voices.

It happens sometimes that some people are unable to refrain from libel, but

still they should know a limit.

Secondly, one cannot forget the following fact: the Germans carried out an
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invasion of the USSR through Finland, Poland, Rumania, Bulgaria and Hungary.

The Germans were able to earn* out the invasion through these countries bv reason

of the fact that these countries had governments inimical to the Soviet Union.

As a result of the German invasion, the Soviet Union has irrevocably lost in bat-

des with the Germans, and also during the German occupation and through the

expulsion of Soviet citizens to German slave labor camps, about 7,000,000 people.

In other words, the Soviet Union has lost in men several times more than Britain

and the United States together.

It may be that some quarters are trying to push into oblivion these sacrifices

of the Soviet people which insured the liberation of Europe from the Hitlerite yoke.

But the Soviet Union cannot forget them. One can ask. therefore, what can be

surprising in the fact that the Soviet Union, in a desire to ensure its security for the

future, tries to achieve that these countries should have governments whose rela-

tions to the Soviet Union are loyal? How can one, without having lost one's reason,

qualify these peaceful aspirations of the Soviet Union as "expansionist tendencies" of

our Government?
Mr. Churchill further maintains that the Polish Government under Russian

lordship has been spurred to an unjust and criminal spoliation against Germanv.
Here, even- word is a rude and offensive libel. Contemporary democratic Poland is

led bv outstanding men. They have shown in deeds that they know how to defend

the interests and worth of their homeland, as their predecessors failed to do....

As for Mr. Churchill's attack on the Soviet Union in connection with the extend-

ing of the western boundaries of Poland, as compensation for the territories seized

by the Germans in the past, there it seems to me that he quite blatantly distorts the

facts. As is known, the western frontiers of Poland were decided upon at the Berlin

conference of the three powers, on the basis of Poland's demands. The Soviet Union
repeatedly declared that it considered Poland's demands just and correct. It may
well be that Mr. Churchill is not pleased with this decision. But why does Mr. Churchill,

not sparing his darts against the Russians in the matter, conceal from his readers the

fact that the decision was taken at the Berlin conference unanimously, that not onlv

the Russians voted for this decision but also the British and Americans?

Why did Mr. Churchill have to delude people? Mr. Churchill further maintains

that the Communist parties were very insignificant in all these Eastern European
countries but reached exceptional strength, exceeding their numbers by far, and are

attempting to establish totalitarian control everywhere; that police-government pre-

vailed in almost all these countries, even up to now, with the exception of Czecho-

slovakia, and that there exists in them no real democracy...

The growth of the influence of communism cannot be considered accidental.

It is a normal function. The influence of the Communists grew because during the

hard years of the mastery of fascism in Europe. Communists showed themselves to be

reliable, daring and self-sacrificing fighters against fascist regimes for the liberty of

peoples....

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1 . What evidence did Churchill give of Soviet expansionism? What developments made
him so insistent that Anglo-American cooperation must be preserved after World

War II?
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2. If Churchill recognized "the Russian need to be secure on her western frontiers," why
did he object so strongly to what the Russians were doing in Eastern Europe?

3. Why did Churchill assert that "the old doctrine of the balance of power is unsound"? With

what did he propose to replace it?

4. Since Churchill was no longer prime minister, why did his speech have such a power-

ful impact?

5. Was Stalin justified in his accusation that Churchill's speech reflected Anglo-Ameri-

can racism?

6. Why did Stalin consider Churchill's list of "iron curtain" cities inaccurate?

7. How did Stalin justify the extension of Soviet influence into many Eastern European

countries? How did he explain the growth of communist parties in those countries?

8. Why did Stalin contend that Churchill had no legitimate basis for criticizing recent devel-

opments in Poland?

6 The Baruch and Gromyko Plans for Control

of Atomic Weapons, 1946

In 1946, the United States enjoyed a monopoly on the production of atomic weapons, but

no one believed it would last forever. Conscious that sooner or later the Soviet Union would

develop its own nuclear capability, Washington sought to devise a policy which would simul-

taneously internationalize atomic energy, forestall Soviet acquisition of atomic weapons, and

prevent a nuclear arms race. Bernard Baruch, a well-known consultant and advisor to Amer-

ican presidents, was selected by President Truman to present the American plan to the United

Nations Atomic Energy Commission on June 14, 1946.

On its face, the Baruch Plan appeared to be a very generous proposal, with its unprece-

dented willingness to place an American technology under international control. The Rus-

sians, however, saw it as a carefully conceived ploy to maintain the U.S. nuclear monopoly and

open secret Soviet facilities to international inspection. But they could not simply reject it

without damaging their standing in the eyes of world opinion. So on June 19, 1946 Soviet

delegate Andrei Gromyko presented a draft treaty designed to prohibit the manufacture and

deployment of atomic weapons. All such weapons would be destroyed three months after

the conclusion of the convention; punishment for violators would be fixed by mutual agreement

three months after that. Inspection of plants and stockpiles was not mentioned at all.

As a result of the fundamental differences between the American and Soviet

approaches, neither plan was destined to be approved or implemented, and efforts to prevent

a nuclear arms race proved futile.

A. SPEECH BY BERNARD BARUCH TO THE UN ATOMIC ENERGY
COMMISSION, JUNE 14, 1946

My fellow-members of the United Nations Atomic Energy Commission, and my fel-

low-citizens of the world:
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We are here to make a choice between the quick and the dead. That is our

business.

Behind the black portent of the new atomic age lies a hope which, seized upon
with faith, can work our salvation. If we fail, then we have damned even- man to be

the slave of fear. Let us not deceive ourselves: We must elect world peace or world

destruction.

Science has torn from nature a secret so vast in its potentialities that our minds
cower from the terror it creates. Yet terror is not enough to inhibit the use of the

atomic bomb. The terror created by weapons has never stopped man from employ-

ing them. For each new weapon a defense has been produced, in time. But now we
face a condition in which adequate defense does not exist.

Science, which gave us this dread power, shows that it can be made a giant help

to humanity, but science does not show us how to prevent its baleful use. So we have

been appointed to obviate that peril bv finding a meeting of the minds and the hearts

of our peoples. Only in the will of mankind lies the answer.

It is to express this will and make it effective that we have been assembled. We
must provide the mechanism to assure that atomic energy is used for peaceful pur-

poses and preclude its use in war. To that end, we must provide immediate, swift,

and sure punishment of those who violate the agreements that are reached by the

nations. Penalization is essential if peace is to be more than a feverish interlude

between wars....

The United States proposes the creation of an International Atomic Develop-

ment Authoritv, to which should be entrusted all phases of the development and use

of atomic energy, starting with the raw material and including

—

(1) Managerial control or ownership of all atomic-energy activities potentially

dangerous to world securitv.

(2) Power to control, inspect, and license all other atomic activities.

(3) The duty of fostering the beneficial uses of atomic energy.

(4) Research and development responsibilities of an affirmative character

intended to put the Authority in the forefront of atomic knowledge and thus to

enable it to comprehend, and therefore to detect, misuse of atomic energy....

I offer this as a basis for beginning our discussion.

But I think the peoples we serve would not believe—and without faith noth-

ing counts—that a treats', merely outlawing possession or use of the atomic bomb,
constitutes effective fulfillment of the instructions of this Commission. Previous fail-

ures have been recorded in trying the method of simple renunciation, unsupported
bv effective guaranties of security and armament limitation. No one would have faith

in that approach alone.... If I read the signs aright, the peoples want a program not

composed merely of pious thoughts but of enforceable sanctions—an international

law with teeth in it.

We of this nation, desirous of helping to bring peace to the world and realizing

the heavy obligations upon us, arising from our possession of the means for pro-

ducing the bomb and from the fact that it is part of our armament, are prepared to

make our full contribution toward effective control of atomic energy.

When an adequate system for control of atomic energy, including the renun-

ciation of the bomb as a weapon, has been agreed upon and put into effective oper-

ation and condign punishments set up for violations of the rules of control which
are to be stigmatized as international crimes, we propose that:
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(1) Manufacture of atomic bombs shall stop;

(2) Existing bombs shall be disposed of pursuant to the terms of the treaty, and
(3) The Authority shall be in possession of full information as to the know-how

for the production of atomic energy....

Now as to violations: in the agreement, penalties of as serious a nature as the

nations may wish and as immediate and certain in their execution as possible, should

be fixed for:

( 1

)

Illegal possession or use of an atomic bomb;
(2) Illegal possession, or separation, of atomic material suitable for use in an

atomic bomb;
(3) Seizure of any plant or other property belonging to or licensed by the

Authority;

(4) Willful interference with the activities of the Authority;

(5) Creation or operation of dangerous projects in a manner contrary to, or

in the absence of, a license granted by the international control body.

It would be a deception, to which I am unwilling to lend myself, were I not to

say to you and to our peoples, that the matter of punishment lies at the very heart of

our present security system. It might as well be admitted, here and now, that the sub-

ject goes straight to the veto power contained in the Charter of the United Nations

so far as it relates to the field of atomic energy. The Charter permits penalization

only by concurrence of each of the five great powers—Union of Soviet Socialist

Republics, the United Kingdom, China, France and the United States.

I want to make very plain that I am concerned here with the veto power only as

it affects this particular problem. There must be no veto to protect those who vio-

late their solemn agreements not to develop or use atomic energy for destructive

purposes....

And now I end. I have submitted an outline for present discussion. Our con-

sideration will be broadened by the criticism of the United States proposals and by the

plans of the other nations, which, it is to be hoped, will be submitted at their early con-

venience....

B. DRAFT INTERNATIONAL AGREEMENT TO FORBID
THE PRODUCTION AND USE OF ATOMIC WEAPONS,
PROPOSED BY ANDREI GROMYKO ON JUNE 19, 1946

ARTICLE I

The high contracting parties solemnly declare that they will forbid the production and

use of a weapon based upon the use of atomic energy, and with this in view take upon
themselves the following obligations:

(a) Not to use, in any circumstance, an atomic weapon;

(b) To forbid the production and keeping of a weapon based upon the use of

atomic energy;

(c) To destroy within a period of three months from the entry into force of
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this agreement all stocks of atomic energv weapons, whether in a finished or semi-fin-

ished condition.

ARTICLE 2

The high contracting parties declare that anv violation of Article 1 of this agreement
shall constitute a serious crime against humanirv.

ARTICLE 3

The high contracting parties, within six months of the entrv into force of the pre-

sent agreement, shall pass legislation providing severe punishment for the violation

of the terms of this agreement.

ARTICLE 4

The present agreement shall be of indefinite duration.

ARTICLE 5

The present agreement is open for signature to all states, whether or not thev are

members of the United Nations.. .

.

ARTICLE 7

After the entrv into force of the present agreement, it shall be an obligation upon all

states, whether members or not of the United Nations. . .

.

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

What were the main deferences between the American and Soviet approaches to con-

trol of nuclear weapons?

2. Why did Baruch insist that the veto rights enjoyed by great powers in the UN Security

Counci must not protect violators of nuclear control agreements? Why might the Sovi-

ets disagree?

3. Why would the Americans be willing to permit international inspection of their facili-

ties? Why would the Soviet Union object to such inspections of its facilities?

4. Why did the Gromyko Plan recommend outright prohibition and destruction of atomic

weapons rather than international control of nuclear materials?

5. What effect might the three-month and six-month deadlines in the Gromyko Plan have

had upon the Plan's implementation?

6. Which aspects of the Baruch and Gromyko Plans appear to be designed to appeal to

world opinion? Why were the USA and USSR so sensitive to such opinion?

7. Do you accept Baruch s assertion that The terror created by weapons has never

stopped man from employing them
-
? Why or why not?
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7 The Truman Doctrine, 1947

America's "declaration of Cold War" was issued on March 12th, 1947. Ever since the end of

World War II, Britain had supported the government of Greece in its attempts to suppress a

communist insurgency. That uprising, at first internal in nature, was soon supported by

Yugoslavia, and by February of 1947 the British found themselves unable to bear the finan-

cial and military burdens involved in aiding the Greeks. The U.S. State Department, led by

George Marshall and Dean Acheson, worked with President Truman to formulate a policy

that would assist not only Greece but its similarly endangered neighbor, Turkey. Advised by

congressional leaders to take his case to the public, Truman did precisely that, addressing a

joint session of Congress and a nationwide radio audience on March 12th.

Truman asked Congress for legislation to permit the administration to step into the pro-

tector's position being vacated by Great Britain. Following the suggestion of Senator Van-

denberg, he identified the communist threat as a global one, applicable not only to Greece and

Turkey but to Western Europe and Asia as well. This policy, which came to be called the 'Tru-

man Doctrine," set the stage for U.S. aid to regimes that were threatened by communist insur-

gencies throughout the Cold War era.

PRESIDENT TRUMAN'S SPEECH TO THE NATION,
MARCH 12, 1947

Mr. President, Mr. Speaker, Members of the Congress of the United States:

The gravity of the situation which confronts the world today necessitates my
appearance before ajoint session of the Congress. The foreign policy and the national

security of this country are involved.

One aspect of the present situation, which I wish to present to you at this time

for your consideration and decision, concerns Greece and Turkey....

The very existence of the Greek state is today threatened by the terrorist activ-

ities of several thousand armed men, led by Communists, who defy the Government's

authority at a number of points, particularly along the northern boundaries....

Greece's neighbor, Turkey, also deserves our attention.... Since the war Turkey

has sought additional financial assistance from Great Britain and the United States

for the purpose of effecting that modernization necessary for the maintenance of

its national integrity. That integrity is essential to the preservation of order in the

Middle East....

One of the primary objectives of the foreign policy of the United States is the

creation of conditions in which we and other nations will be able to work out a way

of life free from coercion. This was a fundamental issue in the war with Germany
and Japan. Our victory was won over countries which sought to impose their will,

and their way of life, upon other nations....

At the present moment in world history nearly every nation must choose between

alternative ways of life. The choice is too often not a free one.

One way of life is based upon the will of the majority, and is distinguished by free
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institutions, representative government, free elections, guarantees of individual lib-

erty, freedom of speech and religion, and freedom from political oppression.

The second way of life is based upon the will of a minority forcibly imposed
upon the majority. It relies upon terror and oppression, a controlled press and radio,

fixed elections, and the suppression of personal freedoms.

I believe that it must be the policy of the United States to support free peoples

who are resisting attempted subjugation by armed minorities or by outside pressures.

I believe that we must assist free peoples to work out their own destinies in their own
way. I believe that our help should be primarily through economic and financial aid

which is essential to economic stability and orderly political processes.

The world is not static, and the status quo is not sacred. But we cannot allow

changes in the status quo in violation of the Charter of the United Nations by such

methods as coercion, or by such subterfuges as political infiltration. In helping free

and independent nations to maintain their freedom, the United States will be giv-

ing effect to the principles of the Charter of the United Nations.

It is necessary only to glance at a map to realize that the survival and integrity

of the Greek nation are of grave importance in a much wider situation. If Greece
should fall under the control of an armed minority, the effect upon its neighbor,

Turkey, would be immediate and serious. Confusion and disorder might well spread

throughout the entire Middle East....

I therefore ask the Congress to provide authority for assistance to Greece and
Turkey in the amount of $400,000,000 for the period endingjune 30, 1948....

In addition to funds, I ask the Congress to authorize the detail of American
civilian and military personnel to Greece and Turkey, at the request of those countries,

to assist in the tasks of reconstruction, and for the purpose of supervising the use of

such financial and material assistance as may be furnished. I recommend that author-

ity also be provided for the instruction and training of selected Greek and Turkish per-

sonnel.

Finally, I ask that the Congress provide authority which will permit the speed-

iest and most effective use, in terms of needed commodities, supplies, and equip-

ment, of such funds as may be authorized.

If further funds, or further authority, should be needed for purposes indicated

in this message, I shall not hesitate to bring the situation before the Congress. On this

subject the executive and legislative branches of the Government must work together.

This is a serious course upon which we embark. I would not recommend it

except that the alternative is much more serious.

The United States contributed $341,000,000,000 toward winning World War
II. This is an investment in world freedom and world peace.

The assistance that I am recommending for Greece and Turkey amounts to lit-

tle more than one-tenth of one percent of this investment. It is only common sense

that we should safeguard this investment and make sure that it was not in vain.

The seeds of totalitarian regimes are nurtured by misery and want. They spread

and grow in the evil soil of poverty and strife. They reach their full growth when the

hope of a people for a better life has died. We must keep that hope alive. The free peo-

ples of the world look to us for support in maintaining their freedoms. Ifwe falter in

our leadership, we may endanger the peace of the world—and we shall surely endan-

ger the welfare of this nation. . .

.
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DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

How did Truman underscore the gravity of the situation in Greece and Turkey?

2. What reasoning did Truman use to convince his listeners that economic aid would help

to prevent the spread of communism?

3. This speech has often been characterized as America's "declaration of Cold War."

Based on the excerpts provided above, do you consider this an accurate description?

Why or why not?

4. How might Stalin have reacted to Truman's speech? Why?

5. What concerns on the part of his listeners did Truman attempt to address?

6. What aspects of this speech suggest that the Truman Doctrine could become part of a

global strategy, with implications going far beyond Greece and Turkey?

8 The Marshall Plan, 1947

Shortly after the proclamation of the Truman Doctrine, U.S. Secretary of State George Mar-

shall travelled to the Soviet Union to attend the Moscow Conference of Foreign Ministers.

There he spoke extensively with Stalin and learned that the Soviet leader was convinced

that European capitalism was in its death throes. War-torn Europe had never recovered from

the devastation of World War II, and in France and Italy it was generally assumed that wide-

spread economic misery would enable the communists to win the 1948 elections. Return-

ing to Washington, Marshall informed Truman of his concerns and set the State Department

to work on measures designed to promote European economic recovery.

On June 5, 1947 Marshall embodied the final version of these measures in a com-

mencement address at Harvard University. Although the proposal was officially called the

European Recovery Program, it became widely known as the Marshall Plan, in hopes that Mar-

shall's immense popularity would help win congressional approval for the large expenses

involved. As matters developed, approval came easily, both because of widespread fear of com-

munism and because of the Plan's preference for grants of credits to purchase American

goods rather than for outright gifts of money. The purchases stimulated the prosperous U.S.

economy even further, and the Marshall Plan fueled spectacular economic recovery in West-

ern Europe during the following decade.

MARSHALL'S COMMENCEMENT ADDRESS AT HARVARD
UNIVERSITY, JUNE 5, 1947

I need not tell you gentlemen that the world situation is very serious. That must be

apparent to all intelligent people. I think one difficulty is that the problem is one of

such enormous complexity that the very mass of facts presented to the public by

press and radio make it exceedingly difficult for the man in the street to reach a

clear appraisement of the situation. Furthermore, the people of this country are dis-

tant from the troubled areas of the earth and it is hard for them to comprehend the
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plight and consequent reactions of the long-suffering peoples, and the effect of those

reactions on their governments in connection with our efforts to promote peace in

the world.

In considering the requirements for the rehabilitation of Europe, the physical

loss of life, the \isible destruction of cities, factories, mines, and railroads was cor-

rectly estimated, but it has become obvious during recent months that this visible

destruction was probablv less serious than the dislocation of the entire fabric of Euro-

pean economy. For the past ten years conditions have been highly abnormal. The
feverish preparation for war and the more feverish maintenance of the war effort

engulfed all aspects of national economies. Machinery has fallen into disrepair or is

entirely obsolete. Under the arbitrary and destructive Nazi rule, virtuallv every pos-

sible enterprise was geared into the German War machine. Long-standing commer-
cial ties, private institutions, banks, insurance companies, and shipping companies
disappeared, through loss of capital, absorption through nationalization, or by sim-

ple destruction.

In manv countries, confidence in the local currencv has been severelv shaken.

The breakdown of the business structure of Europe during the war was complete.

Recovery has been seriously retarded by the fact that two vears after the close of hos-

tilities a peace settlement with Germany and Austria has not been agreed upon. But

even given a more prompt solution of these difficult problems, the rehabilitation of

the economic structure of Europe quite evidently will require a much longer time

and greater effort than had been foreseen....

Aside from the demoralizing effect on the world at large and the possibilities of

disturbances arising as a result of the desperation of the people concerned, the con-

sequences to the economy of the United States should be apparent to all. It is logical

that the United States should do whatever it is able to do to assist in the return of

normal economic health in the world, without which there can be no political stability,

and no assured peace.

Our polio* is directed not against any country or doctrine but against hunger,

poverty, desperation, and chaos. Its purpose should be the revival of a working econ-

omy in the world so as to permit the emergence of political and social conditions in

which free institutions can exist. Such assistance, I am convinced, must not be on a

piecemeal basis as various crises develop. Any assistance that this Government may ren-

der in the future should provide a cure rather than a mere palliative. Any govern-

ment that is willing to assist in the task of recovery will find full cooperation, I am
sure, on the part of the United States Government. Any government which maneu-
vers to block the recovery of other countries cannot expect help from us. Furthermore,

governments, political parties, or groups which seek to perpetuate human misery in

order to profit therefrom politically or otherwise will encounter the opposition of

the United States.

It is already evident that, before the United States Government can proceed
much further in its efforts to alleviate the situation and help start the European world

on its way to recovery, there must be some agreement among the countries of Europe
as to the requirements of the situation and the part those countries themselves will

take in order to give proper effect to whatever action might be undertaken by this Gov-

ernment. It would be neither fitting nor efficacious for this Government to undertake

to draw up unilaterally a program designed to place Europe on its feet economically.

This is the business of the Europeans. The initiative, I think, must come from Europe.
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The role of this country should consist of friendly aid in the drafting of a European
program and of later support of such a program so far as it may be practical for us to

do so. The program should be ajoint one, agreed to by a number, if not all, of Euro-
' pean nations.

An essential part of any successful action on the part of the United States is an
understanding on the part of the people of America of the character of the prob-

lem and the remedies to be applied. Political passion and prejudice should have no
part. With foresight, and a willingness on the part of our people to face up to the

vast responsibility which history has clearly placed upon our country, the difficulties

I have outlined can and will be overcome.

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

Why was Marshall so concerned about the economic situation in Europe? Why did he

think that American aid was essential?

2. Why was it likely that destitute Europeans might turn to Communism if nothing was
done to alleviate their poverty?

3. Why was Marshall's personal prestige needed to help convince Americans of the wis-

dom of aiding European economic recovery?

4. What arguments might have been advanced in 1947 by Americans opposed to helping

Europe recover?

5. Why did Marshall insist that Europeans take a principal role in the plan's implementa-

tion? Why did the plan favor grants to purchase U.S. goods rather than outright gifts

of money?

9 George E Kennan, "The Sources of Soviet

Conduct," 1947

George Frost Kennan was a career foreign service officer in the U.S. Department of State

and a highly regarded student of Russian and Soviet affairs. Early in 1946, while serving at

the American embassy in Moscow, he sent a lengthy message to Washington providing his

own expert analysis of Soviet behavior. Placing Soviet expansionism squarely within the con-

text of traditional Russian suspicion and insecurity, he argued that the USSR could not be fully

trusted or reasoned with by the West, and must instead be treated with firm resistance and

strength. This "Long Telegram" made a deep impression on Kennan's superiors and helped

to shape their thinking about U.S. foreign policy.

Returning to Washington later that year, Kennan lectured at the National War College,

where he was asked to write a paper elaborating his views. The paper, entitled "Psycholog-

ical Background of Soviet Foreign Policy," was completed in January of 1947. At that point, fol-

lowing an impressive public lecture, he was asked to submit an article for publication in the

journal Foreign Affairs. The State Department authorized him to do so, as long as he did not

use his own name. So he took the paper he had written, signed it with an "X," and sent it to

the journal.
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Kennan was fast becoming a very influential man. That spring, he was placed at the

head of the State Department's Policy Planning Staff, which was instrumental in developing

the Marshall Plan. In July his article, now titled "The Sources of Soviet Conduct," was published

in Foreign Affairs, with the author identified as "X." The "X-article," as it came to be known

(despite the fact that its writer's identity was soon disclosed in The New York Times), is

excerpted below. It provided a conceptual basis for the new U.S. foreign policy embodied in

the Truman Doctrine and Marshall Plan. Describing Soviet expansion as "a fluid stream which

moves constantly, wherever it is permitted to move," Kennan called for "a policy of firm con-

tainment, designed to confront the Russians with unalterable counter-force at every point

where they show signs of encroaching upon the interests of a peaceful and stable world...."

This "containment" policy would serve as a foundation of American Cold War behavior for

the next four decades.

THE SOURCES OF SOVIET CONDUCT*

The political personality of Soviet power as we know it today is the product of ide-

ology and circumstances: ideology inherited by the present Soviet leaders from the

movement in which they had their political origin, and circumstances of the power
which they now have exercised for nearly three decades in Russia. There can be few

tasks of psychological analysis more difficult than to try to trace the interaction of

these two forces and the relative role of each in the determination of official Soviet

conduct. Yet the attempt must be made if that conduct is to be understood and effec-

tively countered.

It is difficult to summarize the set of ideological concepts with which the Soviet

leaders came into power. Marxian ideology in its Russian-Communist projection,

has always been in process of subtle evolution. The materials on which it bases itself

are extensive and complex. But the outstanding features of Communist thought as it

existed in 1916 may perhaps be summarized as follows: (a) that the central factor in

the life of man, the fact which determines the character of public life and the "phys-

iognomy of society," is the system by which material goods are produced and
exchanged; (b) that the capitalist system of production is a nefarious one which
inevitably leads to the exploitation of the working class by the capital-owning class

and is incapable of developing adequately the economic resources of society or of

distributing fairly the material goods produced by human labor; (c) that capitalism

contains the seeds of its own destruction and must, in view of the inability of the cap-

ital-owning class to adjust itself to economic change, result eventually and inescapably

in a revolutionary transfer of power to the working class; and (d) that imperialism, the

final phase of capitalism, leads directly to war and revolution.

The rest may be outlined in Lenin's own words: "Unevenness of economic and
political development is the inflexible law of capitalism. It follows from this that the

victory of Socialism may come originally in a few capitalist countries or even in a sin-

gle capitalist country. The victorious proletariat of that country, having expropriated

the capitalists and having organized Socialist production at home, would rise against

* George F. Kennan. "The Sources of Soviet Conduct," Foreign Affairs 25 (July 1947) 566-582. Reprinted

by permission of Foreign Affairs, July 1947. Copyright 1947 by the Council on Foreign Relations. Inc.
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the remaining capitalist world, drawing to itself in the process the oppressed classes

of other countries." It must be noted that there was no assumption that capitalism

would perish without proletarian revolution. A final push was needed from a revo-

* lutionary proletariat movement in order to tip over the tottering structure. But it

was regarded as inevitable that sooner or later that push be given....

The circumstances of the immediate post-Revolution period—the existence in

Russia of civil war and foreign intervention, together with the obvious fact that the

Communists represented only a tiny minority of the Russian people—made the estab-

lishment of dictatorial power a necessity....

Lenin, had he lived, might have proved a great enough man to reconcile these

conflicting forces to the ultimate benefit of Russian society, though this is question-

able. But be that as it may, Stalin, and those whom he led in the struggle for succes-

sion to Lenin's position of leadership, were not the men to tolerate rival political

forces in the sphere of power which they coveted. Their sense of insecurity was too

great. Their particular brand of fanaticism, unmodified by any of the Anglo-Saxon tra-

ditions of compromise, was too fierce and too jealous to envisage any permanent
sharing of power. From the Russian-Asiatic world out of which they had emerged
they carried with them a skepticism as to the possibilities of permanent and peaceful

coexistence of rival forces. Easily persuaded of their own doctrinaire "rightness,"

they insisted on the submission or destruction of all competing power....

Let it be stressed again that subjectively these men probably did not seek abso-

lutism for its own sake. They doubdess believed—and found it easy to believe—that

they alone knew what was good for society and that they would accomplish that good
once their power was secure and unchallengeable. But in seeking that security of

their own rule they were prepared to recognize no restrictions, either of God or man,
on the character of their methods. And until such time as that security might be

achieved, they placed far down on their scale of operational priorities the comforts

and happiness of the peoples entrusted to their care.

Now the outstanding circumstance concerning the Soviet regime is that down
to the present day this process of political consolidation has never been completed

and the men in the Kremlin have continued to be predominantly absorbed with the

struggle to secure and make absolute the power which they seized in November 1917.

They have endeavored to secure it primarily against forces at home, within Soviet

society itself. But they have also endeavored to secure it against the outside world.

For ideology, as we have seen, taught them that the outside world was hostile and
that it was their duty eventually to overthrow the political forces beyond their

borders....

Now it lies in the nature of the mental world of the Soviet leaders, as well as in

the character of their ideology, that no opposition to them can be officially recog-

nized as having any merit or justification whatsoever. Such opposition can flow, in

theory, only from the hostile and incorrigible forces of dying capitalism. As long as

remnants of capitalism were officially recognized as existing in Russia, it was possible

to place on them, as an internal element, part of the blame for the maintenance of

a dictatorial form of society. But as these remnants were liquidated, little by little,

this justification fell away; and when it was indicated officially that they had been

finally destroyed, it disappeared altogether. And this fact created one of the most

basic of the compulsions which came to act upon the Soviet regime: since capital-

ism no longer existed in Russia and since it could not be admitted that there could

be serious or widespread opposition to the Kremlin springing spontaneously from
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the liberated masses under its authority, it became necessary to justify the retention

of the dictatorship by stressing the menace of capitalism abroad.

This began at an early date. In 1924, Stalin specifically defended the retention

of the "organs of suppression," meaning, among others, the army and the secret

police, on the ground that "as long as there is a capitalist encirclement there will be

danger of intervention with all the consequences that flow from that danger." In

accordance with that theory, and from that time on, all internal opposition forces

in Russia have consistently been portrayed as the agents of foreign forces of reac-

tion antagonistic to Soviet power.

By the same token, tremendous emphasis has been placed on the original Com-
munist thesis of a basic antagonism between the capitalist and Socialist worlds. It is

clear, from many indications, that this emphasis is not founded in reality. The real facts

concerning it have been confused by the existence abroad of genuine resentment pro-

voked by Soviet philosophy and tactics and occasionally by the existence of great cen-

ters of military power, notably the Nazi regime in Germany and theJapanese government

of the late 1930s, which did indeed have aggressive designs against the Soviet Union.

But there is ample evidence that the stress laid in Moscow on the menace confronting

Soviet society from the world outside its borders is founded not in the realities of for-

eign antagonism but in the necessity of explaining away the maintenance of dictator-

ial authority at home. . .

.

II. So much for the historical background. What does it spell in terms of the political

personality of Soviet power as we know it today?

Of the original ideology, nothing has been officiallyjunked. Belief is main-
tained in the basic badness of capitalism, in the inevitability of its destruction, in the

obligation of the proletariat to assist in that destruction and to take power into its

own hands. But stress has come to be laid primarily on those concepts which relate

most specifically to the Soviet regime itself: to its position as the sole truly Socialist

regime in a dark and misguided world, and to the relationship of power within it.

The first of these concepts is that of the innate antagonism between capitalism

and Socialism. We have seen how deeply that concept has become imbedded in foun-

dations of Soviet power. It has profound implications for Russia's conduct as a mem-
ber of international society. It means that there can never be on Moscow's side any

sincere assumption of a community of aims between the Soviet Union and powers
which are regarded as capitalist. It must invariably be assumed in Moscow that the

aims of the capitalist world are antagonistic to the Soviet regime and, therefore, to the

interests of the peoples it controls. If the Soviet government occasionally sets its sig-

nature to documents which would indicate the contrary, this is to be regarded as a tac-

tical maneuver permissible in dealing with the enemy (who is without honor) and
should be taken in the spirit of caveat emptor. Basically, the antagonism remains. It is

postulated. And from it flow many of the phenomena which we find disturbing in

the Kremlin's conduct of foreign policy: the secretiveness, the lack of frankness, the

duplicity, the war suspiciousness, and the basic unfriendliness of purpose. These phe-

nomena are there to stay, for the foreseeable future. There can be variations of degree

and of emphasis. When there is something the Russians want from us, one or the

other of these features of their policy may be thrust temporarily into the background;

and when that happens there will always be Americans who will leap forward with

gleeful announcements that "the Russians have changed," and some will even try to

take credit for having brought about those "changes." But we should not be misled



32 THE ORIGINS OF THE COLD WAR, 1 945-1 950

by tactical maneuvers. These characteristics of Soviet policy, like the postulate from
which they flow, are basic to the internal nature of Soviet power, and will be with us,

whether in the foreground or the background, until the internal nature of Soviet
* power is changed.

This means that we are going to continue for a long time to find the Russians

difficult to deal with. It does not mean that they should be considered as embarked
upon a do-or-die program to overthrow our society by a given date. The theory of
the inevitability of the eventual fall of capitalism has the fortunate connotation that

there is no hurry about it. The forces of progress can take their time in preparing
the final coup de grace. Meanwhile, what is vital is that the "Socialist fatherland"—that

oasis of power which has been already won for Socialism in the person of the Soviet

Union—should be cherished and defended by all good Communists at home and
abroad, its fortunes promoted, its enemies badgered and confronted. The promo-
tion of premamre, "adventuristic" revolutionary projects abroad which might embar-
rass Soviet power in any way would be an inexcusable, even a counter-revolutionary

act. The cause of Socialism is the support and promotion of Soviet power, as defined

in Moscow.
This brings us to the second of the concepts important to contemporary Soviet

outlook. That is the infallibility of the Kremlin. The Soviet concept of power, which
permits no focal points of organization outside the Party itself, requires that the Party

leadership remain in theory the sole repository of truth. For if truth were to be found
elsewhere, there would be justification for its expression in organized activity. But it

is precisely that which the Kremlin cannot and will not permit.

The leadership of the Communist Party is therefore always right, and has been
always right ever since in 1929 Stalin formalized his personal power by announcing
that decisions of the Politburo were being taken unanimously.

On the principle of infallibility there rests the iron discipline of the Communist
Party. In fact, the two concepts are mutually self-supporting. Perfect discipline requires

recognition of infallibility. Infallibility requires the observance of discipline. And the

two together go far to determine the behaviorism of the entire Soviet apparatus of

power. But their effect cannot be understood unless a third factor be taken into

account: namely, the fact that the leadership is at liberty to put forward for tactical pur-

poses any particular thesis which it finds useful to the cause at any particular moment
and to require the faithful and unquestioning acceptance of that thesis by the mem-
bers of the movement as a whole. This means that truth is not a constant but is actu-

ally created, for all intents and purposes, by the Soviet leaders themselves. It may
vary from week to week, from month to month. It is nothing absolute and
immutable—nothing which flows from objective reality. It is only the most recent

manifestation of the wisdom of those in whom the ultimate wisdom is supposed to

reside, because they represent the logic of history. The accumulative effect of these

factors is to give to the whole subordinate apparatus of Soviet power an unshakable

stubbornness and steadfastness in its orientation. This orientation can be changed at

will by the Kremlin but by no other power. Once a given party line has been laid

down on a given issue of current policy, the whole Soviet governmental machine,

including the mechanism of diplomacy, moves inexorably along the prescribed path,

like a persistent toy automobile wound up and headed in a given direction, stopping

only when it meets some unanswerable force. The individuals who are the components

of this machine are unamenable to argument or reason which comes to them from
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outside sources. Their whole training has taught them to mistrust and discount the

glib persuasiveness of the outside world. . .

.

But we have seen that the Kremlin is under no ideological compulsion to accom-

plish its purposes in a hurry. Like the Church, it is dealing in ideological concepts

which are of long-term validity, and it can afford to be patient.. . . Again, these precepts

are fortified by the lessons of Russian history7

: of centuries of obscure battles between
nomadic forces over the stretches of a vast unfortified plain. Here caution, circum-

spection, flexibility and deception are the valuable qualities; and their value finds

natural appreciation in the Russian or the oriental mind. Thus the Kremlin has no
compunction about retreating in the face of superior force. And being under the

compulsion of no timetable, it does not get panicky under the necessity for such

retreat. Its political action is a fluid stream which moves constantly, wherever it is

permitted to move, toward a given goal. Its main concern is to make sure that it has

filled every nook and cranny available to it in the basin ofworld power. But if it finds

unassailable barriers in its path, it accepts these philosophically and accommodates
itself to them. The main thing is that there should always be pressure, increasing

constant pressure, toward the desired goal. There is no trace of any feeling in Soviet

psychology that that goal must be reached at any given time.

These considerations make Soviet diplomacy at once easier and more difficult

to deal with than the diplomacy of individual aggressive leaders like Napoleon and
Hitler. On the one hand it is more sensitive to contrary force, more ready to yield

on individual sectors of the diplomatic front when that force is felt to be too strong,

and thus more rational in the logic and rhetoric of power. On the other hand it can-

not be easily defeated or discouraged by a single victory on the part of its opponents.

And the patient persistence by which it is animated means that it can be effectively

countered not by sporadic acts which represent the momentary whims of democra-
tic opinion but only by intelligent long-range policies on the part of Russia's adver-

saries—policies no less steady in their purpose, and no less variegated and resource-

ful in their application, than those of the Soviet Union itself.

In these circumstances it is clear that the main element of any United States' pol-

icy toward the Soviet Union must be that of a long-term, patient but firm and vigilant

containment of Russian expansive tendencies. It is important to note, however, that

such a policy has nothing to do with outward histrionics: with threats or blustering or

superfluous gestures of outward "toughness." While the Kremlin is basically flexible

in its reaction to political realities, it is by no means unamenable to considerations of

prestige. Like almost any other government, it can be placed by tactless and threaten-

ing gestures in a position where it cannot afford to yield even though this might be
dictated by its sense of realism. The Russian leaders are keen judges of human psy-

chology, and as such they are highly conscious that loss of temper and of self-control is

never a source of strength in political affairs. They are quick to exploit such evidences

of weakness. For these reasons, it is a sine qua non of successful dealing with Russia that

the foreign government in question should remain at all times cool and collected and
that its demands on Russian polio7 should be put forward in such a manner as to leave

the way open for a compliance not too detrimental to Russian prestige.

III. In the light of the above, it will be clearly seen that the Soviet pressure against

the free institutions of the Western world is something that can be contained by the

adroit and vigilant application of counter-force at a series of constantly shifting geo-



34 THE ORIGINS OF THE COLD WAR, 1 945-1 950

graphical and political points, corresponding to the shifts and maneuvers of Soviet pol-

icy, but which cannot be charmed or talked out of existence. The Russians look for-

ward to a duel of infinite duration, and they see that already they have scored great
• successes. It must be borne in mind that there was a time when the Communist Party

represented far more of a minority in the sphere of Russian national life than Soviet

power today represents in the world community.
But if ideology convinces the rulers of Russia that truth is on their side and

that they can afford to wait, those of us on whom that ideology has no claim are free

to examine objectively the validity of that premise. The Soviet thesis not only implies

complete lack of control by the west over its own economic destiny, it likewise assumes

Russian unity, discipline and patience over an indefinite period. Let us bring this

apocalyptic vision down to earth, and suppose that the western world finds the strength

and resourcefulness to contain Soviet power over a period of ten to fifteen years.

What does that spell for Russia itself?

The Soviet leaders, taking advantage of the contributions of modern technique

to the arts of despotism, have solved the question of obedience within the confines

of their power. Few challenge their authority; and even those who do are unable to

make that challenge valid against the organs of suppression of the state.

The Kremlin also proved able to accomplish its purpose of building up in Rus-

sia, regardless of the interests of the inhabitants, an industrial foundation of heavy met-

allurgy, which is, to be sure, not yet complete but which is nevertheless continuing to

grow and is approaching those of the other major industrial countries. All of this,

however, both the maintenance of internal political security and the building of

heavy industry, has been carried out at a terrible cost of human life and in human
hopes and energies. It has necessitated the use of forced labor on a scale unprece-

dented in modern times under conditions of peace. It has involved the neglect or

abuse of other phases of Soviet economic life, particularly agriculture, consumers'

goods production, housing and transportation.

To all that, the war has added its tremendous toll of destruction, death and
human exhaustion. In consequence of this, we have in Russia today a population

which is physically and spiritually tired. The mass of the people are disillusioned,

skeptical, and no longer as accessible as they once were to the magical attraction

which Soviet power still radiates to its followers abroad. The avidity with which peo-

ple seized upon the slight respite accorded to the Church for tactical reasons dur-

ing the war was eloquent testimony to the fact that their capacity for faith and devotion

found little expression in the purposes of the regime.

In these circumstances, there are limits to the physical and nervous strength

of the people themselves. These limits are absolute ones, and are binding even for the

crudest dictatorship, because beyond them people cannot be driven. The forced

labor camps and the other agencies of constraint provide temporary means of com-

pelling people to work longer hours than their own volition or mere economic pres-

sure would dictate; but if people survive them at all they become old before their

time and must be considered as human casualties to the demands of dictatorship.

In either case their best powers are no longer available to society and can no longer

be enlisted in the service of the state....

In addition to this, we have the fact that Soviet economic development, while

it can list certain formidable achievements, has been precariously spotty and uneven.

Russian Communists who speak of the "uneven development of capitalism" should

blush at the contemplation of their own national economy. Here is a nation striving
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to become in a short period one of the great industrial nations of the world while it

sdll has no highway network worthy of the name and only a relatively primitive net-

work of railways. Much has been done to increase efficiency of labor and to teach

primitive peasants something about the operation of machines. But maintenance is

still a crying deficiency of all Soviet economy. Construction is hasty and poor in qual-

ity. Depreciation must be enormous. And in vast sectors of economic life it has not yet

been possible to instill into labor anything like that general culture of production

and technical self-respect which characterizes the skilled worker of the west.

It is difficult to see how these deficiencies can be corrected at an early date by

a tired and dispirited population working largely under the shadow of fear and com-
pulsion. And as long as they are not overcome, Russia will remain economically a

vulnerable, and in a certain sense an impotent, nation, capable of exporting its enthu-

siasm and radiating the strange charm of its primitive political vitality but unable to

back up those articles of export by the real evidences of material power and pros-

perity.

Meanwhile, a great uncertainty hangs over the political life of the Soviet Union.

That is the uncertainty involved in the transfer of power from one individual or

group of individuals to others.

This is, of course, outstandingly the problem of the personal position of Stalin.

We must remember that his succession to Lenin's pinnacle of pre-eminence in the

Communist movement was the only such transfer of individual authority which the

Soviet Union has experienced. That transfer took 12 years to consolidate. It cost the

lives of millions of people and shook the state to its foundations. The attendant

tremors were felt all through the international revolutionary movement, to the dis-

advantage of the Kremlin itself.

It is always possible that another transfer of pre-eminent power may take place

quietly and inconspicuously, with no repercussions anywhere. But again, it is possible

that the questions involved may unleash, to use some of Lenin's words, one of those

"incredibly swift transitions" from "delicate deceit" to "wild violence" which charac-

terize Russian history, and may shake Soviet power to its foundations....

Thus the future of Soviet power may not be by any means as secure as Russian

capacity for self-delusion would make it appear to the men in the Kremlin. That they

can keep power themselves, they have demonstrated. That they can quietly and eas-

ily turn it over to others remains to be proved. Meanwhile, the hardships of their

rule and vicissitudes of international life have taken a heavy toll of the strength and
hopes of the great people on whom their power rests. It is curious to note that the ide-

ological power of Soviet authority is strongest today in areas beyond the frontiers of

Russia, beyond the reach of its police power. . . . And who can say with assurance that

the strong light still cast by the Kremlin on the dissatisfied peoples of the western

world is not the powerful afterglow of a constellation which is in actuality on the

wane? This cannot be proved. And it cannot be disproved. But the possibility remains

(and in the opinion of this writer it is a strong one) that Soviet power, like the capi-

talist world of its conception, bears within it the seeds of its own decay, and that the

sprouting of these seeds is well advanced.

IV. It is clear that the United States cannot expect in the foreseeable future to enjoy

political intimacy with the Soviet regime. It must continue to regard the Soviet Union
as a rival, not a partner, in the political arena. It must continue to expect that Soviet

policies will reflect no abstract love of peace and stability, no real faith in the possibility
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of a permanent happy coexistence of the Socialist and capitalist worlds, but rather a

cautious, persistent pressure toward the disruption and weakening of all rival influ-

ence and rival power.
' Balanced against this are the facts that Russia, as opposed to the Western world

in general, is still by far the weaker party, that Soviet policy is highly flexible, and
that Soviet society may well contain deficiencies which will eventually weaken its own
total potential. This would of itself warrant the United States entering with reasonable

confidence upon a policy of firm containment, designed to confront the Russians

with unalterable counter-force at every point where they show signs of encroaching
upon the interests of a peaceful and stable world.

But in actuality the possibilities for American power are by no means limited to

holding the line and hoping for the best. It is entirely possible for the United States

to influence by its actions the internal developments, both within Russia and through-

out the international Communist movement, by which Russian policy is largely deter-

mined. This is not only a question of the modest measure of informational activity

which this government can conduct in the Soviet Union and elsewhere, although

that, too, is important. It is rather a question of the degree to which the United States

can create among the peoples of the world generally the impression of a country

which knows what it wants, which is coping successfully with the problems of its inter-

nal life and with the responsibilities of a world power, and which has a spiritual vital-

ity capable of holding its own among the major ideological currents of the time. To
the extent that such an impression can be created and maintained, the aims of Russ-

ian Communism must appear sterile and quixotic, the hopes and enthusiasm of

Moscow's supporters must wane, and added strain must be imposed on the Krem-
lin's foreign policies. For the palsied decrepitude of the capitalist world is the key-

stone of Communist philosophy. Even the failure of the United States to experience

the early economic depression which the ravens ofRed Square have been predicting

which such complacent confidence since hostilities ceased would have deep and
important repercussions throughout the Communist world.

By the same token, exhibitions of indecision, disunity and internal disintegra-

tion within this country have an exhilarating effect on the whole Communist move-

ment. At each evidence of these tendencies, a thrill of hope and excitement goes

through the Communist world; a newjauntiness can be noticed in the Moscow tread;

new groups of foreign supporters climb onto what they can only view as the band-

wagon of international politics; and Russian pressure increases all along the line in

international affairs.

It would be an exaggeration to say that American behavior unassisted and alone

could exercise a power of life and death over the Communist movement and bring

about the early fall of Soviet power in Russia. But the United States has it in its power

to increase enormously the strains under which Soviet policy must operate, to force

upon the Kremlin a far greater degree of moderation and circumspection than it

has had to observe in recent years, and in this way to promote tendencies which must

eventually find their outlet in either the breakup or the gradual mellowing of Soviet

power. For no mystical, Messianic movement—and particularly not that of the Krem-

lin—can face frustration indefinitely without eventually adjusting itself in one way

or another to the logic of that state of affairs.

Thus the decision will really fall in large measure in this country itself. The
issue of Soviet-American relations is in essence a test of the over-all worth of the

United States as a nation among nations. To avoid destruction the United States
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need only measure up to its own best traditions and prove itself worthy of preserva-

tion as a great nation.

Surely there was never a fairer test of national quality than this. In the light of

these circumstances, the thoughtful observer of Russian-American relations will find

no cause for complaint in the Kremlin's challenge to American society. He will rather

experience a certain gratitude to a Providence which, by providing the American
people with this implacable challenge, has made their entire security as a nation

dependent on their pulling themselves together and accepting the responsibilities of

moral and political leadership that history plainly intended them to bear.

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

What did Kennan consider to be the main principles of Communist ideology?

2. What did Kennan see as the main reasons for Soviet hostility toward the West?

3. Why did Kennan believe that the Soviet leaders could never fully be trusted by the

West?

4. What did Kennan think the West should do to counter Soviet expansionism?

5. Why did Kennan caution Western leaders to avoid gestures of outward "toughness"

toward the USSR?

6. How did Kennan think that U.S. policy could contribute to the breakup or mellowing of

Soviet power?

7. Why did Kennan's ideas have such an important influence on U.S. policy makers?

10 The Founding of the Cominform, 1947

By fall of 1947, the division of Europe into two opposing camps was virtually complete. In

Eastern Europe, anxious to create a buffer zone between themselves and Germany—and to

gain access to materials needed to rebuild the USSR—the Soviets had installed a series of

"friendly" governments dominated by communists. In Western Europe, anxious to impede

the spread of communism and secure their own foreign markets, the Americans had initi-

ated the Marshall Plan, designed to foster economic recovery and stability.

In part because of its emphasis on rebuilding the economy of Germany, which had

recently wreaked such havoc on the USSR, the Marshall Plan was perceived in Moscow as

a serious threat. In order to respond to this threat, and to provide for closer coordination

among the European Communist parties, the Soviets called the representatives of these

parties to a special meeting in Poland in September of 1947. There Andrei Zhdanov, the

chief Soviet spokesperson, called for the formation of a new international organization to

advance the interests of communism. The result was the establishment of the Communist
Information Bureau, or Cominform, with its headquarters in Belgrade, Yugoslavia.

The new organization, which was destined to last until 1956, was in some ways a

throwback to the old Communist International, or Comintern, a worldwide association of com-

munist parties which had been disbanded during World War II. Like the Comintern, the Com-
inform could be used, not just to secure socialist solidarity, but to prod communists elsewhere

to follow the bidding of Moscow. Among other things, the Cominform would engineer a wave
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of strikes in France and Italy in fall of 1947, and make a futile bid to force the wayward
Yugoslav communists back into line the following spring (#13).

A. MANIFESTO PROCLAIMING THE COMINFORM,
OCTOBER 5, 1947

In the international situation brought about by the Second World War and in the

period that followed fundamental changes took place. The characteristic aspect of

these changes is a new balance of political forces interplaying in the world arena, a

shift in the relationship between states which were the victors in the Second World War,

and their reevaluation.

As long as the war lasted the Allied states fighting against Germany andJapan
marched in step and were one. Nevertheless, in the Allies' camp already during the

war there existed differences regarding the aims of the war as well as the objectives

of the post-war and world organization. The Soviet Union and the democratic coun-

tries believed that the main objective of the war was the rebuilding and strengthen-

ing of democracy in Europe, the liquidation of fascism and the prevention of a

possible aggression on behalf of Germany, and that its further aim was an achievement

of an all-around and lasting cooperation between the nations of Europe.

The United States of America and with them England placed as their war aim
a different goal—the elimination of competition on the world market (Germany
andJapan) and the consolidation of their dominant position. This difference in the

definition of war aims and post-war objectives has begun to deepen in the post-war

period.

Two opposite political lines have crystallized. On one extreme the USSR and the

democratic countries aim at whittling down imperialism and the strengthening of

democracy. On the other hand the United States of America and England aim at

the strengthening of imperialism and choking democracy....

In this way there arose two camps—the camp of imperialism and anti-democratic

forces, whose chief aim is an establishment of a world-wide American imperialists'

hegemony and the crushing of democracy; and an anti-imperialist democratic camp
whose chief aim is the elimination of imperialism, the strengthening of democracy,

and the liquidation of the remnants of fascism....

In these conditions the anti-imperialist democratic camp has to close its ranks

and draw up and agree on a common platform to work out its tactics against the

chief forces of the imperialist camp, against American imperialism, against its English

and French allies, against the Right-Wing Socialists above all in England and France.

To frustrate those imperialistic plans of aggression we need the efforts of all democratic

and anti-imperialist forces in Europe....

B. RESOLUTION OF CONFERENCE OF COMMUNIST PARTIES
ON ESTABLISHING THE COMINFORM, OCTOBER 5, 1947

The Conference states that the absence of connections between Communist parties

who have taken part in this conference is in the present situation a serious short-

coming. Experience has shown that such division between Communist parties is
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incorrect and harmful. The requirement for an exchange of experience and volun-

tary coordination of actions of the separate pardes has become particularly neces-

sary now in conditions of the complicated post-war international situation and when
the disunity of Communist parties may lead to damage for the working class.

Because of this, members of the conference agreed upon the following:

First, to set up an Information Bureau of representatives of the Communist
Parrs

- ofYugoslavia, the Bulgarian Workers Party (of Communists), the Communist
Partv of Rumania, the Hungarian Communist Party the Polish Workers Party, the

Communist Parly of the Soviet Union (Bolshexik), the Communist Parly of France,

the Communist Partv of Czechoslovakia, and the Communist Party of Italv.

Second, the task given to the Information Bureau is to organize and exchange
experience and, in case of necessity, coordinate the activity of Communist parties

on foundations of mutual agreement.

Third, the Information Bureau will have in it representatives of the Central

Committees—two from each Central Committee. Delegations of the Central Com-
mittee must be appointed and replaced bv the Central Committees.

Fourth, the Information Bureau is to have a printed organ—a fortnighdy and
later on weeklv. The organ is to be published in French and Russian and, if possi-

ble, in other languages.

Fifth, the Information Bureau is to be in Belgrade.

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1. How did the authors of this manifesto and resolution justify the formation of the

Cominform?

2. What reasons did they give for the breakdown of the wartime alliance and division of

Europe into two hostile camps?

3. Why did they insist on referring to their own camp as "democratic" and the Western

camp as Imperialist"

?

4. What did they see as the main goals of the Western "imperialist" powers?

5. How did they think the Cominform could help communists respond to the Western

threat?

6. What concerns might have affected their decision to place Cominform headquarters in

Belgrade, Yugoslavia?

1 1 The Communist Coup in Czechoslovakia,

February 1948

Of all the nations of Eastern Europe. Czechoslovakia had the strongest industrial base, the

most successful experience with democracy and, thanks to its abandonment by England

and France in the face of Nazi demands in 1 938, the biggest beef against the West. There was
general good will toward the USSR, and much popular support for the Czechoslovak com-

munists. Stalin thus had reason to expect that communism might triumph there in free elec-

tions, and the Czechs had reason to expect that they could maintain their democratic tradi-

tions and still be friendly to Moscow.
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For several years after World War II, this seemed to be a real possibility. As the rest

of Eastern Europe fell under communist control, Czechoslovakia remained democratic. Pres-

ident Edvard Benes, who had signed an alliance with Stalin in 1943, worked to preserve his

nation as a bridge between East and West. Free elections in 1946 gave the communists a plu-

rality in the National Assembly, but Klement Gottwald, the new communist premier, led a

coalition government called the National Front which included noncommunist parties and
maintained close ties with the West.

All this began to change with the coming of the Marshall Plan in 1947. The Czechoslo-

vak leaders, anxious to improve their economy, unanimously agreed to accept American aid.

But Stalin, fearful that this might promote U.S. economic hegemony in Eastern Europe, forced

them to withdraw their application, and instead to join a Soviet-sponsored "Molotov Plan" for

aid to communist countries.

After this, the situation quickly deteriorated. The Czechoslovak communists began to

browbeat and tyrannize the other members of the National Front, who responded in Febru-

ary 1948 by resigning their positions, hoping the government would fall. This was a disas-

trous miscalculation. Aided by their socialist allies, the Communists remained in office, and

used the occasion to carry out a coup, consolidating their power under the domination of

Premier Gottwald. As the following correspondence makes clear, President Benes strove to

maintain a modicum of democracy and independence, but the communists refused to coop-

erate. As a result, Czechoslovakia became part of the Soviet Bloc, and Moscow was able to

consolidate its control over all of Eastern Europe.

A. LETTER FROM PRESIDENT BENES TO THE CZECHOSLOVAK
COMMUNIST PARTY PRESIDIUM, FEBRUARY 24, 1948

You sent me a letter on February 21 in which you express your attitude on a solution

of the crisis and ask me to agree with it. Allow me to formulate my own attitude.

I feel fully the great responsibility of this fateful hour on our national and state

life. From the beginning of this crisis I have been thinking about the situation as it was

forming itself, putting these affairs of ours in connection with world affairs.

I am trying to see clearly not only the present situation but also the causes that

led to it and the results that a decision can have. I am aware of the powerful forces

through which the situation is being formed.

In a calm, matter of fact, impassionate and objectivejudgment of the situation

I feel, through the common will of various groups of our citizens which turn their

attention to me, that the will is expressed to maintain the peace and order and dis-

cipline voluntarily accepted to achieve a progressive and really socialist life.

How to achieve this goal? You know my sincerely democratic creed. I cannot

but stay faithful to that creed even at this moment because democracy, according to

my belief, is the only reliable and durable basis for a decent and dignified human
life.

I insist on parliamentary democracy and parliamentary government as it limits

democracy. I state I know very well it is necessary to social and economic content. I

built my political work on these principles and cannot—without betraying myself

—

act otherwise.

The present crisis of democracy here too cannot be overcome but through

democratic and parliamentary means. I thus do not overlook your demands. I regard
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all our political parties associated in the National Front as bearers of political respon-

sibility. We all accepted the principle of the National Front and this proved success-

ful up to the recent time when the crisis began.

This crisis, however, in my opinion, does not deny the principle in itself. I am
convinced that on this principle, even in the future, the necessary cooperation of

all can be achieved. All disputes can be solved for the benefit of the national and
common state of the Czechs and the Slovaks.

I therefore have been in negotiation with five political parties. I have listened

to their views and some of them also have been put in writing. These are grave mat-

ters and I cannot ignore them.

Therefore, I again have to appeal to all to find a peaceful solution and new
successful cooperation through parliamentary means and through the National

Front.

That much for the formal side. As far as the personal side is concerned, it is

clear to me, as I have said already, that the Prime Minister will be the chairman of

the strongest party element, Gottwald.

Finally, on the factual side of this matter it is clear to me that socialism is a way
of life desired by an overwhelming part of our nation. At the same time I believe

that with socialism a certain measure of freedom and unity is possible and that these

are vital principles to all in our national life.

Our nation has struggled for freedom almost throughout its history. History

also has shown us where discord can lead.

I beg of you therefore to relive these facts and make them the starting point

for our negotiations. Let us all together begin negotiations again for further durable

cooperation and let us not allow prolongation of the split of the nation into two

quarreling parts.

I believe that a reasonable agreement is possible because it is indispensable.

B. REPLY BY THE CZECHOSLOVAK COMMUNIST PARTY
PRESIDIUM TO THE LETTER OF PRESIDENT BENES,
FEBRUARY 25, 1948

The Presidium of the Central Committee of the Communist Party acknowledges
your letter dated February 24, and states that it cannot enter into negotiations with

the present leadership of the National Socialist, People's, and Slovak Democratic
Parties because this would not conform to the interests of the unity of the people

nor with the interests of further peaceful development of the republic.

Recent events indisputably proved that these three parties no longer represent

the interests of the working people of the cities and countryside, that their leaders have

betrayed the fundamental ideas of the people's democracy and National Front as

they have been stated by the Kosice Government program, and that they assumed
the position of undermining the opposition.

This was shown again and again in the government, in the Constitutional

National Assembly, in the press of these parties, and in actions that, with menacing
levity, were organized by their central secretariats against the interests of the working

people, against the security of the state, against the alliances of the republic, against
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state finance, against nationalized industry, against urgent agricultural reforms—in

one word, against the whole constructive efforts of our people and against the very

foundations, internal and external, of the security of the country.

These parties even got in touch with foreign circles hostile to our people's

democratic order and our alliances, and in collaboration with these hostile foreign

elements they attempted disruption of the present development of the republic.

This constantly increasing activity was crowned by an attempt to break up the

government, an attempt that, as it was proved, should have been accompanied by

actions aiming at a putsch.

Massive people's manifestations during the last few days clearly have shown
that our working people denounce, with complete unity and with indignation, the pol-

icy of these parties and ask the creation of a government in which all honest pro-

gressive patriots devoted to the republic and the people are represented.

Also among the members of the above-mentioned three parties an increasing

amount of indignation can be seen. The members ask for a rebirth of their own par-

ties and the National Front.

In conformity with this powerfully expressed will of the people, the Presidium

of the Central Committee of the Communist Party approved the proposals of Pre-

mier Element Gottwald according to which the government will be filled in with

prominent representatives of all parties and also big nationwide organizations.

We stress that a government filled in this way will present itself, with full agree-

ment with the principles of parliamentary democracy, before the Constitutional

National Assembly with its program and ask for its approval.

Being convinced that only such a highly constitutional and parliamentary

process can guarantee the peaceful development of the republic, and at the same
time that it corresponds to the ideas of a complete majority of the working people,

the Presidium of the Central Committee hopes firmly after careful consideration

that you will recognize the correctness of its conclusions and will agree with its

proposals.

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

What reasons did President Benes advance for preserving democracy in Czechoslo-

vakia?

2. Why did he think it was important to restore the National Front?

3. What concessions was he willing to make to the communists?

4. What reasons did the communists give for rejecting his pleas?

5. What charges did they make against the noncommunist parties which resigned from the

National Front?
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12 The Treaty of Brussels, 1948

The communist takeover of Czechoslovakia in February of 1948 helped to expedite the cre-

ation of an anti-Soviet military alliance in Western Europe. On March 17th, five nations

—

Belgium, the Netherlands, Luxembourg, Britain, and France—met at Brussels to sign a treaty

committing them to mutual consultation and cooperation in the event of aggression against

any one of them. In keeping with the spirit of the Marshall Plan, the Treaty of Brussels pledged

its signatories to close economic cooperation and the elimination of economic conflict. It was

designed to remain in force for fifty years.

Although the only potential enemy mentioned in the Treaty was Germany, it was clear

to everyone that the Soviet Union was the real target. The Marshall Plan had begun the eco-

nomic reintegration of West Germany into the international economy of Western Europe,

and the Americans, British, and French were moving rapidly toward the creation of a single

currency for their three zones of military occupation. No one believed that a fragmented and

occupied Germany posed any credible threat to the peace of Europe in 1948. The events of

February 1948 in Prague, on the other hand, confirmed the West in its conviction that Soviet

objectives included the extension of the communist political and economic systems through-

out the world. The Treaty of Brussels and the consultative council it created would serve as

the embryo for the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (#15).

EXCERPTS FROM THE TREATY OF BRUSSELS, MARCH 17, 1948

ARTICLE I

Convinced of the close community of their interests and of the necessity of uniting

in order to promote the economic recover)- of Europe, the high contracting parties

will so organize and coordinate their economic activities as to produce the best pos-

sible results, by the elimination of conflict in their economic policies, coordination

of production and development of commercial exchanges....

ARTICLE II

The high contracting parties will make every effort. ..to promote the attainment of

a higher standard of living by their peoples. . .

.

ARTICLE IV

If any of the high contracting parties should be the object of an armed attack in

Europe, the other high contracting parties will, in accordance with the provisions

of Article 51 of the Charter of the United Nations, afford the party so attacked all

military and other aid and assistance in their power.

ARTICLE V

All measures taken as a result of the preceding article shall be immediately reported

to the Securitv Council. Thev shall be terminated as soon as the Securitv Council
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has taken the measures necessary to maintain or restore international peace and
security. . .

.

ARTICLE VI

. . .None of the high contracting parties will conclude any alliance or participate in any
coalition directed against any other of the high contracting parties.

ARTICLE VII

For the purpose of consulting together on all questions dealt with in the present

treaty, the high contracting parties will create a consultative council which shall be so

organized as to be able to exercise its functions continuously. The Council shall meet
at such times as it shall deem fit. At the request of any of the high contracting parties,

the Council shall be immediately convened in order to permit the high contracting

parties to consult with regard to any situation which may constitute a threat to peace,

in whatever area this threat should arise, with regard to the attitude to be adopted and
the steps to be taken in the case of a renewal by Germany of an aggressive policy, or

with regard to any situation constituting a danger to economic stability....

Done at Brussels, this 17th day of March, 1948....

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

Why did the Brussels Treaty mention Germany but not the USSR?

2. Why did the Treaty assure its readers that any military measures that might be taken by

its signatories would immediately terminate once the UN Security Council took action?

3. Why was economic cooperation considered by the Treaty to be as important as military

cooperation?

4. What was the purpose of the consultative council created by the Treaty?

5. How can you tell that the USSR rather than Germany was the real target of the Treaty

of Brussels?

13 The Cominform Expulsion of Tito, 1948

In spring of 1948, not long after the communist coup in Czechoslovakia, a crisis arose between

the USSR and communist Yugoslavia. Relations between the two socialist states had for

some time been strained. As a national hero who had led his country's wartime anti-Nazi

resistance, Marshal Tito, the postwar Yugoslav leader, enjoyed broad popular support. Unlike

other East European communists, he did not owe his position to Moscow, and thus felt free

to pursue his own course. Determined to strengthen his nation's industry, he refused to let

Stalin exploit its natural resources to rebuild the USSR. Bent on enhancing Yugoslav power,

he demanded territory from Italy, intervened in the Greek civil war, and talked grandly of

forming a federation of Balkan communist countries. Stalin, who had little use for any com-
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munist he could not control, grew increasingly annoyed and frustrated with Tito's indepen-

dence.

Finally in June, the Soviet dictator made his move. He cut off aid to Yugoslavia, with-

drew all Soviet advisors, and arranged an economic boycott by the entire Soviet Bloc. At his

behest, the recently founded Communist Information Bureau (Cominform) issued a denun-

ciation of the Yugoslav leaders, expelled them from its membership, and called on the "healthy

elements" of the Yugoslav Communist Party to throw out Tito and his cronies. In its formal

resolution, parts of which are printed below, it accused them of all sorts of arrogant and devi-

ationist behavior.

Unfortunately for Stalin, his efforts were to no avail. Tito moved quickly to oust the Stal-

inists in his own entourage, and the United States, anxious to exploit any division within the

communist ranks, provided trade and economic assistance to help him overcome the boycott.

Stalin, whose Red Army forces had withdrawn from Yugoslavia after brutally liberating it in

1944, and whose attention in June 1948 was focused increasingly on the developing Berlin

Blockade crisis, apparently decided that getting rid of Tito was not worth the price of invasion.

At any rate, the Yugoslav leader survived and went on to guide his people on a separate

road to socialism, independent of Moscow's control.

COMINFORM RESOLUTION ON THE SITUATION
IN YUGOSLAVIA, JUNE 28, 1948

1. The Cominform asserts that the leadership of the Yugoslav Communist Part)'

has lately undertaken an entirely wrong polio* on the principal questions of foreign

and internal politics, which means a retreat from Marxism-Leninism....

2. The Cominform finds that the leadership of the Yugoslav Communist Party-

created a hateful policy in relation to the Soviet Union and to the All-Communist
Union of Bolsheviks. In Yugoslavia an undignified policy of underestimating Soviet

military specialists was allowed. Also, members of the Soviet Army were discredited.. .

.

All these facts prove that the leading persons in the Communist Party of

Yugoslavia took a stand unworthy of Communists, on the line of which they began to

identify the foreign polio' of the Soviet Union with that of the imperialist powers,

and they treat the Soviet Union in the same manner as they treat the bourgeois

states....

3. In their policy inside the country the leaders of the Communist Party of

Yugoslavia are retreating from positions of the working class and departing from the

Marxist theory of classes and class struggle....

Leading Yugoslav politicians are earning out a wrong policy in the villages,

ignoring the class differences in the villages... despite the well-known Lenin precept

that a small individual economy inexorably gives birth to capitalism and the bour-

geoisie....

4. The Cominform is sure that the leadership of the Yugoslav Communist Party-

is revising the Marxist-Leninist theory about the Party. . .

.

5. The Information Bureau maintains that the bureaucratic regime inside the

party is pernicious to the life and the progress of the Yugoslav Communist Party.

There is no intra-party democracy- in the party, the electoral principle is not realized,

there is no criticism and self criticism.
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6. The Information Bureau maintains that the criticism of the Central Com-
mittee of the Communist Party ofYugoslavia that was made by the Central Commit-
tee of the [Communist Party of the Soviet Union] and by the Central Committees

' of the other Communist parties as a brotherly help to the Yugoslav Communist Party

creates for its leadership all the conditions necessary for the correction of the faults

committed. But the leaders of the Communist Party ofYugoslavia, affected by exag-

gerated ambition, megalomania and conceit, instead of honestly accepting this crit-

icism and taking the path of Bolshevik correction of these mistakes, received the

criticism with dislike, took a hostile standpoint toward it, and in an anti-party spirit cat-

egorically and generally denied their faults....

7. With regard to the situation created in the Communist Party ofYugoslavia, and
in an effort to grant the leaders of the Yugoslav Communist Party a possibility of find-

ing a way out of this situation, the Central Committee of the [Communist Party of the

Soviet Union] and other Central Committees of the other brotherly parties, decided

to discuss the situation. . .at a meeting of the Information Bureau.. . . But. . .the Yugoslav

leaders answered with a refusal. . .

.

The Information Bureau finds that, as a result of all this, the Central Commit-
tee of the Communist Party of Yugoslavia puts itself and the Yugoslav Communist
Party outside the family of brotherly Communist parties, outside the united Com-
munist front, and therefore outside the ranks of the Information Bureau.

The Information Bureau maintains that the basis of all these faults of the lead-

ership of the Communist Party ofYugoslavia is the incontestable fact that in its lead-

ership in the last five to six months openly nationalistic elements prevailed that were

formerly masked. . .

.

The Information Bureau does not doubt that in the core of the Communist
Party ofYugoslavia there are enough sound elements that are truly faithful to Marx-

ism-Leninism, faithful to the internationalistic traditions of the Yugoslav Commu-
nist Party, and faithful to the united Socialist front.

The aim of these sound elements of the Communist Party of Yugoslavia is to

force their present party leaders to confess openly and honestly their faults and cor-

rect them; to part from nationalism; to return to internationalism and in everyway

to fix the united Socialist front against imperialism, or if the present leaders of the

Communist Party of Yugoslavia prove unable to do this task, to change them and
raise from below a new internationalistic leadership of the Communist Party of

Yugoslavia. The Information Bureau does not doubt that the Communist Party can

fulfill this task.

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

What reasons did the Cominform give for the split between Yugoslavia and the rest of

the Communist Bloc?

2. What charges did it make against the Yugoslav leaders?

3. According to the Cominform, in what way did Yugoslav Marxism differ from orthodox

Marxism?

4. What did the Cominform want Yugoslav communists to do in order to resolve and rec-

tify the situation?

5. Why did Stalin want to get rid of Tito? Why was Tito able to survive Stalin's efforts to get

rid of him?



THE ORIGINS OF THE COLD WAR, 1 945-1 950 47

14 The Berlin Blockade, 1948-1949

The first major military crisis of the Cold War began in June of 1 948. The Western allies had

responded to the communist coup in Czechoslovakia with the Treaty of Brussels and a deci-

sion to create an independent West German state. This threatened the Soviet objective of

a permanently crippled Germany, and when the West announced the creation of a common
West German currency called the deutsche mark, Moscow moved to seal off West Berlin

and force the Western Powers to remove their troops from the divided city.

Like Germany as a whole, Berlin had been divided into occupation zones at the end of

World War II, with the Soviets in the East and the Americans, British and French in the West.

Since the city sat in the midst of Soviet-occupied East Germany, Stalin assumed that he

could drive the others out simply by cutting off the roads and railways that linked it with the

West. Few people believed that the West could remain in Berlin if the Soviets moved against

it, and most felt that any attempt to stay would ultimately fail. Stalin certainly believed that

his actions involved minimal risk.

The American response, however, caught him by surprise. After consulting with his gen-

erals, President Truman announced that the United States would stay in Berlin, and ordered

a military airlift to supply the people in the beleaguered city with food, fuel and supplies. Sec-

retary of State Marshall subsequently sent a protest note to the Soviet government, demand-

ing that the blockade be lifted and categorically asserting U.S. rights, responsibilities, and

determination to remain in Berlin. The text of that note is reproduced below.

The Berlin Blockade lasted eleven months, but the airlift proved effective, and the cri-

sis ended in May 1949 when the Soviets quietly lifted their blockade.

NOTE FROM SECRETARY OF STATE MARSHALL
TO THE SOVIET AMBASSADOR,
JULY 6, 1948

EXCELLENCY: The United States Government wishes to call to the attention of the

Soviet Government the extremely serious international situation which has been
brought about by the actions of the Soviet Government in imposing restrictive mea-
sures on transport which amount now to a blockade against the sectors in Berlin

occupied by the United States, United Kingdom and France. The United States Gov-

ernment regards these measures of blockade as a clear violation of existing agree-

ments concerning the administration of Berlin by the four occupying powers.

The rights of the United States as ajoint occupying power in Berlin derive from
the total defeat and unconditional surrender of Germany. The international agree-

ments undertaken in connection therewith by the Governments of the United States,

United Kingdom, France and the Soviet Union defined the zones in Germany and the

sectors in Berlin which are occupied by these powers. They established the quadri-

partite control of Berlin on a basis of friendly cooperation which the Government
of the United States earnestly desires to continue to pursue.

These agreements implied the right of free access to Berlin. This right has long

been confirmed by usage. It was directly specified in a message sent by President Tru-

man to Premier Stalin on June 14, 1945, which agreed to the withdrawal of United
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States forces to the zonal boundaries provided satisfactory arrangements could be
entered into between the military commanders, which would give access by rail, road
and air to United States forces in Berlin. Premier Stalin replied onJune 16 suggesting

' a change in date but no other alteration in the plan proposed by the President. Pre-

mier Stalin then gave assurances that all necessary measures would be taken in accor-

dance with the plan. Correspondence in a similar sense took place between Premier
Stalin and Mr. Churchill. In accordance with this understanding, the United States,

whose armies had penetrated deep into Saxony and Thuringia, parts of the Soviet

zone, withdrew its forces to its own area of occupation in Germany and took up its

position in its own sector in Berlin. Thereupon the agreements in regard to the occu-

pation of Germany and Berlin went into effect. The United States would not have so

withdrawn its troops from a large area now occupied by the Soviet Union had there

been any doubt whatsoever about the observance of its agreed right of free access to

its sector of Berlin. The right of the United States to its position in Berlin thus stems

from precisely the same source as the right of the Soviet Union. It is impossible to

assert the latter and deny the former.

It clearly results from these undertakings that Berlin is not a part of the Soviet

zone, but is an international zone of occupation. Commitments entered into in good
faith by the zone commanders, and subsequently confirmed by the Allied Control

Authority, as well as practices sanctioned by usage, guarantee the United States

together with other powers, free access to Berlin for the purpose of fulfilling its

responsibilities as an occupying power. The facts are plain. Their meaning is clear. Any
other interpretation would offend all the rules of comity and reason.

In order that there should be no misunderstanding whatsoever on this point,

the United States Government categorically asserts that it is in occupation of its sec-

tor in Berlin with free access thereto as a matter of established right deriving from the

defeat and surrender of Germany and confirmed by formal agreements among the

principal Allies. It further declares that it will not be induced by threats, pressures

or other actions to abandon these rights. It is hoped that the Soviet Government
entertains no doubts whatsoever on this point.

This Government now shares with the Governments of France and the United

Kingdom the responsibility initially undertaken at Soviet request on July 7, 1945, for

the physical well-being of 2,400,000 persons in the western sectors of Berlin. Restric-

tions recently imposed by the Soviet authorities in Berlin have operated to prevent

this Government and the Governments of the United Kingdom and of France from ful-

filling that responsibility in an adequate manner.

The responsibility which this Government bears for the physical well-being and

the safety of the German population in its sector of Berlin is outstandingly humani-

tarian in character. This population includes hundreds of thousands ofwomen and

children, whose health and safety are dependent on the continued use of adequate

facilities for moving food, medical supplies and other items indispensable to the

maintenance of human life in the western sectors of Berlin. The most elemental of

these human rights which both our Governments are solemnly pledged to protect

are thus placed in jeopardy by these restrictions. It is intolerable that any one of the

occupying authorities should attempt to impose a blockade upon the people of

Berlin.
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The United States Government is therefore obliged to insist that in accordance

with existing agreements the arrangements for the movement of freight and pas-

senger traffic between the western zones and Berlin be fully restored. There can be

no question of delay in the restoration of these essential services, since the needs of

the Chilian population in the Berlin area are imperative....

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

What might Stalin have hoped to accomplish by cutting off Western access to Berlin?

2. Why did the Americans decide to stay in Berlin, despite the Soviet blockade? What
were the advantages and disadvantages of an airlift as a means of supplying the city?

3. According to Marshall, what was the legal basis of the American presence in West

Berlin?

4. On what basis did Marshall claim that the Americans had a moral right to remain in

Berlin?

5. On what basis did Marshall insist that the Soviets had no right to restrict Western

access to the city?

6. What did Marshall mean when he wrote that the United States would "not be induced

by threats, pressures or other actions" to abandon Berlin? What were the implications

of this statement?

15 The NATO Alliance, 1949

Throughout its existence, the United States had been reluctant to commit itself to "entan-

gling alliances" with other nations in peacetime. One of the principal reasons for that nation's

struggle for independence from Great Britain had been the desire to keep clear of Europe's

quarrels. But Soviet actions in Czechoslovakia and Berlin in 1948 convinced Washington to

modify its position and conclude a military alliance with eleven other nations in Europe and

North America. This alliance, known as NATO (the North Atlantic Treaty Organization), tes-

tified to America's assumption that the Cold War would last indefinitely.

The NATO alliance was constructed upon the foundations laid by the Treaty of Brussels

(#12). The consultative council created at Brussels had promptly organized a standing mili-

tary committee, which spent much of 1948 discussing the potential threat of a Soviet invasion

of Western Europe. The blockade of Berlin had done much to convince skeptics that this was
a real danger. In such an environment, the nations which only four years earlier had been

allied with the Soviet Union in a desperate struggle against Nazi Germany now gave notice

that they considered their former ally a far greater threat than their former foe. This was
underscored by the inclusion in NATO of Italy and Portugal; the former had fought on Ger-

many's side in World War II, while the latter's fascist government had remained neutral. Nei-

ther had been part of the Treaty of Brussels, but the Berlin Blockade had frightened the

signatories of that accord, as well as the United States, into including them in the new alliance.
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THE TREATY OF WASHINGTON (NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY),
APRIL 4, 1949

The Parties to this Treaty reaffirm their faith in the purposes and principles of the

Charter of the United Nations and their desire to live in peace with all peoples and
all governments.

They are determined to safeguard the freedom, common heritage, and civi-

lization of their peoples, founded on the principles of democracy, individual liberty,

and the rule of law.

They seek to promote stability and well-being in the North Atlantic area.

They are resolved to unite their efforts for collective defense and for preser-

vation of peace and security.

They therefore agree to this North Atlantic Treaty:

ARTICLE I

The Parties undertake, as set forth in the Charter of the United Nations, to settle

any international disputes in which they may be involved by peaceful means in such

a manner that international peace and security, and justice, are not endangered,
and to refrain in their international relations from the threat or use of force in any
manner inconsistent with the purposes of the United Nations.

ARTICLE 2

The Parties will contribute toward the further development of peaceful and friendly

international relations by strengthening their free institutions, by bringing about a bet-

ter understanding of the principles upon which these institutions are founded, and
by promoting conditions of stability and well-being. They will seek to eliminate con-

flict in their international economic policies and will encourage economic collabo-

ration between any or all of them.

ARTICLE 3

In order more effectively to achieve the objectives of this Treaty, the Parties, sepa-

rately and jointly, by means of continuous and effective self-help and mutual aid, will

maintain and develop their individual and collective capacity to resist armed attack.

ARTICLE 4

The Parties will consult together whenever, in the opinion of any of them, the terri-

torial integrity, political independence or security of any of the Parties is threatened.

ARTICLE 5

The Parties agree that an armed attack against one or more of them in Europe or

North America shall be considered an attack against them all; and consequently they

agree that, if such an armed attack occurs, each of them, in exercise of the right of
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individual or collective self-defense recognized by Article 51 of the Charter of the

United Nations, will assist the Party or Parties so attacked by taking forthwith, indi-

vidually and in concert with the other Parties, such action as it deems necessary,

including the use of armed force, to restore and maintain the security of the North
Atlantic area.

Any such armed attack and all measures taken as a result thereof shall imme-
diately be reported to the Security Council. Such measures shall be terminated when
the Security Council has taken the measures necessary to restore and maintain inter-

national peace and security.

ARTICLE 6

For the purpose of Article 5 an armed attack on one or more of the Parties is deemed
to include an armed attack on the territory of any of the Parties in Europe or North
America, on the Algerian dependents of France, on the occupation forces of any

Party in Europe, on the islands under the jurisdiction of any Party in the North
Atlantic area north of the Tropic of Cancer or on the vessels or aircraft in this area of

any of the Parties.

ARTICLE 7

This Treaty does not affect, and shall not be interpreted as affecting, in any way the

rights and obligations under the Charter of the Parties which are members of the

United Nations, or the primary responsibility of the Security Council for the main-

tenance of international peace and security.

ARTICLE 8

Each Party declares that none of the international engagements now in force between

it and any other of the Parties or any third state is in conflict with the provisions of this

Treaty, and undertakes not to enter into any international engagement in conflict

with this Treaty.

ARTICLE 9

The Parties hereby establish a council, on which each of them shall be represented,

to consider matters concerning the implementation of this Treaty. The council shall

be so organized as to be able to meet promptly at any time. The council shall set up
such subsidiary bodies as may be necessary; in particular it shall establish a defense

committee which shall recommend measures for the implementation of Articles 3

and 5.

ARTICLE 10

The Parties may, by unanimous agreement, invite any other European state in a posi-

tion to further the principles of this Treaty and to contribute to the security of the

North Atlantic area to accede to this Treaty. Any state so invited may become a party

to the Treaty by depositing its instrument of accession with the Government of the
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United States of America. The Government of the United States of America will

inform each of the parties of the deposit of each such instrument of accession....

Done at Washington, the fourth day of April, 1949. Signed by representatives of:

Kingdom of Belgium Grand Duchy of Luxembourg
Canada Kingdom of the Netherlands
Kingdom of Denmark Kingdom of Norway
France Portugal

Iceland United Kingdom
Italy United States

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

Which provisions of the Treaty of Brussels (#12) do you recognize in the North Atlantic

Treaty?

2. What were the differences between this document and the Treaty of Brussels? What
might account for these differences?

3. Article 5 states that an attack upon one of the parties shall be considered an attack

upon them all. Why would it have been considered necessary to include a provision

like this one in a North Atlantic alliance?

4. Why would the wartime allies have been willing to include Italy and Portugal in this

alliance?

5. Why did the Treaty contain a provision for adding new members to the alliance? Which

nations might have been considered potential members, and why?

6. How can you tell that the USSR was the main target of the treaty, even though it was
not mentioned by name?

16 Acheson on the Communist Triumph

in China, 1949

Despite American efforts to achieve peace and stability in postwar China, a civil war broke out

between the Nationalist government and its Communist rivals in 1946. At first the National-

ists, with the benefit of U.S. aid, seemed to gain the upper hand, but as time went on the sit-

uation changed dramatically. Hampered by ineffective leadership and government corruption,

the Nationalist forces floundered, while the Communists put on an impressive display of dis-

cipline, dedication, and zeal. By 1949 the momentum had reversed, the Nationalists were in

disarray, and the Communists were moving inexorably toward victory.

The Communist triumph in China was a political disaster for the Truman administra-

tion, which had sought first to achieve a rapprochement and then a Nationalist victory. When
it became clear, however, that it would take a massive American military intervention to save

the Nationalist regime, the administration decided it was not willing to pay that price. Faced

with a dangerous Soviet challenge in the West, including the Berlin Blockade, American offi-
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cials concluded that protection of Europe must be their first priority, and that they must there-

fore avoid getting diverted into an Asian war.

Dean Acheson, who became Secretary of State in January 1949, was deeply com-

mitted to the defense of Europe, and had previously been involved in implementing the Tru-

man Doctrine and Marshall Plan. Ironically, his tenure in office was destined to be dominated

by Asian events. In his very first year China fell to the Communists, and a political firestorm

broke out in Washington about the US role. In this letter of transmittal for a long State Depart-

ment "White Paper" on China, Acheson sought both to explain the events in China and to

justify the administration's approach.

SECRETARY OF STATE ACHESON'S LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL
FOR U.S. STATE DEPARTMENT "WHITE PAPER" ON CHINA,
JULY 30, 1949

. . .The interest of the people and the Government of the United States in China goes

far back into our history. Despite the distance and broad differences in background
which separate China and the United States, our friendship for that country has

always been intensified by the religious, philanthropic and cultural ties which have

united the two peoples, and has been attested by many acts of good will over a period

of many years. . .

.

Two factors have played a major role in shaping the destiny of modern China.

The population of China during the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries dou-

bled, thereby creating an unbearable pressure upon the land. The first problem
which every Chinese Government has had to face is that of feeding this population.

So far none has succeeded. The Kuomintang attempted to solve it by putting many
land-reform laws on the statute books. Some of these laws have failed, others have

been ignored. In no small measure, the predicament in which the National Gov-

ernment finds itself today is due to its failure to provide China with enough to eat. A
large part of the Chinese Communists' propaganda consists of promises that they

will solve the land problem.

The second major factor which has shaped the pattern of contemporary China
is the impact of the West and of Western ideas. For more than three thousand years

the Chinese developed their own high culture and civilization, largely untouched
by outside influences.. . . Then in the middle of the nineteenth century the heretofore

impervious wall of Chinese isolation was breached by the West. These outsiders

brought with them aggressiveness, the unparalleled development of Western tech-

nology, and a high order of culture which had not accompanied previous foreign

incursions into China. Partly because of these qualities and partly because of the

decay of Manchu rule, the Westerners, instead of being absorbed by the Chinese,

introduced new ideas which played an important part in stimulating ferment and
unrest.

By the beginning of the twentieth century, the combined force of overpopula-

tion and new ideas set in motion that chain of events which can be called the Chinese

revolution. It is one of the most imposing revolutions in recorded history and its out-

come and consequences are yet to be foreseen. Out of this revolutionary whirlpool

emerged the Kuomintang, first under the leadership of Dr. Sun Yat-sen and later
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Generalissimo Chiang Kai-shek, to assume the direction of the revolution. The lead-

ership of the Kuomintang was not challenged until 1927 by the Chinese Communist
party which had been organized in the early twenties under the ideological impetus

* of the Russian revolution.. . . To a large extent the history of the period between 1927
and 1937 can be written in terms of the struggle for power between the Kuomintang
and the Chinese Communists....

Perhaps largely because of the progress being made in China, the Japanese
chose 1937 as the departure point for the conquest of China proper, and the goal

of the Chinese people became the expulsion of a brutal and hated invader....

In contrast. . .to the unity of the people of China in the war againstJapan were
the divided interests of the Kuomintang and the Chinese Communists.... Once the

United States became a participant in the war, the Kuomintang was apparently con-

vinced of the ultimate defeat ofJapan and saw an opportunity to improve its posi-

tion for a show-down struggle with the Communists. The Communists, for their part,

seemed to see in the chaos of China an opportunity to obtain that which had been
denied them before theJapanese war, namely, full power in China. This struggle for

power in the latter years of the war contributed largely to the partial paralysis of

China's ability to resist....

When peace came the United States was confronted with three possible alter-

natives in China: (1) it could have pulled out lock, stock and barrel; (2) it could have

intervened militarily on a major scale to assist the Nationalists to destroy the Com-
munists; (3) it could, while assisting the Nationalists to assert their authority over as

much of China as possible, endeavor to avoid a civil war by working for a compro-
mise between the two sides.

The first alternative would...have represented an abandonment of our inter-

national responsibilities and our traditional policy of friendship with China before we
had made a determined effort to be of assistance. The second alternative policy,

while it may look attractive theoretically and in retrospect, was wholly impractica-

ble.. . . It is obvious that the American people would not have sanctioned such a colos-

sal commitment of our armies in 1945 or later. We therefore came to the third

alternative policy whereunder we faced the facts of the situation and attempted to

assist in working out a modus vivendi which would avert civil war but nevertheless pre-

serve and even increase the influence of the National Government. . .

.

. . . [OJur policy at that time was inspired by the two objectives of bringing peace

to China under conditions which would permit stable government and progress

along democratic lines, and of assisting the National Government to establish its

authority over as wide areas of China as possible. As the event proved, the first objec-

tive was unrealizable because neither side desired it to succeed: the Communists
because they refused to accept conditions which would weaken their freedom to pro-

ceed with what remained consistently their aim, the communization of all China;

the Nationalists because they cherished the illusion, in spite of repeated advice to

the contrary from our military representatives, that they could destroy the Commu-
nists by force of arms.

The second objective of assisting the National Government, however, we pursued

vigorously from 1945 to 1949. The National Government was the recognized gov-

ernment of a friendly power. Our friendship, and our right under international law

alike, called for aid to the Government instead of to the Communists who were seek-

ing to subvert and overthrow it....
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The reasons for the failures of the Chinese National Government appear in

some detail in the attached record. They do not stem from any inadequacy of Amer-
ican aid. Our military observers on the spot have reported that the Nationalist armies

did not lose a single batde during the crucial vear of 1948 through lack of arms or

ammunition. The fact was that the decay which our observers had detected in Chung-
king early in the war had fatally sapped the powers of resistance of the Kuomintang.

Its leaders had proved incapable of meeting the crisis confronting them, its troops had
lost the will to fight, and its Government had lost popular support. The Commu-
nists, on the other hand, through a ruthless discipline and fanatical zeal, attempted

to sell themselves as guardians and liberators of the people. The Nationalist armies

did not have to be defeated; they disintegrated. History has proved time and again that

a regime without faith in itself and an army without morale cannot survive the test of

batde....

It has been urged that relatively small amounts of additional aid—military and
economic—to the National Government would have enabled it to destrov communism
in China. The most trustworthy military, economic, and political information available

to our Government does not bear out this view.

A realistic appraisal of conditions in China, past and present, leads to the con-

clusion that the only alternative open to the United States was full-scale intervention

in behalf of a Government which had lost the confidence of its own troops and its own
people....

The unfortunate but inescapable fact is that the ominous result of the civil war

in China was beyond the control of the government of the United States. Nothing that

this country did or could have done within the reasonable limits of its capabilities

could have changed that result; nothing that was left undone by this country con-

tributed to it. It was the product of internal Chinese forces, forces which this coun-

try tried to influence but could not. A decision was arrived at within China, if onlv a

decision by default. . .

.

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1. Which two factors, in Acheson's view, played a major role in shaping the destiny of

modern China? Which do you think he considered more important? Why?

2. According to Acheson, why did the Nationalist government fail to win the support of

the Chinese people?

3. What were the two main objectives of U.S. policy in China after World War II? To what

extent were they incompatible? How do you account for U.S. failure to achieve these

objectives?

4. According to Acheson, why were American efforts unsuccessful in bringing peace and

stability to postwar China?

5. What did Acheson see as the main reasons for the Communist victory and Nationalist

defeat in China?

6. How did Acheson justify the American decision not to intervene to save the National-

ist government?
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1 7 Mao Proclaims the People's Republic

of China, October 1, 1949

By autumn of 1949, a Communist victory in the Chinese civil war was virtually assured. The
major cities of China had been delivered from Nationalist control by the People's Liberation

Army, and most of China's mainland was now in Communist hands. It was not a total tri-

umph: further fighting would go on for months, and the Nationalists would flee to the island

of Taiwan and continue to function indefinitely. Indeed, for the next few decades the United

Nations, and much of the Western world, would continue to recognize the Taiwan regime as

China's legitimate government.

But none of this could disguise the enormity of the Communist achievement. Over half

a billion Chinese people, one-fifth of all humanity, had come under their control. Coming on

top of the recent Soviet subjugation of Eastern Europe, it created the impression of a vast Red
tide that was quickly engulfing the planet.

Even before their victory was complete, the Chinese Communists moved to consolidate

their gains and establish their regime. On October 1, 1949 Mao Zedong (Mao Tse-tung),

Communist Party leader and head of the new government, issued the following proclamation.

TEXT OF MAO'S STATEMENT PROCLAIMING
THE PEOPLE'S REPUBLIC OF CHINA, OCTOBER 1, 1949

People all over China have been plunged into bitter suffering and tribulation since

Chiang Kai-shek's Kuomintang reactionary government betrayed the fatherland,

conspired with the imperialists and launched a counter-revolutionary war. However,

the People's Liberation Army, supported by the people all over the country, fight-

ing heroically and selflessly to defend the territorial sovereignty of the fatherland

and protect the people's lives and property and relieve the people's suffering and
struggle for their rights has eliminated the reactionary troops and overthrown the

reactionary rule of the National Government. Now the people's liberation war has

been fundamentally won and a majority of the people has been liberated.

On this foundation the first session of the Chinese People's Political Consul-

tative Conference, composed of delegates of all democratic parties, groups, people's

organizations, the People's Liberation Army in various regions, overseas Chinese

and patriotic democratic elements of the whole country, has been convened. Rep-

resenting the will of the people, this session of Chinese peoples:

• Enacted the organic law of the Central People's Government of the peoples of the

Republic of China;
• Elected Mao Tse-tung chairman of the Central People's Government and Chu Teh,

Liu Shao-chi, Soong Chiang-ling (Mm. Sun Yat-sen), Li Chi-shen, Chang Lan and

Rao Rang vice chairmen. . .

.

• Proclaimed the founding of the People's Republic of China, and
• Decided Peking should be the capital of the People's Republic of China.
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The Central People's Government Council of the People's Republic of China
took office today in this capital and unanimously made the following decisions:

Proclamation for the formation of the Central People's Government, People's Repub-

lic of China.

Adoption of a common program for the Chinese People's Political Consultative Con-

ference as a policy of the Government.

Election of Lin Po-chu from among the Council members as secretary-general of the

Central People's Government Council.

Appointment of:

• Chou En-lai as Premier of the State Administration Council and concurrently

minister of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs,

• Mao Tse-tung as Chairman of the People's Revolutionary Military Council of the

Central People's Government,
• Chu Teh as commander-in-chief of the People's Liberation Army,
• Shen Chun^ju as chiefjustice of the Supreme People's Court,

• Lo Hung-huan as procurator general, and
Entrusted them with the task of the early formation of the various organs of Gov-

ernment to earn* out the work of the Government.

At the same time the Central People's Government Council decided to declare

to the governments of all other countries that this is the sole legal Government rep-

resenting all the people of the People's Republic of China. This Government is will-

ing to establish diplomatic relations with any foreign government that is willing to

observe the principles of equality, mutual benefit, mutual respect of territorial integrity

and sovereignty.

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

Why were the Communists so anxious to proclaim a new government, even while the

fighting was still going on?

2. How did Mao justify the overthrow of the Nationalist government and the formation of

the People's Republic?

3. Why did the proclamation make a point of declaring that the new regime is the "sole legal

governmenf' of China?

4. Why did it make a point of declaring that the new regime is "willing to establish diplo-

matic relations with any foreign governmenf?

18 The Soviet-Chinese Friendship Treaty,

February 1950

Although the Communist victory in China was seen in the West as a huge gain for the USSR,
the rejoicing in Moscow was notably subdued. Stalin had signed an advantageous treaty

with Chiang Kai-shek in 1945, had given relatively little aid to the Chinese Communists dur-
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ing the civil war, and had maintained ties with the Nationalist regime until its defeat was
assured. And the new Chinese government, despite its outward loyalty to Moscow, was by no

means a puppet regime like those in Eastern Europe. Fresh from his ill-fated clash with Tito,

Stalin could be expected to have reservations about any Communist leaders he could not

control.

Therefore, when Mao came to Moscow in December 1949, seeking a new agreement

that would be more favorable to China, the atmosphere was rather restrained. It took sev-

eral months of difficult negotiations to hammer out a new treaty, and the Chinese Communists
clearly wound up with less than they would have liked. Still, the Soviet-Chinese Friendship

Treaty was a conspicuous achievement, and a tribute to the negotiating skills of Chinese

Premier Zhou Enlai (Chou En-lai). In addition to entering a thirty-year alliance with the new
Chinese government, the USSR agreed to provide it with economic credits and industrial

equipment, and to turn over to it the railways and seaports that the Nationalists had let them

control. The treaty set the stage for a decade of cooperation, but it was destined to fade with

the Sino-Soviet split (#42) and be terminated in 1963.

A. COMMUNIQUE ANNOUNCING THE SOVIET-CHINESE
TREATY, FEBRUARY 14, 1950

In the course of a recent period, negotiations have taken place in Moscow between

J. V. Stalin, Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the USSR, and A. Y. Vishinsky,

USSR Minister of Foreign Affairs, on the one hand, and Mr. Mao Tse-tung, Chair-

man of the Central Government of the Chinese People's Republic and Mr. Chou En-

lai, Premier of the State Administrative Council and Foreign Minister of the People's

Republic, on the other hand, during which important political and economic prob-

lems on relations between the Soviet Union and the Chinese People's Republic were

discussed.

The negotiations, which took place in an atmosphere of cordiality and friendly

mutual understanding, confirmed the striving of both sides to strengthen in every

way and to develop relations of friendship and cooperation between them as well as

their desire to cooperate for the purpose of guaranteeing general peace and the

security of the nations. The negotiations were ended by the signing in the Kremlin Feb-

ruary 14 of:

1. A Treaty of Friendship, Alliance and Mutual Aid between the Soviet Union and

the Chinese People's Republic.

2. Agreements on the Chinese Changchun railway, Port Arthur and Dalny

(Dairen), under which, after the signing of the peace treaty with Japan, the Chinese

Changchun railway will pass into complete ownership of the Chinese People's Repub-

lic, while Soviet troops will be withdrawn from Port Arthur.

3. Agreements by which the Government of the USSR will give to the Govern-

ment of the Chinese People's Republic a long term economic credit for payment of

deliveries of industrial and railway equipment from the USSR.
The above-mentioned treaty and agreements were signed on the part of the

USSR by Mr. A Y. Vishinsky and on the part of the Chinese People's Republic by Mr.

Chou En-lai.

In connection with the signing of the Treaty of Friendship, Alliance and Mutual
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Aid and agreement on the Chinese Changchun railway, Port Arthur and Dalny, Mr.

Chou En-lai and A. Y. Vishinsky exchanged notes to the effect that a corresponding

treaty and agreements concluded Aug. 14, 1945 between China and the Soviet Union
have become invalid and that both governments affirm complete guarantee of the

independent status of the Mongolian People's Republic as a result of the referen-

dum of 1945 and the establishment with her of diplomatic relations by the Chinese

People's Republic.

Simultaneously, Mr. Chou En-lai and A. Y. Vishinsky also exchanged notes

regarding a decision of the Soviet Government to hand over without compensation
to the Government of the Chinese People's Republic property7 acquired by Soviet

economic organizations from Japanese owners in Manchuria, as well as on a deci-

sion of the Soviet Government to hand over without compensation to the Government
of the Chinese People's Republic all buildings of the former military7 settlement in

Peking (Peiping).

B. TREATY OF FRIENDSHIP, ALLIANCE
AND MUTUAL AID BETWEEN THE USSR
AND THE CHINESE PEOPLE'S REPUBLIC

...The high contracting parties undertake that they will undertake jointly all neces-

sary measures at their disposal to prevent any repetition of aggression and violation

of peace on the part ofJapan or any other state which directly or indirectly would
unite with Japan in acts of aggression. In the event of one of the agreeing parties

being subjected to attack byJapan or any state allied with her, thus finding itself in a

state of war, the other high contracting party will immediately render military or

other aid with all means at its disposal.

The high contracting parties likewise declare their readiness, in the spirit of

sincere cooperation, to take part in all international actions which have as their

object to ensure peace and security throughout the entire world and will completely

devote their energies to the speediest realization of these objects.

The high contracting parties undertake in the way of mutual agreement to

work for the conclusion in the shortest possible space of time, jointly with other pow-

ers allied during the second World War, of a peace treaty with Japan.
The high contracting parties will not conclude any alliance directed against

the other high contracting party, nor will they participate in any coalition, or in

actions or measures directed against the other party.

The high contracting parties will cooperate with each other in all important

international questions touching on the mutual interests of the Soviet Union and
China, being guided by the interest of strengthening peace and universal security7

.

The high contracting parties undertake, in the spirit of friendship and cooper-

ation and in accordance with the principles of equality, in the joint interest and like-

wise withjoint respect for state sovereignty and territorial integrity and non-intervention

in the internal affairs of the other country to develop and strengthen economic and
cultural ties between the Soviet Union and China, and to render each other even
possible economic aid, and realize the necessary economic cooperation....

The present agreement is to remain in force for thirty years, and unless one of
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the high contracting parties one year previous to the expiring of the agreement
declares its desire to denounce the agreement, it will remain in force for a further

period of five years, and, in accordance with these regulations, will be prolonged.
' Done in this city of Moscow, Feb. 14, 1950....

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

Why was the treaty such an important accomplishment for the Chinese Communists?

2. Why were the negotiations so long and difficult?

3. Why did the communique make a point of stating that the Soviet-Chinese agreements

of 1945 were no longer valid?

4. Why was the alliance directed primarily against Japan and its potential allies?

5. Why did the Soviets agree to hand over to China property, equipment, and railways

located in Manchuria?

6. Why was the treaty accompanied by a Soviet agreement to grant long-term credits to

China?



Part II

The Global Confrontation,

1950-1960

19 McCarthy on "Communists" in the U.S.

Government, 1950

By the end of 1949, American morale had reached a new postwar low. The Communist vic-

tory in China, combined with the news that the USSR had developed its own atomic bomb in

August, had a devastating impact. Many Americans found it hard to understand why their

nation, which had been so successful against the modern war machines of Nazi Germany and

Japan, had been unable to protect its Nationalist Chinese allies from the relatively primitive

Communist forces. Before long, some were accusing the Truman administration of having

"lost" China. Others, refusing to believe that America could suffer such a serious setback

without some breach of security, were blaming it on disloyalty within the U.S. government.

Foremost among these was Joseph R. McCarthy (1909-57), a first-term Republican

senator from Wisconsin, who in early 1950 began to put himself forth as a public crusader

against the internal Communist threat. In February he gave a speech in Wheeling, West Vir-

ginia, charging that recent setbacks were the result of Communist influence among high U.S.

officials. His remarks attracted widespread attention, and made him a hero to many Ameri-

cans. Later that month he renewed his attack by repeating the speech in the U.S. Senate. It

is a good example of the rhetorical tactics that came to be associated with "McCarthyism."

McCarthy's accusations, combined with the disclosure of several genuine instances

of espionage and betrayal, led to a prolonged Red Scare which swept the nation during the

next few years. The loyalty of various officials, professors, writers and performers, many of

whom at one point had belonged to left-wing organizations, was publicly called into ques-

tion. McCarthy himself continued his crusade until 1954, when he was discredited by his

behavior during televised hearings on allegations of disloyalty within the U.S. Army and was
ultimately censured by the U.S. Senate.

61
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EXCERPTS FROM SPEECH READ BY SENATOR MCCARTHY
TO THE U.S. SENATE, FEBRUARY 20, 1950

4

...Today we are engaged in a final, all-out battle between communistic atheism and
Christianity. The modern champions of communism have selected this as the time.

And, ladies and gentlemen, the chips are down—they truly are down....

Six years ago... there was within the Soviet orbit 180,000,000 people.... Today,

only six years later, there are 800,000,000 people under the absolute domination of

Soviet Russia—an increase of over 400 percent.... This indicates the swiftness of the

tempo of Communist victories and American defeats in the cold war. As one of our
outstanding historical figures once said, "When a great democracy is destroyed, it

will not be because of enemies from without, but rather because of enemies from
within." The truth of this statement is becoming terrifyingly clear as we see this coun-

try each day losing on every front.

At war's end we were physically the strongest nation on earth and, at least poten-

tially, the most powerful intellectually and morally. Ours could have been the honor
of being a beacon in the desert of destruction, a shining living proof that civilization

was not yet ready to destroy itself. Unfortunately, we have failed miserably and trag-

ically to arise to the opportunity.

The reason why we find ourselves in a position of impotency is not because our

only powerful potential enemy has sent men to invade our shores, but rather because

of the traitorous actions of those who have been treated so well by this Nation. It has

not been the less fortunate or members of minority groups who have been selling

this Nation out, but rather those who have had all the benefits that the wealthiest

nation on earth has had to offer—the finest homes, the finest college education,

and the finestjobs in Government we can give.

This is glaringly true in the State Department. There the bright young men
who are born with silver spoons in their mouths are the ones who have been worst.

Now I know it is very easy for anyone to condemn a particular bureau or depart-

ment in general terms. Therefore, I would like to cite one rather unusual case—the

case of a man who has done much to shape our foreign policy.

When Chiang Kai-shek was fighting our war, the State Department had in China

a young man namedJohn S. Service. His task, obviously, was not to work for the com-
munization of China. Strangely, however, he sent official reports back to the State

Department urging that we torpedo our ally Chiang Kai-shek and stating, in effect, that

communism was the best hope of China.

Later, this man—-John Service—was picked up by the Federal Bureau of Inves-

tigation for turning over to the Communists secret State Department information.

Strangely, however, he was never prosecuted. However,Joseph Grew, Under Secretary

of State, who insisted on his prosecution, was forced to resign. Two days after Grew's

successor, Dean Acheson, took over as Under Secretary of State, this man—John Ser-

vice—who had been picked up by the FBI and who had previously urged that com-
munism was the best hope of China, was not only reinstated in the State Department

but promoted. And finally, under Acheson, placed in charge of all placements and pro-

motions.

Today, ladies and gentlemen, this man Service is on his way to represent the

State Department and Acheson in Calcutta—by far and away the most important lis-

tening post in the Far East.

Now, let's see what happens when individuals with Communist connections are
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forced out of the State Department. Gustave Duran. who was labeled as (I quote) "a

notorious international Communist." was made assistant to the Assistant Secretary

of State in charge of Latin American affairs. He was taken into the State Department
from hisjob as a lieutenant colonel in the Communist International Brigade. Finally,

after intense congressional pressure and criticism, he resigned in 1946 from the State

Department—and. ladies and gentlemen, where do you think he is now? He took

over a high-salaried job as Chief of Cultural Activities Section in the office of the

Assistant Secretary General of the United Nations....

This, ladies and gentlemen, gives you somewhat of a picture of the tvpe of indi-

viduals who have been helping to shape our foreign policv. In my opinion the State

Department, which is one of the most important government departments, is thor-

oughlv infested with Communists.
I have in my hand 57 cases of individuals who would appear to be either card ear-

ning members or certainly loyal to the Communist Party, but who nevertheless are

still helping to shape our foreign policv.

One thing to remember in discussing the Communists in our Government is that

we are not dealing with spies who get 30 pieces of silver to steal the blueprints of a new
weapon. We are dealing with a far more sinister type of activity because it permits

the enemv to guide and shape our policv. . .

.

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

What tactics did McCarthy use in his speech to gain the support and sympathy of his

audience?

2. What image did he present of the current world situation?

3. What reasons did he give for recent setbacks in U.S. policy?

4. What evidence did he provide to support his charges?

5. What insinuations did he use to cast doubt on the loyalty of certain U.S. officials?

6. Why were many Americans willing to believe his accusations?

7. What alternative explanation to the one provided by McCarthy might be offered for the

actions of John Service?

20 Acheson on the American Defense Perimeter

in Asia, 1950

At the end of World War II Korea, which had been a Japanese colony since 1910, was divided

into zones of occupation by the Soviet Union and United States. In the Soviet-occupied north,

a communist government was eventually established under a young Korean Marxist named
Kim Il-Sung, who quickly began to build up its military strength. In the south, the Americans

ultimately turned over power to a conservative regime led by an aging nationalist called Syng-

man Rhee. By 1949 the occupation troops were gone, and Korea was divided into two hos-

tile camps.

That same year, in response to the Communist triumph in China, the Truman admin-
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istration began to reassess the situation in Asia. In January of 1950, Secretary of State Dean
Acheson delivered a major speech before the National Press Club, in which he identified an

American "defense perimeter" stretching from Japan, through the Ryukyu Islands, to the

' Philippines. Not mentioned was South Korea, which lay outside the perimeter. Although Ache-

son did not intend it, his omission of that country from the American line of defense may
have inadvertently led to the impression that the United States would not defend it if it were
attacked. Only five months later, the North Korean army launched a massive invasion of the

south, beginning the Korean War.

EXCERPTS FROM ACHESON'S SPEECH TO THE NATIONAL PRESS
CLUB, JANUARY 12, 1950

This afternoon I should like to discuss with you the relations between the peoples

of the United States and the peoples of Asia....

What is the situation in regard to the military security of the Pacific area, and
what is our policy in regard to it?

In the first place, the defeat and the disarmament ofJapan has placed upon
the United States the necessity of assuming the military defense ofJapan so long as

that is required, both in the interest of our security and in the interests of the secu-

rity of the entire Pacific area and, in all honor, in the interest ofJapanese security. We
have American—and there are Australian— troops in Japan. I am not in a position

to speak for the Australians, but I can assure you that there is no intention of any

sort of abandoning or weakening the defenses ofJapan, and that whatever arrange-

ments are to be made, either through permanent settlement or otherwise, that

defense must and shall be maintained.

This defensive perimeter runs along the Aleutians to Japan and then goes to

the Ryukyus. We hold important defense positions in the Ryukyu Islands, and those

we will continue to hold. In the interest of the population of the Ryukyu Islands, we
will at an appropriate time offer to hold these islands under trusteeship of the United

Nations. But they are essential parts of the defensive perimeter of the Pacific, and
they must and will be held.

The defensive perimeter runs from Ryukyus to the Philippine Islands. Our rela-

tions, our defensive relations with the Philippines are contained in agreements

between us. Those agreements are being loyally carried out and will be loyally carried

out. Both peoples have learned by bitter experience the vital connections between our

mutual defense requirements.

So far as the military security of other areas in the Pacific is concerned, it must

be clear that no person can guarantee these areas against military attack. But it must

also be clear that such a guarantee is hardly sensible or necessary within the realm of

practical relationship.

Should such an attack occur—one hesitates to say where such an armed attack

could come from—the initial reliance must be on the people attacked to resist it

and then upon the commitments of the entire civilized world under the Charter of

the United Nations, which so far has not proved a weak reed to lean on by any peo-

ple who are determined to protect their independence against outside aggression. But

it is a mistake, I think, in considering Pacific and Far Eastern problems to become
obsessed with military considerations. Important as they are, there are other problems
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that press, and these other problems are not capable of solution through military

means. These other problems arise out of the susceptibility of many areas, and many
countries in the Pacific area, to subversion and penetration. That cannot be stopped

by military means. . .

.

. . . [W] hat we conclude, I believe, is that there is a new day which has dawned in

Asia. It is a day in which the Asian peoples are on their own, and know it, and intend

to continue on their own. It is a day in which the old relationships between east and
west are gone, relationships which at their worst were exploitation and at their best

were paternalism. That relationship is over, and the relationship of east and west

must now be in the Far East one of mutual respect and mutual helpfulness. We are

their friends. Others are their friends. We and those others are willing to help, but we
can help only where we are wanted and only where conditions of help are really sen-

sible and possible. So what we can see is that this new day in Asia, this new day which

is dawning, may go on to a glorious noon or it may darken and it may drizzle out.

But that decision lies within the countries of Asia and within the power of the Asian

people. It is not a decision which a friend or even an enemy from the outside can

make for them.

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

Why did Acheson consider it necessary to reaffirm the U.S. commitment to the mili-

tary defense of Japan?

2. Why did he not include South Korea in the U.S. defense perimeter?

3. What did he think nations outside the perimeter should do if they were attacked?

4. What sort of role did he envision for the United Nations in the event of war in East

Asia?

5. Why did he think it would be a mistake to put too much emphasis on military concerns

in these areas?

6. What did he see as the future role of the United States in East Asia?

21 NSC-68: American Cold War Strategy, 1950

By late 1949 it looked as if the Communists might be winning the Cold War. That summer,

much earlier than expected, the Soviets had exploded their first atomic bomb. That fall, much
to the chagrin of the West, Mao Zedong and the Communists had gained control of China.

Early in 1950, in response to these developments, a group of U.S. officials drafted a top-

secret document known as NSC (National Security Council) 68. It was reviewed by Presi-

dent Truman in April and approved by him later that year, following the outbreak of the Korean

War.

NSC-68's view of the Soviet threat differed drastically from that of George Kennan,

author of the X-Article (#9). Paul Nitze had succeeded Kennan as director of the State

Department's Policy Planning Staff, and he cared less about Soviet intentions than about their

capabilities. Kennan had portrayed a paranoid, neurotic USSR, militarily weaker than the

United States, obsessed with defending itself against another invasion and having no desire
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to conquer large territories beyond its borders. For Kennan, the Soviet threat was princi-

pally political in nature. NSC-68 reversed this thinking: Moscow was stronger than Kennan
thought, and the threat from it was military and immediate; it was the heir of Russian impe-

* rialism and was committed to promoting worldwide revolution by any means necessary. By
1954, if policies then in place were not reversed, the United States would be facing a situ-

ation of maximum danger.

NSC-68 urged that America must rearm to wage peace, much as it had rearmed in

the early 1940s to wage war. It called for vast expenditures and substantial sacrifices, but

argued that there was no other choice if the nation were to maintain its freedom. Although

NSC-68 was considered "top secret," its existence and substance soon became widely

known. The actual text, however, was not declassified until 1975.

EXCERPTS FROM NSC-68 (REPORT TO THE PRESIDENT,
APRIL 7, 1950)

Within the past thirty-five years the world has experienced two global wars of tremen-

dous violence. It has witnessed two revolutions—the Russian and the Chinese—of

extreme scope and intensity. It has also seen the collapse of five empires—the

Ottoman, the Austro-Hungarian, the German, Italian, andJapanese—and the dras-

tic decline of two major imperial systems, the British and the French. During the

span of one generation, the international distribution of power has been funda-

mentally altered. For several centuries it had proved impossible for any one nation to

gain such preponderant strength that a coalition of other nations could not in time

face it with greater strength. The international scene was marked by recurring peri-

ods of violence and war, but a system of sovereign and independent states was main-

tained, over which no state was able to achieve hegemony.
Two complex sets of factors have now basically altered this historical distribution

of power. First, the defeat of Germany andJapan and the decline of the British and
French Empires have interacted with the development of the United States and the

Soviet Union in such a way that power has increasingly gravitated to these two centers.

Second, the Soviet Union, unlike previous aspirants to hegemony, is animated by a new
fanatic faith, antithetical to our own, and seeks to impose its absolute authority over

the rest of the world. Conflict has therefore become endemic and is waged, on the part

of the Soviet Union, by violent or non-violent methods in accordance with the dictates

of expediency. With the development of increasingly terrifying weapons of mass

destruction, every individual faces the ever-present possibility of annihilation should

the conflict enter the phase of total war.

On the one hand, the people of the world yearn for relief from the anxiety

arising from the risk of atomic war. On the other hand, any substantial further exten-

sion of the area under the domination of the Kremlin would raise the possibility that

no coalition adequate to confront the Kremlin with greater strength could be assem-

bled. It is in this context that this Republic and its citizens in the ascendancy of their

strength stand in their deepest peril.

The issues that face us are momentous, involving the fulfillment or destruc-

tion not only of this Republic but of civilization itself. They are issues which will not

await our deliberations. With conscience and resolution this Government and the

people it represents must now take new and fateful decisions.
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The fundamental purpose of the United States is... to assure the integrity and
vitality of our free society, which is founded upon the dignity and worth of the

individual....

The fundamental design of those who control the Soviet Union and the inter-

national communist movement is to retain and solidifv their absolute power, first in

the Soviet Union and second in the areas now under their control. In the minds of

the Soviet leaders, however, achievement of this design requires the dvnamic exten-

sion of their authority and the ultimate elimination of any effective opposition to

their authoritv. . .

.

The Soviet Union is developing the militarv capacitv to support its design for

world domination. The Soviet Union actually possesses armed forces far in excess

of those necessary to defend its national territorv.... This excessive strength, cou-

pled now with an atomic capability, provides the Soviet Union with great coercive

power for use in time of peace in furtherance of its objectives and serves as a deter-

rent to the \ictims of its aggression from taking any action in opposition to its tac-

tics which would risk war...

.

We do not know accurately what the Soviet atomic capability is but the Central

Intelligence Agencv intelligence estimates, concurred in by State. Army, Navy, .Air

Force, and Atomic Energv Commission, assign to the Soviet Union a production
capability giving it a fission bomb stockpile within the following ranges:

Bv mid-1950 10-20

Bv mid-1951 25-40
Bv mid-1952 45-90

Bv mid-1953 70-135
Bv mid-1954 200...

The Soviet Union now has aircraft able to deliver atomic bombs. Our intelli-

gence estimates assign to the Soviet Union an atomic bomber capability already in

excess of that needed to deliver all available bombs. We have at present no evalu-

ated estimate regarding the Soviet accuracy of delivery on target. It is believed that the

Soviets cannot deliver their bombs on target with a degree of accuracy comparable
to ours, but a planning estimate might well place it at 40-60 percent of the bombs sor-

tied. For planning purposes, therefore, the date the Soviets possess an atomic stock-

pile of 200 bombs would be a critical date for the United States, for the delivery of 100

atomic bombs on targets in the United States would seriously damage this country. . .

.

Several conclusions seem to emerge. First, the Soviet Union is widening the

gap between its preparedness for war and the unpreparedness of the free world....

Second, the Communist success in China, taken with the politico-economic situa-

tion in the rest of South and South-East Asia, provides a springboard for further

incursion in this troubled area.... Third, the Soviet Union holds positions in Europe
which, if it maneuvers skillfully, could be used to do great damage to the Western
European economy and to the maintenance of the Western orientation of certain

countries, particularly Germany and Austria.. .

.

In short, as we look into the future, the programs now planned will not meet the

requirements of the free nations. This difficulty does not lie so much in the inadequacy

or misdirection of polio as in the inadequacy of planned programs, in terms of tim-

ing or impact, to achieve our objectives....
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It is estimated that, within the next four years, the USSR will attain the capa-

bility of seriously damaging vital centers of the United States, provided it strikes a
surprise blow and provided further that the blow is opposed by no more effective

' force than we now have programmed. . .

.

Four possible courses of action by the United States in the present situation

can be distinguished. They are:

a. Continuation of current policies, with current and currently projected pro-

grams for carrying out these policies;

b. Isolation;

c. War; and
d. A more rapid building up of the political, economic and military strength

of the free world than provided under a, with the purpose of reaching, if possible, a

tolerable state of order among nations without war and of preparing to defend our-

selves in the event that the free world is attacked.. .

.

A more rapid build-up of political, economic, and military strength and thereby

of confidence in the free world than is now contemplated is the only course which is

consistent with progress toward achieving our fundamental purpose. The frustra-

tion of the Kremlin design requires the free world to develop a successfully func-

tioning political and economic system and a vigorous political offensive against the

Soviet Union. These, in turn, require an adequate military shield under which they

can develop. It is necessary to have the military power to deter, if possible, Soviet

expansion, and to defeat, if necessary, aggressive Soviet or Soviet-directed actions of

a limited or total character. The potential strength of the free world is great; its abil-

ity to develop these military capabilities and its will to resist Soviet expansion will be
determined by the wisdom and will with which it undertakes to meet its political and
economic problems....

At any rate, it is clear that a substantial and rapid building up of strength in

the free world is necessary to support a firm policy intended to check and roll back

the Kremlin's drive for world domination....

A program for rapidly building up strength and improving political and eco-

nomic conditions will place heavy demands on our courage and intelligence; it will

be costly; it will be dangerous. But half-measures will be more costly and more dan-

gerous, for they will be inadequate to prevent and may actually invite war. Budgetary

considerations will need to be subordinated to the stark fact that our very indepen-

dence as a nation may be at stake.

A comprehensive and decisive program to win the peace and frustrate the

Kremlin design should be so designed that it can be sustained for as long as necessary

to achieve our national objectives. It would probably involve:

(1) The development of an adequate political and economic framework for

the achievement of our long-range objectives.

(2) A substantial increase in expenditures for military purposes....

(3) A substantial increase in military assistance programs....

(4) Some increase in economic assistance programs and recognition of the

need to continue these programs until their purposes have been accomplished.

(5) A concerted attack on the problem of the United States balance of

payments....

(6) Development of programs designed to build and maintain confidence

among other peoples in our strength and resolution, and to wage overt psychologi-
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cal warfare designed to encourage mass defections from Soviet allegiance and to

frustrate the Kremlin design in other ways

(7) Intensification of affirmative and timelv measures and operations by covert

means in the fields of economic warfare and political and psychological warfare with

a view to fomenting and supporting unrest and revolt in selected strategic satellite

countries.

(8) Development of internal security and Chilian defense programs.

(9) Improvement and intensification of intelligence activities.

(10) Reduction of Federal expenditures for purposes other than defense and
foreign assistance, if necessary by the deferment of certain desirable programs.

(11) Increased taxes....

In summary, we must, by means of a rapid and sustained build-up of the polit-

ical, economic and military strength of the free world, and by means of an affirmative

program intended to wrest the initiative from the Soviet Union, confront it with con-

vincing evidence of the determination and ability of the free world to frustrate the

Kremlin design of a world dominated by its will. Such evidence is the only means
short ofwar which eventually may force the Kremlin to abandon its present course of

action and to negotiate acceptable agreements on issues of major importance....

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

In what ways did NSC-68 take a more pessimistic view of Soviet capabilities and inten-

tions than that prevailing before 1 950?

2. In what ways does NSC-68 differ from the approach envisioned by Kennan (#9), and

in what ways does it continue this approach?

3. Why did the authors of NSC-68 consider it necessary for the United States to embark

on a rapid and sustained military build-up? What other steps did they recommend?

4. What conditions in early 1950 made it possible for NSC-68 to be written and approved?

5. Why was 1954 seen as such a crucial year? What assumptions about Soviet inten-

tions were implicit in this calculation?

6. What implications might follow from a decision to commit a large share of the U.S.

budget to such an ambitious program of military security?

22 The Korean War, 1950-1953

On Sunday, June 25, 1950 Communist North Korea launched a massive invasion of South

Korea across the 38th parallel that separated the two states. The South Korean border forces

were quickly overrun. The Truman administration, assuming that Moscow was behind the

attack and still reeling from the recent victory of Communism in China, swiftly decided that it

must take a stand. At a hastily convened emergency session, the United Nations Security

Council passed a resolution calling for the immediate withdrawal of all invading forces. On
June 27, the president issued a statement announcing a series of measures he was taking

to deal with the crisis. That same day, the Security Council passed a new resolution, this one

calling on UN members to help repel the communist assault.
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Shortly thereafter, Truman ordered American combat troops into action in Korea, with

other nations following suit. General Douglas MacArthur, head of U.S. occupation forces in

, Japan, was placed in charge of a joint United Nations Command. At first the UN forces won
a series of victories, driving the North Koreans out of the South and pursuing them deep
into their own territory. But in November, with North Korea on the verge of defeat and UN
troops nearing the Chinese Border, Communist China began to send in thousands of Chinese

"volunteers" to help their Korean comrades. The UN forces were driven back more or less to

the 38th parallel, and by 1951 the war had become a brutal and bloody stalemate. Negotia-

tions were held at Panmunjom, a town near the battlefront, but they quickly bogged down
over contentious issues like the UN side's unwillingness to force captured soldiers to be

"repatriated" to North Korea if they did not want to go back. The impasse was finally broken

in 1953, when the Communist side agreed to let such prisoners be sent to a neutral country.

A. STATEMENT BY PRESIDENT TRUMAN, JUNE 27, 1950

In Korea, the Government forces, which were armed to prevent border raids and to

preserve internal security, were attacked by invading forces from North Korea. The
Security Council of the United Nations called upon the invading troops to cease hos-

tilities and to withdraw to the 38th Parallel. This they have not done but, on the con-

trary, have pressed the attack. The Security Council called upon all members of the

United Nations to render every assistance to the United Nations in the execution of

this resolution. In these circumstances, I have ordered United States air and sea

forces to give the Korean Government troops cover and support.

The attack upon Korea makes it plain beyond all doubt that communism has

passed beyond the use of subversion to conquer independent nations and will now
use armed invasion and war. It has defied the orders of the Security Council of the

United Nations issued to preserve international peace and security. In these cir-

cumstances, the occupation of Formosa by Communist forces would be a direct threat

to the security of the Pacific area and to United States forces performing their lawful

and necessary functions in that area.

Accordingly, I have ordered the Seventh Fleet to prevent any attack upon For-

mosa. As a corollary of this action, I am calling upon the Chinese Government on
Formosa to cease all air and sea operations against the mainland. The Seventh Fleet

will see that this is done. The determination of the future status of Formosa must
await the restoration of security in the Pacific, a peace settlement with Japan, or con-

sideration by the United Nations.

I have also directed that United States forces in the Philippines be strength-

ened and that military assistance to the Philippine Government be accelerated.

I have similarly directed acceleration in the furnishing of military assistance to

the forces of France and the Associated States in Indochina and the dispatch of a

military mission to provide close working relations with those forces.

I know that all members of the United Nations will consider carefully the con-

sequences of this latest aggression in Korea in defiance of the Charter of the United

Nations. A return to the rule of force in international affairs would have far-reaching

effects. The United States will continue to uphold the rule of law.

I have instructed Ambassador Austin, as the representative of the United States

to the Security Council, to report these steps to the Council.
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B. RESOLUTION OF THE UNITED NATIONS SECURITY COUNCIL,
JUNE 27, 1950

The Security Council

Having determined that the armed attack upon the Republic of Korea by forces

from North Korea constitutes a breach of the peace;

Having called for an immediate cessation of hostilities; and
Having called upon the authorities of North Korea to withdraw forthwith their

armed forces to the 38th parallel; and
Having noted from the report of the United Nations Commission for Korea that

the authorities in North Korea have neither ceased hostilities nor withdrawn their

armed forces to the 38th parallel, and that urgent military measures are required to

restore international peace and security; and
Having noted the appeal from the Republic of Korea to the United Nations for

immediate and effective steps to secure peace and security,

Recommends that the Members of the United Nations furnish such assistance to

the Republic of Korea as may be necessary to repel the armed attack and to restore

international peace and security in the area.

C. EXCERPTS FROM THE PANMUNJOM ARMISTICE AGREEMENT,
JULY 27, 1953

PREAMBLE
The undersigned, the Commander in Chief, United Nations Command, on

the one hand, and the Supreme Commander of the Korean People's Army and the

Commander of the Chinese People's Volunteers, on the other hand, in the interest

of stopping the Korean conflict, with its great toll of suffering and bloodshed on
both sides, and with the objective of establishing an armistice which will insure a

complete cessation of hostilities and of all acts of armed force in Korea until a final

peaceful settlement is achieved, do individually, collectively and mutually agree to

accept and to be bound and governed by the conditions and terms of armistice set

forth in the following articles and paragraphs, which said conditions and terms are

intended to be purely military in character and to pertain solely to the belligerents

in Korea.

ARTICLE I. MILITARY DEMARCATION LINE AND DEMILITARIZED ZONE

1. A military demarcation line shall be fixed and both sides shall withdraw two

kilometers from this line so as to establish a demilitarized zone between the oppos-

ing forces. A demilitarized zone shall be established as a buffer zone to prevent the

occurrence of incidents which might lead to a resumption of hostilities....

4. The military demarcation line shall be plainly marked as directed by the Mil-

itary Armistice Commission hereinafter established....

6. Neither side shall execute any hostile act within, from, or against the demil-

itarized zone.

7. No person, military or civilian, shall be permitted to cross the military demar-
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cation line unless specifically authorized to do so by the Military Armistice
Commission....

9. No person, military or civilian, shall be permitted to enter the demilitarized

zone except persons concerned with the conduct of civil administration and relief and
persons specifically authorized to enter by the Military Armistice Commission....

ARTICLE II. ARRANGEMENTS FOR CEASE-FIRE AND ARMISTICE

12. The commanders of the opposing sides shall order and enforce a complete
cessation of all hostilities in Korea by all armed forces under their control, includ-

ing all units and personnel of the ground, naval and air forces, effective twelve (12)

hours after this armistice agreement is signed....

13. In order to insure the stability of the military armistice so as to facilitate the

attainment of a peaceful settlement through the holding by both sides of a political

conference of a higher level, the commanders of the opposing sides shall:

(a) Within seventy-two hours after this agreement becomes effective, withdraw

all of their military forces, supplies and equipment from the demilitarized zone....

(b) Within ten (10) days after this agreement becomes effective, withdraw all

of their military forces, supplies and equipment from the rear and the coastal islands

and waters of Korea of the other side. . .

.

ARTICLE III. ARRANGEMENTS RELATING TO PRISONERS OF WAR
51. The release and repatriation of all prisoners of war held in the custody of

each side at the time this armistice agreement becomes effective shall be effected in

conformity with the following provisions agree upon by both sides prior to the sign-

ing of this armistice agreement.

(a) Within sixty (60) days after this armistice agreement becomes effective

each side shall, without offering any hindrance, directly repatriate and hand over in

groups all those prisoners ofwar in its custody who insist on repatriation to the side

to which they belonged at the time of capture....

(b) Each side shall release all those remaining prisoners of war, who are not

directly repatriated, from its military control and from its custody and hand them
over to the Neutral Nations Repatriation Commission....

ARTICLE IV. RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE GOVERNMENTS

60. In order to insure the peaceful settlement of the Korean question, the mil-

itary commanders of both sides hereby recommend to the Governments of the coun-

tries concerned on both sides that, within three (3) months after the armistice agree-

ment is signed and becomes effective, a political conference of a higher level of both

sides be held by the representatives appointed respectively to settle through negoti-

ation the questions of the withdrawal of all foreign forces from Korea, the peaceful

settlement of the Korean question, etc

ANNEX. TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR NEUTRAL NATIONS REPATRIATION
COMMISSION

1. In order to insure that all prisoners of war have the opportunity to exercise

their right to be repatriated following an armistice, Sweden, Switzerland, Poland,
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Czechoslovakia and India shall each be requested bv both sides to appoint a member
to a Neutral Nations Repatriation Commission which shall be established to take cus-

tody in Korea of those prisoners of war who, while in the custody of the detaining

powers, have not exercised their right to be repatriated....

3. No force or threat of force shall be used against die prisoners ofwar specified

in paragraph 1 above to prevent or effect their repatriation...

4. All prisoners ofwar who have not exercised their right of repatriation fol-

lowing the effective date of the armistice agreement shall be released from the mil-

itary control and from the custodv of the detaining side... within 60 days...to the

Neutral Nations Repatriation Commission at locations in Korea to be designated by

the detaining side. . .

.

11. At the expiration of ninety (90) days after the transfer of custody of the

prisoners of war to the Neutral Nations Repatriation Commission... the question of

disposition of the prisoners of war who have not exercised their right to be repatri-

ated shall be submitted to the political conference recommended to be convened
in article 60. draft armistice agreement, which shall endeavor to settle this question

within thirty (30) davs.... The Neutral Nations Repatriation Commission shall declare

the relief from the prisoner of war status to civilian status ofany prisoners ofwar
who have not exercised dieir right to be repaniated and for whom no other disposition

has been agreed to bv the political conference within one hundred twenty 12"

davs after the Neutral Nations Repatriation Commission has assumed their custodv.

Thereafter, according to the application of each individual, those who choose to go
to neutral nations shall be assisted bv the Neutral Nations Repatriation Commission
and the Red Cross Societv of India. The operation shall be completed within thirtv

(30) davs. and upon its completion, the Neutral Nations Repatriation Commission
shall immediatelv cease to function and declare its dissolution....

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1 . Why did Truman respond so quickly and forcefully to the North Korean invasion?

2. Why was Truman willing to send U.S. forces to defend South Korea, when he had been

unwilling to do so to defend Nationalist China?

3. Why did he send the U.S. Seventh Fleet to defend Taiwan (Formosa)? Why did he ask

the Nationalist Chinese government to suspend its operations against mainland China?

4. Why did the Truman administration prefer to work through the United Nations, rather than

aiding South Korea on its own?

5. Why did the Chinese Communists intervene in Korea? Why did they send "volunteers."

rather than openly declaring war?

6. What was the reason for the "demilitarized zone" set up by the Panmunjom armistice?

7. Why was the armistice intended to be "purely military in character"? Why did the agree-

ment recommend that a political conference be set up?

8. Why did the UN side refuse to let captured North Koreans be repatriated against their

will? Why did this bother the Communists? How did the armistice finesse this issue?
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23 Dulles on "Massive Retaliation," 1954

The Truman administration's policy of containment of communism turned out to be easier to

talk about than to implement. For one thing, it was essentially reactive in nature, forcing the

United States and its allies to respond to apparent communist threats in any area of the

world at any time of Moscow's choosing. For another thing, it relied heavily upon military

force and was prohibitively expensive. When he took office in 1953, President Eisenhower was
anxious to identify a less costly way to implement containment. Matching Soviet ground

forces in Europe was out of the question from both political and budgetary standpoints, and

Eisenhower, who had spent most of his adult life in the United States Army, was a hard-

headed administrator who was intrinsically skeptical of military requests for large financial

appropriations. Once the Korean War ended in 1953, he authorized a thorough reappraisal

of American defense strategy.

That reappraisal came up with a strategy that would shift America's emphasis from

conventional military forces to a nuclear deterrent. Simply put, nuclear weapons promised

to deliver "a bigger bang for the buck." But such weapons would be ineffective as deterrents

unless potential aggressors were convinced that the United States would be willing to use

them. Embarking on a public campaign to assure the Soviet Union of American resolve,

Secretary of State John Foster Dulles addressed the Council on Foreign Relations in New York

on January 12, 1954, explaining his new strategy of "massive retaliation."

HIGHLIGHTS OF DULLES'S SPEECH TO THE COUNCIL ON
FOREIGN RELATIONS, JANUARY 12, 1954

. . .The Soviet Communists are planning for what they call "an entire historical era,"

and we should do the same. They seek through many types of maneuvers gradually

to divide and weaken the free nations by overextending them in efforts which, as

Lenin put it, are "beyond their strength, so that they come to practical bankruptcy."

Then, said Lenin, "our victory is assured." Then, said Stalin, will be "the moment for

the decisive blow."

In the face of this strategy, measures cannot bejudged adequate merely because

they ward off an immediate danger. It is essential to do this, but it is also essential to

do so without exhausting ourselves.

And when the Eisenhower administration applied this test, we felt that some
transformations were needed.

It is not sound military strategy permanendy to commit U.S. land forces to Asia

to a degree that leaves us no strategic reserves.

It is not sound economics to support permanently other countries; nor is it

good foreign policy, for in the long run, that creates as much ill will as good will.

Also, it is not sound to become permanently committed to military expendi-

tures so vast that they lead to what Lenin called "practical bankruptcy."...

Take first the matter of national security. We need allies and we need collec-

tive security. And our purpose is to have them, but to have them on a basis which is

more effective and on a basis which is less costly. How do we do this? The way to do
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this is to place more reliance on community deterrent power, and less dependence
on local defensive power.... We want for ourselves and for others a maximum deter-

rent at a bearable cost.

Local defense will always be important. But there is no local defense which
alone will contain the mighty land power of the Communist world. Local defenses

must be reinforced by the further deterrent of massive retaliatory power.

A potential aggressor must know that he cannot always prescribe batde con-

ditions that suit him. Otherwise, for example, a potential aggressor who is glutted with

manpower might be tempted to attack in confidence that resistance would be con-

fined to manpower. He might be tempted to attack in places where his superiority

was decisive.

The way to deter aggression is for the free communitv to be willing and able

to respond vigorously at places and with means of its own choosing.

Now, so long as our basic policy concepts were unclear, our military leaders

could not be selective in building our military power. If the enemy could pick his

time and his place and his method of warfare—and if our policy was to remain the tra-

ditional one of meeting aggression by direct and local opposition—then we had to be

ready to fight in the Arctic and in the tropics: in Asia, the Near East, and in Europe:

bv sea. bv land, and by air; bv old weapons and by new weapons.

The total cost of our security efforts, at home and abroad, was over

S50,000,000,000 per annum, and involved, for 1953, a projected budgetary deficit

of S9,000,000,000; and for 1954 a projected deficit of SI 1,000,000,000. This was on
top of taxes comparable to wartime taxes and the dollar was depreciating in its effec-

tive value. And our allies were similarly weighed down. This could not be continued

for long without grave budgetary, economic, and social consequences.

But before military planning could be changed the President and his advisers,

as represented bv the National Security Council, had to make some basic policy deci-

sions. This has been done. And the basic decision was as I indicated to depend pri-

marily upon a great capacity to retaliate instantly by means and at places of our
choosing. And now the Department of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff can
shape our military establishment to fit what is our policy, instead of having to trv to

be ready to meet the enemy's many choices. And that permits of a selection of mili-

tary means instead of a multiplication of means. And as a result it is now possible to

get, and to share, more basic security at less cost.. .

.

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1. Why did Dulles single out Asia as an area of the world in which the United States

should not commit massive ground forces?

2. What did Dulles mean when he asserted that supporting other countries permanently

would create "as much ill will as good will"?

3. How would "massive retaliation" deter the Soviet Union from launching an invasion of

Western Europe?

4. Why would the Soviet Union believe that the United States would use nuclear weapons

to oppose a conventional military attack?

5. What were some potential drawbacks of "massive retaliation" for the United States and

its allies?
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24 The Geneva Conference, 1954

During World War II, the French colony of Indochina, which included the lands of Vietnam,

Laos, and Cambodia, had come under Japanese domination. In 1946, when France attempted

to reimpose a colonial regime, it ran into determined opposition from the Vietnamese Liber-

ation League, or Vietminh, a group of nationalists trying to create their own independent

state. Since Vietminh leader Ho Chi Minh was a Communist, and since Washington was anx-

ious to stabilize its French ally, the United States provided France with financial support in the

long and bloody Indochina War that broke out in 1946. This, however, was not enough to

save France from a decisive defeat at the battle of Dienbienphu in spring of 1954.

In April of that year, while the battle was still going on, the French met at Geneva with

representatives of Britain, the United States, the People's Republic of China, the USSR, and

various Indochinese factions. Following the loss of Dienbienphu, a new French premier, Pierre

Mendes-France, negotiated an agreement which would end the war. It confirmed the divi-

sion of Indochina into four states—Laos, Cambodia, North Vietnam and South Vietnam

—

and called for elections to unify Vietnam in July of 1956.

The United States and South Vietnam refused to sign the Geneva accords, partly out

of concern that the Communist-led Vietminh movement might well dominate the elections

to unify Vietnam, as called for in the agreement. Because of South Vietnam's refusal to par-

ticipate, the elections were never held. Ho Chi Minh and the North Vietnamese leadership

then decided to infiltrate the South with guerrilla units known as Viet Cong. In 1960, six years

after the Geneva Conference, war broke out in South Vietnam. This war continued for fifteen

years.

FINAL DECLARATION OF THE GENEVA CONFERENCE,
JULY 21, 1954

FINAL DECLARATION, dated the 21st ofJuly, 1954, of the Geneva Conference on

the problem of restoring peace in Indo-China, in which the representatives of Cam-
bodia, the Democratic Republic of Viet-Nam, France, Laos, the People's Republic

of China, the State of Viet-Nam, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the United

Kingdom, and the United States of America took part.

1. The Conference takes note of the agreements ending hostilities in Cambo-
dia, Laos and Viet-Nam and organizing international control and the supervision of

the execution of the provisions of these agreements.

2. The Conference expresses satisfaction at the ending of hostilities in Cam-
bodia, Laos and Viet-Nam; the Conference expresses its conviction that the execution

of the provisions set out in the present declaration and in the agreements on the

cessation of hostilities will permit Cambodia, Laos and Viet-Nam henceforth to play

their part, in full independence and sovereignty, in the peaceful community of

nations....

4. The Conference takes note of the clauses in the agreement on the cessation

of hostilities in Viet-Nam prohibiting the introduction into Viet-Nam of foreign troops

and military personnel as well as of all kinds of arms and munitions. The Confer-

ence also takes note of the declarations made by the Governments of Cambodia and
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Laos of their resolution not to request foreign aid, whether in war material, in per-

sonnel or in instructors except for the purpose of the effective defense of their ter-

ritory and, in the case of Laos, to the extent defined by the agreements on the ces-

sation of hostilities in Laos.

5. The Conference takes note of the clauses in the agreement on the cessation

of hostilities in Viet-Nam to the effect that no military base under the control of a

foreign State may be established in the regrouping zones of the two parties, the lat-

ter having the obligation to see that the zones allotted to them shall not constitute part

of any military alliance and shall not be utilized for the resumption of hostilities or

in the service of an aggressive policy. The Conference also takes note of the decla-

rations of the Governments of Cambodia and Laos to the effect that they will not

enjoin in any agreement with other States if this agreement includes the obligation

to participate in a military alliance not in conformity with the principles of the Char-

ter of the United Nations or, in the case of Laos, with the principles of the agree-

ment on the cessation of hostilities in Laos or, so long as their security is not
threatened, the obligation to establish bases on Cambodian or Laotian territory for

the military forces of foreign Powers.

6. The Conference recognizes that the essential purpose of the agreement relat-

ing to Viet-Nam is to settle military questions with a view to ending hostilities and
that the military demarcation line is provisional and should not in any way be inter-

preted as constituting a political or territorial boundary. The Conference expresses

its conviction that the execution of the provisions set out in the present declaration

and in the agreement on the cessation of hostilities creates the necessary basis for

the achievement in the near future of a political settlement in Viet-Nam.

7. The Conference declares that, so far as Viet-Nam is concerned, the settle-

ment of political problems, effected on the basis of respect for the principles of inde-

pendence, unity and territorial integrity, shall permit the Viet-Namese people to

enjoy the fundamental freedoms, guaranteed by democratic institutions established

as a result of free general elections by secret ballot. In order to ensure that sufficient

progress in the restoration of peace has been made, and that all the necessary con-

ditions obtain for free expression of the national will, general elections shall be held

in July 1956, under the supervision of an international commission composed of rep-

resentatives of the Member States of the International Supervisory Commission [com-

prised of Canada, India, and Poland] referred to in the agreement on the cessation

of hostilities. Consultations will be held on this subject between the competent rep-

resentative authorities of the two zones from 20 July 1955 onwards.

8. The provisions of the agreements on the cessation of hostilities intended to

ensure the protection of individuals and of property must be most strictly applied

and must, in particular, allow everyone in Viet-Nam to decide freely in which zone he
wishes to live.

9. The competent representative authorities of the Northern and Southern
zones of Viet-Nam, as well as the authorities of Laos and Cambodia, must not per-

mit any individual or collective reprisals against persons who have collaborated in

any way with one of the parties during the war, or against members of such persons'

families.

10. The Conference takes note of the declaration of the Government of the

French Republic to the effect that it is ready to withdraw its troops from the terri-

tory of Cambodia, Laos and Viet-Nam, at the request of the governments concerned
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and within periods which shall be fixed by agreement between the parties except in

the cases where, by agreement between the two parties, a certain number of French
troops shall remain at specified points and for a specified time....

' 12. In their relations with Cambodia, Laos and Viet-Nam, each member of the

Geneva Conference undertakes to respect the sovereignty, the independence, the

unity and the territorial integrity of the above mentioned states, and to refrain from
any interference in their internal affairs....

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

Why did the Geneva Conference decide on a temporary division of Vietnam between

North and South, with elections to unify the country after two years?

2. If the division of Vietnam was not supposed to be permanent, what might have caused
it to endure for more than twenty years?

3. Why did the declaration strive to preclude the military presence of outside powers in Viet-

nam, Laos, and Cambodia?

4. Why were the United States and South Vietnam dissatisfied with the Geneva agree-

ment? Why were they hesitant to support the elections called for in paragraph 7?

5. Why would Ho Chi Minh and the North Vietnamese also have been dissatisfied with the

Geneva accords? What more might they have expected, given their victory over France?

25 The SEATO Alliance, 1954

After the Geneva Conference partitioned French Indochina, the United States, fearful of an

eventual communist takeover of the entire region, attempted to provide a degree of stability

sufficient for Western-style democracy to take root and grow. To that end, Secretary of State

John Foster Dulles negotiated a defensive alliance called the Southeast Asia Treaty Orga-

nization (SEATO).

Modelled on the NATO alliance, SEATO was clearly an unimpressive imitation. Most

European NATO nations bordered each other within a relatively compact area, making com-

mon defense against invasion practical. In SEATO, however, the signatories were spread out

over a very wide area, much of which was covered by water. The U.S. Navy would obviously

need to play a dominant role in the defense of such a region. Key nations which needed

SEATO protection—like Burma, South Vietnam, Laos, and Cambodia—were not part of the

alliance, and most SEATO members were not even in Southeast Asia! With Britain and France

hard-pressed to retain their remaining colonies, their support for endangered Southeast

Asian nations would probably be skimpy at best. Besides, the terrain in much of the region was

suitable, not for the conventional forces of the United States and Western Europe, but for

the sort of guerrilla warfare that had humbled the French in Indochina.

Dulles recognized these limitations, but hoped that SEATO would deter future com-

munist aggression because of American involvement. He suspected that, had the United

States backed the French in Indochina with an overt military presence rather than covert

financial support, the decision there might have gone the other way. Now he moved to pro-

tect the region with the strongest declaration of military support he could get through Congress:

the Southeast Asia Collective Defense Treaty.
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HIGHLIGHTS OF THE SOUTHEAST ASIA COLLECTIVE DEFENSE
TREATY, SEPTEMBER 8, 1954

ARTICLE I

The Parties undertake, as set forth in the Charter of the United Nations, to setde

any international disputes in which they may be involved by peaceful means in such

a manner that international peace and security and justice are not endangered, and
to refrain in their international relations from the threat or use of force in any man-
ner inconsistent with the purposes of the United Nations.

ARTICLE II

In order more effectively to achieve the objectives of this Treaty, the Parties, sepa-

rately and jointly, by means of continuous and effective self-help and mutual aid will

maintain and develop their individual and collective capacity to resist armed attack

and to prevent and counter subversive activities directed from without against their

territorial integrity and political stability.

ARTICLE III

The Parties undertake to strengthen their free institutions and to cooperate with

one another in the further development of economic measures, including techni-

cal assistance, designed both to promote economic progress and social well-being

and to further the individual and collective efforts of governments toward these ends.

ARTICLE IV

1. Each Party recognizes that aggression by means of armed attack in the treaty

area against any of the Parties or against any State or territory which the Parties by

unanimous agreement may hereafter designate, would endanger its own peace and
safety, and agrees that it will in that event act to meet the common danger in accor-

dance with its constitutional processes. Measures taken under this paragraph shall

be immediately reported to the Security Council of the United Nations.

2. If, in the opinion of any of the Parties, the inviolability or the integrity of

the territory or the sovereignty or political independence of any Party in the treaty

area, or of any other state or territory to which the provisions of paragraph 1 of this

Article from time to time apply, is threatened in any way other than by armed attack

or is affected or threatened by any fact or situation which might endanger the peace

of the area, the Parties shall consult immediately in order to agree on the measures

which should be taken for the common defense.

3. It is understood that no action on the territory of any State designated by

unanimous agreement under paragraph 1 of this Article or on any territory so des-

ignated shall be taken except at the invitation or with the consent of the government
concerned.
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ARTICLE V

The Parties hereby establish a Council, on which each of them shall be represented,

to consider matters concerning the implementation of this Treaty. The Council shall

provide for consultation with regard to military and any other planning as the situation

obtaining in the treaty area may from time to time require. The Council shall be so

organized as to be able to meet at any time....

ARTICLE VII

Any other State in a position to further the objectives of this Treaty and to contribute

to the security of the area may, by unanimous agreement of the Parties, be invited

to accede to this Treaty. . .

.

ARTICLE VIII

As used in this Treaty, the "treaty area" is the general area of Southeast Asia, includ-

ing also the entire territories of the Asian Parties, and the general area of the South-

west Pacific not including the Pacific area north of 21 degrees 30 minutes north

latitude. The Parties may, by unanimous agreement, amend this Article to include

within the treaty area the territory of any State acceding to this Treaty in accordance

with Article VII or otherwise to change the treaty area....

ARTICLE X

This Treaty shall remain in force indefinitely, but any Party may cease to be a Party one
year after its notice of denunciation has been given to the Government of the Repub-
lic of the Philippines, which shall inform the governments of the other Parties of the

deposit of each notice of denunciation....

UNDERSTANDING OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

The United States ofAmerica in executing the present Treaty does so with the under-

standing that its recognition of the effect of aggression and armed attack and its

agreement with reference thereto in Article IV, paragraph 1, apply only to commu-
nist aggression but affirms that in the event of other aggression or armed attack it

will consult under the provisions of Article IV, paragraph 2.

In witness whereof, the undersigned Plenipotentiaries have signed this Treaty.

Done at Manila, this eighth day of September, 1954.

United States New Zealand

Great Britain Philippine Republic

France Thailand

Australia Pakistan

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1 . Which provisions of the North Atlantic Treaty (#1 5) do you recognize in the Southeast

Asian Treaty?
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2. What were the differences between this document and the North Atlantic Treaty? What
might account for these differences?

3. Article IV states that an attack upon one of the parties shall be considered by all other

parties as a danger to their own peace and safety. Why would it have been considered

necessary to include a provision like this one in a Southeast Asian alliance?

4. What were the principal limitations of this treaty? Why did Secretary of State Dulles

move ahead with the SEATO Treaty despite his own recognition of its limitations?

5. How would an American policy maker assess the consequences of the SEATO Treaty

from the vantage point of 1954? How would a Soviet statesman's assessment com-

pare to it?

6. What features of this treaty indicate that it is intended to protect some nations which are

not members of the alliance?

26 The Warsaw Pact, 1955

For several years following the death of Joseph Stalin in March 1953, the Soviet Union pur-

sued a "new course" in foreign and domestic policy under the guidance of Premier Georgi

Malenkov. The USSR sought to shed its belligerent image, repair its relations with noncom-

munist countries, and shift the emphasis of its economy from heavy industry to consumer

goods. These initiatives, however, soon came under attack by Moscow hardliners and military

leaders, who combined with Malenkov's rivals to force him out of office in February 1955.

Although Nikolai Bulganin was appointed premier, the real victor was Nikita Khrushchev, the

Communist Party first secretary, who emerged as the Kremlin's dominant figure.

In the months that followed, Khrushchev moved quickly to make his mark on Soviet

foreign policy. On one hand he put forth some innovative arms control proposals and agreed

to a peace treaty with Austria; on the other he moved to strengthen Soviet security and solid-

ify the Communist bloc. In May, following a Western decision to let West Germany rearm and

join NATO, officials from the USSR and Eastern Europe met in Poland to form a new treaty

system. The resulting alliance, known as the Warsaw Pact, included Poland, Czechoslovakia,

Hungary, Romania, Bulgaria, East Germany and Albania, as well as the USSR. Ostensibly it

was designed as a counterweight to NATO and an association for the collective defense of

Eastern Europe. However, it also provided a pretext for continued Soviet troop presence in that

region, and a convenient way for Moscow to keep its satellites in line. Originally designed

for twenty years, it was destined to last until 1991

.

THE WARSAW SECURITY PACT, MAY 14, 1955

The Contracting Parties,

reaffirming their desire for the establishment of a system of European collective

security based on the participation of all European states irrespective of their social

and political systems, which would make it possible to unite their efforts on safe-

guarding the peace of Europe;

mindful, at the same time, of the situation created in Europe by the ratifica-
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don of the Paris agreements, which envisage the formation of a new military' alignment
in the shape of "Western European Union," with the participation of a remilitarized

Western Germany and the integration of the latter in the North-Adantic bloc, which
increased the danger of another war and constitutes a threat to the national secu-

rity of the peaceable states;

being persuaded that in these circumstances the peaceable European states

must take the necessary measures to safeguard their security and in the interests of

preserving peace in Europe;

guided by the objects and principles of the Charter of the United Nations Orga-

nization;

being desirous of further promoting and developing friendship, cooperation and
mutual assistance in accordance with the principles of respect for the independence
and sovereignty of states and of non-interference in their internal affairs,

have decided to conclude the present Treaty of Friendship, Cooperation and
Mutual Assistance. . .

.

ARTICLE 1

The Contracting Parties undertake, in accordance with the Charter of the United

Nations Organization, to refrain in their international relations from the threat or use

of force, and to setde their international disputes peacefully and in such manner as

will notjeopardize international peace and security.

ARTICLE 2

The Contracting Parties declare their readiness to participate in a spirit of sincere

cooperation in all international actions designed to safeguard international peace

and security, and will fully devote their energies to the attainment of this end.

The Contracting Parties will furthermore strive for the adoption, in agreement

with other states which may desire to cooperate in this, of effective measures for uni-

versal reduction of armaments and prohibition of atomic, hydrogen and other

weapons of mass destruction.

ARTICLE 3

The Contracting Parties shall consult with one another on all important interna-

tional issues affecting their common interests, guided by the desire to strengthen

international peace and security.

They shall immediately consult with one another whenever, in the opinion of

any one of them, a threat of armed attack on one or more of the Parties to the Treaty

has arisen, in order to ensure joint defence and the maintenance of peace and
security.

ARTICLE 4

In the event of armed attack in Europe on one or more of the Parties to the Treaty

by any state or group of states, each of the Parties to the Treaty, in the exercise of its

right to individual or collective self-defence in accordance with Article 51 of the
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Charter of the United Nations Organization, shall immediately, either individually or

in agreement with other Parties to the Treats , come to the assistance of the state or

states attacked with all such means as it deems necessary, including armed force. The
Parties to the Treaty shall immediately consult concerning the necessary measures

to be taken by them jointly in order to restore and maintain international peace and
security.

Measures taken on the basis of this Article shall be reported to the Security

Council in conformity with the Provisions of the Charter of the United Nations Orga-

nization. These measures shall be discontinued immediately [when] the Security

Council adopts the necessary measures to restore and maintain international peace

and security.

ARTICLE 5

The Contracting Parties have agreed to establish a Joint Command of the armed
forces that bv agreement among the parties shall be assigned to the Command, which

shall function on the basis ofjointly established principles. They shall likewise adopt

other agreed measures necessary to strengthen their defensive power, in order to

protect the peaceful labours of their peoples, guarantee the inviolability of their

frontiers and territories, and provide defence against possible aggression.

ARTICLE 6

For the purpose of the consultations among the Parties envisaged in the present

Treat\; and also for the purpose of examining questions which may arise in the oper-

ation of the Treaty, a Political Consultative Committee shall be set up, in which each

of the Parties to the Treat)
-

shall be represented by a member of its Government or

by another specifically appointed representative....

ARTICLE 7

The Contracting Parties undertake not to participate in any coalitions or alliances

and not to conclude any agreements whose objects conflict with the objects of the

present Treaty....

ARTICLE 8

The Contracting Parties declare that they will act in a spirit of friendship and cooper-

ation with a view to further developing and fostering economic and cultural inter-

course with one another, each adhering to the principle of respect for the independence

and sovereignty of the others and non-interference in their internal affairs.

ARTICLE 9

The present Treaty is open to the accession of other states, irrespective of their social

and political systems, which express their readiness by participation in the present

Treaty to assist in uniting the efforts of the peaceable states in safeguarding the peace

and security of the peoples. . .

.
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ARTICLE 11

The present Treaty shall remain in force for twenty years....

Should a system of collective security be established in Europe, and a General
European Treaty of Collective Security concluded for this purpose, for which the

Contracting Parties will unswervingly strive, the present Treaty shall cease to be oper-

ative from the day the General European Treaty enters into force.

Done in Warsaw on May 14, 1955, in one copy each in the Russian, Polish,

Czech and German languages, all texts being equally authentic...

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

Why were the Soviets so upset about West Germany's admission to NATO? Why did

this prompt them to form a new alliance?

2. What were the stated goals and purposes of the Warsaw Pact? What other, unstated,

goals and purposes might it have had?

3. In what ways was this treaty alliance similar to NATO (#15)?

4. In what ways did it differ from NATO?

5. What were the benefits to the USSR of having a joint military command with the other

Warsaw Pact nations?

6. Why did the treaty state that it would cease to be effective when a general European

treaty came into force?

27 Khrushchev on Peaceful Coexistence, 1956

Despite his early reputation as a hardliner, Nikita Khrushchev had firsthand experience with

the horrors of war and a profound realization that a new world war in the nuclear age would

be a catastrophe for both the communist and capitalist worlds. In 1955, following the forma-

tion of the Warsaw Pact, he took a number of steps to ease international tensions and lower

the threshold of terror. In May his government signed the Austrian State Treaty, agreeing to

remove its occupation forces and allow that country to became a neutral and independent

state. He also made a trip to Yugoslavia to repair Soviet relations with Tito, which Stalin had

ruptured in 1948. In July he traveled to Geneva to attend the Cold War's first summit confer-

ence, meeting with the leaders of Britain, France, and the United States, and helping to usher

in a brief era of international accord. In fall he returned the Porkkala naval base to Finland,

established diplomatic ties with West Germany, and paid a good-will visit to India, declaring

unequivocally that socialists and capitalists must find some way to live together in peace.

Then, at the Twentieth Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, held in

Moscow in February 1956, the Soviet party leader elaborated on this theme. In a major pub-

lic address which gained headlines throughout the world, he called for peaceful competition

between communism and capitalism, contended that communism would inevitably prevail

because it was a fairer system, and announced that in the present world situation it was both

possible and necessary to avoid war. This was a significant departure in communist think-

ing, for it involved a substantial reinterpretation of the traditional Marxist dictum that war was

inevitable as long as capitalism survived. Indeed, the call for peaceful coexistence and non-
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violent competition between socialism and capitalism was to become a major theme of Khru-

shchev's approach to international affairs.

EXCERPTS FROM KHRUSHCHEV'S REPORT TO THE 20TH PARTY
CONGRESS, FEBRUARY 14, 1956

...For the strengthening of world peace, it would be of tremendous importance to

establish firm, friendly relations between the two biggest powers of the world, the

Soviet Union and the United States....

We want to be friends with and to cooperate with the United States in the effort

for peace and security of the peoples as well as in the economic and cultural fields.

We pursue this with good intentions, without holding a stone behind our back....

If good relations are not established between the Soviet Union and the United
States, and mutual distrust exists, this will lead to an arms race on a still greater scale

and to a still more dangerous growth of the forces on both sides....

The Leninist principle of the peaceful coexistence of states with different social

systems was and remains the general line of our country's foreign policy.

It is alleged that the Soviet Union advocates the principle of peaceful coexistence

exclusively from tactical considerations of the moment. However it is well known
that we have advocated peaceful coexistence just as perseveringly from the very incep-

tion of Soviet power. Hence, it is not a tactical stratagem but a fundamental principle

of Soviet foreign policy. . .

.

When we say that in the competition between the two systems of capitalism and
socialism, socialism will triumph, this by no means implies that victory will be reached

by armed intervention on the part of the socialist countries in the internal affairs of

the capitalist countries. We believe that after seeing for themselves the advantages

that communism holds out, all working men and women on earth will sooner or

later take to the road of the struggle to build a socialist society.

We have always asserted and continue to assert that the establishment of a new
social order in any country is the internal affair of its people. Such are our positions,

based on the great teachings of Marxism-Leninism.

The principle of peaceful coexistence is gaining increasingly wider interna-

tional recognition. And this is logical, since there is no other way out of the present

situation. Indeed, there are only two ways: either peaceful coexistence or the most dev-

astating war in history. There is no third alternative.

We presume that countries with differing social systems cannotjust simply exist

side by side. There must be progress to better relations, to stronger confidence among
them, to cooperation.

As will be recalled, there is a Marxist-Leninist premise which says that while

imperialism exists wars are inevitable. While capitalism remains on earth the reac-

tionary forces representing the interests of the capitalist monopolies will continue

to strive for war gambles and aggression, and may try to let loose war.

But there is no fatal inevitability of war. Now there are powerful social and polit-

ical forces, commanding serious means capable of preventing unleashing of war by
the imperialists and—should they try to start it—of delivering a smashing rebuff to the

aggressors and thwarting their adventuristic plans.

To this end it is necessary for all the forces opposing war to be vigilant and
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mobilized. It is necessary for them to act as a united front and not to slacken their

efforts in the fight to preserve peace....

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

Why did Khrushchev consider it necessary to assert that Marxists no longer considered

war inevitable?

2. According to Khrushchev, what changes had occurred on the world scene which made
war no longer inevitable?

3. What did Khrushchev mean by "peaceful coexistence," and how did he expect it to

work?

4. According to Khrushchev, how should the socialist nations behave toward the capital-

ist world during peaceful coexistence?

5. What benefits might Khrushchev have hoped to derive for himself and his country from

delivering this speech?

6. Why did Khrushchev believe that socialism would win a peaceful struggle with capi-

talism?

28 Khrushchev's Secret Speech on Stalin

and His Crimes, 1956

Khrushchev's speech on peaceful coexistence, noteworthy as it was, was by no means the

most significant development of the Twentieth Party Congress. The event that made it a

watershed in Cold War history occurred during the last night of the congress, when dele-

gates were summoned back to the conference hall to hear a confidential speech delivered by

the Soviet party boss. No outsiders were permitted to attend this closed session, which took

place in the middle of the night of February 24-25, 1956. In a lengthy, rambling yet method-

ical speech, Khrushchev systematically exposed and condemned the assorted crimes of the

Stalin era. To the astonishment of the assembled party loyalists, many of whom had devoted

most of their career to the service of Stalin, he denounced the late dictator for creating a

personality cult, blamed him for the torture and murder of numerous party members, and

accused him of having imprisoned multitudes of innocent people. He also revealed aspects

of Stalin's vicious and suspicious personality, and held him accountable for the USSR's dis-

astrous lack of preparation for World War II and for the unfortunate break with Tito's Yugoslavia

in 1948.

Khrushchev's "secret speech" did not stay secret for long. Summaries were distributed

and read at private meetings throughout the Soviet Union, and by summer of 1956 the Amer-

ican government had obtained a copy, which it soon translated and published. Whatever its

political benefits, the speech was destined to have tragic ramifications in Eastern Europe,

where it helped to trigger anti-Stalinist and anti-Soviet uprisings in Poland and Hungary later

that same year.
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HIGHLIGHTS OF KHRUSHCHEV'S SECRET SPEECH TO THE 20TH
PARTY CONGRESS, FEBRUARY 25, 1956

Comrades, in the report of the Central Committee of the Party at the 20th Con-
gress,. . .quite a lot has been said about the cult of the individual and its harmful con-

sequences.

After Stalin's death the Central Committee of the Party began explaining con-

cisely and consistently that it is impermissible and foreign to the spirit of Marxism-
Leninism to elevate one person, and to transform him into a superman possessing

supernatural characteristics akin to those of a god. Such a man supposedly knows
everything, sees everything, thinks for everyone, can do anything, and is infallible

in his behavior.

Such a belief about a man, and specifically about Stalin, was cultivated among
us for many years.. .

.

Stalin originated the concept of enemy of the people. This term. . .made possible

the usage of the most cruel repression, violating all norms of revolutionary legality,

against anyone who in any way disagreed with Stalin.. . . This led to glaring violations

of revolutionary legality, and to the fact that many entirely innocent persons, who
in the past had defended the party line, became victims.

. . .It became apparent that many party, Soviet and economic activists, who were

branded in 1937-1938 as enemies, were actually never enemies, spies, wreckers, etc.,

but were always honest Communists; they were only so stigmatized, and often no
longer able to bear barbaric tortures they charged themselves (at the order of the

investigative judges-falsifiers) with all sorts of grave and unlikely crimes.... It was
determined that of the 139 members and candidates of the party's Central Com-
mittee who were elected at the 17th Congress, 98 persons, i.e., seventy percent, were
arrested and shot (mostly in 1937-1938)....

Even more widely was the falsification of cases practiced in the provinces....

Many thousands of honest and innocent Communists have died as a result of this

monstrous falsification of "cases," as a result of the fact that all kinds of slanderous

"confessions" were accepted, and as a result of the practice of forcing accusations

against oneself and others. . .

.

Facts prove that many abuses were made on Stalin's orders without reckoning
with any norms of Party and Soviet legality. Stalin was a very distrustful man, sickly sus-

picious; we knew this from our work with him. He could look at a man and say: "Why
are your eyes so shifty today?" or "Why are you turning so much today and avoiding

to look me directly in the eyes?" This sickly suspicion created in him a general distrust

even toward eminent party workers whom he had known for many years. Everywhere

and in everything he saw enemies, "two-facers," and "spies."

Possessing unlimited power, he indulged in great willfulness and choked a per-

son morally and physically. A situation was created where one could not express one's

own will.

When Stalin said that one or another should be arrested, it was necessary to

accept on faith that he was an "enemy of the people.". . . And what proofs were offered?

The confessions of the arrested, and the investigative judges accepted these "con-

fessions." And how is it possible that a person confesses to crimes which he has not

committed? Only in one way—because of application of physical measures of pres-
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suring him, tortures, bringing him to a state of unconsciousness, deprivation of his

judgment, taking away of his human dignity. In this manner were "confessions"

acquired....

* During the war and after the war, Stalin put forward the thesis that the tragedy

which our nation experienced in the first part of the war was the result of the "unex-

pected" attack of the Germans against the Soviet Union. But, comrades, this is com-
pletely untrue.. . . Documents which have now been published show that by April 3,

1941 Churchill, through his ambassador to the USSR Cripps, personally warned
Stalin that the Germans had begun regrouping their armed units with the intent of

attacking the Soviet Union.... Churchill stressed this repeatedly in his dispatches of

April 18 and in the following days. However, Stalin took no heed of these warnings....

We must assert that information of this sort concerning the threat of German armed
invasion of Soviet territory was coming in also from our own military and diplomatic

sources. . .

.

Despite these particularly grave warnings, the necessary steps were not taken

to prepare the country properly for defense and prevent it from being caught
unaware....

Very grievous consequences, especially in reference to the beginning of the

war, followed Stalin's annihilation of many military commanders and political work-

ers during 1937-1941, because of his suspiciousness, and through slanderous accu-

sations. During these years repressions were instituted against certain parts of military

cadres beginning literally at the company and battalion commander level and extend-

ing to the higher military centers; during this time the cadre of leaders who had
gained military experience in Spain and the Far East was almost completely liqui-

dated. The policy of large-scale repression against the military cadres led also to

undermined military discipline, because for several years officers of all ranks...were

taught to unmask their superiors as hidden enemies....

All this brought about the situation which existed at the beginning of the war

and which was the great threat to our Fatherland.. .

.

Even after the war began, the nervousness and hysteria which Stalin demon-
strated, interfering with the actual military operation, caused our army serious

damage....

The tactics on which Stalin insisted without knowing the essence of the con-

duct of battle operations cost us much blood.... The military know that already by

the end of 1941, instead of great operational maneuvers flanking the opponent and
penetrating behind his back, Stalin demanded incessant frontal attacks and the cap-

ture of one village after another. Because of this, we paid with great losses....

We must state that, after the war, the situation became even more complicated.

Stalin became even more capricious, irritable, and brutal; in particular his suspicion

grew. His persecution mania reached unbelievable dimensions. Many workers were

becoming enemies before his very eyes. After the war, Stalin separated himself from

the collective even more. Everything was decided by him alone without any consid-

eration for anyone or anything. . .

.

I recall the first days when the conflict between the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia

began artificially to be blown up. Once, when I came from Kiev to Moscow, I was

invited to visit Stalin who, pointing to the copy of a letter lately sent to Tito, asked me
"Have you read this?" Not waiting for my reply, he answered, "I will shake my little fin-

ger and there will be no more Tito. He will fall."
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...But this did not happen to Tito. No matter how much or how little Stalin

shook, not only his little finger but everything else that he could shake, Tito did not

fall....

Let us also recall the affair of the doctor-plotters. Actually, there was no affair out-

side of the declaration of the woman doctor Timashuk, who was probably influenced

or ordered by someone... to write Stalin a letter in which she declared that doctors

were applying supposedly improper methods of medical treatment. Such a letter was

sufficient for Stalin to reach an immediate conclusion that there are doctor-plotters

in the Soviet Union. He issued orders to arrest a group of eminent Soviet medical

specialists. He personally issued advice on the conduct of the investigation and the

method of interrogation of the arrested persons... Stalin personally called the inves-

tigative judge, gave him instructions, and advised him on which investigative methods
should be used. These methods were simple—beat, beat, and once again beat.

Shortly after the doctors were arrested, we members of the Political Bureau
received protocols with the doctors' confessions of guilt. After distributing these pro-

tocols, Stalin told us, "You are blind like young kittens; what will happen without

me? The country will perish because you do not know how to recognize enemies.". .

.

Comrades, the cult of the individual acquired such monstrous size chiefly

because Stalin himself, using all conceivable methods, supported the glorification

of his own person....

Comrades, we must abolish the cult of the individual decisively, once and for all;

we must draw the proper conclusions concerning both ideological-theoretical and
practical work. . .

.

Comrades, the 20th Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union has

manifested with a new strength the unshakable unity of our party...And the fact that

we present in all their ramifications the basic problems of overcoming the cult of

the individual. . .is an evidence of the great moral and political strength of our party.

We are absolutely certain that our party, armed with the historical resolutions of the

20th Congress, will lead the Soviet people along the Leninist path to new successes,

to new victories. Long live the victorious banner of our Party—Leninism!

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1. Why were outsiders excluded from the session at which Khrushchev delivered this

speech?

2. According to Khrushchev, what was wrong with having a "cult of the individual"?

3. According to Khrushchev, what were Stalin's methods for dealing with those with whom
he disagreed?

4. Why did Khrushchev consider Stalin responsible for much of the suffering endured by

Soviet peoples during World War II?

5. What positive benefits might Khrushchev have hoped to derive from this speech?

6. What negative implications did this speech have for Khrushchev and his comrades in

the Soviet leadership?
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29 The Hungarian Rebellion, 1956

Nikita Khrushchev's blunt denunciation of Joseph Stalin in the "Secret Speech" reverberated

throughout the communist bloc. To some extent, this was by design: Khrushchev clearly

intended to distance himself from Stalin in the eyes of his own Party and to set the Soviet

Union on a new course. But in other respects, his remarks weakened his position by calling

into question the very legitimacy of Soviet domination in Eastern Europe. Poland and Hungary

would quickly prove that "de-Stalinization" would not be accomplished easily.

In Poland, a bloody clash between demonstrators and police in the city of Poznan

threatened to escalate into a nationwide rebellion against Soviet control of Polish life. But

the Polish government responded intelligently, ousting its hardliners and replacing them with

moderates like Wladislaw Gomulka, who had been purged by Stalin and had spent years in

prison. Gomulka and his associates then assured Moscow that they would reform Poland

without taking it out of the Warsaw Pact or revoking its friendship for the USSR. Khrushchev

accepted Gomulka's accession to power and agreed to work with him.

Events in Hungary turned out to be far more dangerous to Soviet rule, and Moscow's

reaction turned out to be much more harsh. Encouraged by events in Poland, Hungarian stu-

dents in Budapest called for the return to power of the reformer Imre Nagy. Red Army planes

and tanks were sent to repress the demonstrators, but this only led to more extensive upris-

ings, and Nagy was brought back as premier on October 27th. The Soviets then began to

withdraw their forces, and if Nagy had proceeded with Gomulka's caution, he might have

been able to save the cause of reform in Hungary. Unfortunately, the demonstrations con-

tinued with demands for genuine independence from Soviet control. Nagy gave in and

announced that his government would remove Hungary from the Warsaw Pact, break the

political monopoly of the Communist Party, and declare neutrality in the Cold War. Khru-

shchev could not permit this, and on the morning of November 4th, Soviet tanks began rolling

into Budapest. The following excerpts provide insights into the gravity and the tone of events

in Hungary during that chilly autumn of 1956.

A. EXCERPTS FROM SOVIET GOVERNMENT STATEMENT,
OCTOBER 30, 1956

...The Soviet Government regards it as indispensable to make a statement in con-

nection with the events in Hungary.

The course of events has shown that the working people of Hungary, who have

achieved great progress on the basis of the people's democratic order, are rightly

raising the question of the necessity of eliminating serious shortcomings in the field

of economic building, of the further raising of the material well-being of the popu-

lation, and in the struggle against bureaucratic distortions in the state apparatus.

However, this just and progressive movement of the working people was soon joined

by forces of black reaction and counterrevolution, which are trying to take advan-

tage of the discontent on the part of the working people in order to undermine the

foundations of the people's democratic order in Hungary and to restore there the old

landlords' and capitalists' order.

The Soviet Government, like the whole of the Soviet people, deeply regrets
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that the development of events in Hungary has led to bloodshed. At the request of the

Hungarian people's government, the Soviet Government consented on the entry

into Budapest of Soviet Army units for the purpose of assisting the Hungarian Peo-

ple's Army and the Hungarian organs of authority to establish order in the town.

Since it considers that the further presence of Soviet Army units in Hungary
can serve as a cause for even greater deterioration of the situation, the Soviet Gov-

ernment has given an instruction to its military command to withdraw the Soviet

Army units from Budapest as soon as this is recognized by the Hungarian Govern-

ment to be necessary.

At the same time, the Soviet Government is ready to enter into corresponding

negotiations with the Government of the Hungarian People's Republic and other

participants of the Warsaw Treaty on the question of the presence of Soviet troops on
the territory of Hungary. . .

.

B. EXCERPTS FROM ADDRESS BY PRESIDENT EISENHOWER,
OCTOBER 31, 1956

...In Eastern Europe there is the dawning of a new day. It has not been short or easy

in coming.

After World War II, the Soviet Union used military force to impose on the

nations of Eastern Europe governments of Soviet choice—servants of Moscow.

It has been consistent United States policy, without regard to political party to

seek to end this situation and to fulfill the wartime pledge of the United Nations

that these countries, overrun by wartime armies, would once again know sovereignty

and self-government.

We could not, of course, carry out this policy by resort to force. Such force

would have been contrary both to the best interests of the Eastern European peo-

ples and to the abiding principles of the United Nations. But we did help to keep

alive the hope of these peoples for freedom.. .

.

Now, recently, the pressure of the will of these peoples for national indepen-

dence has become more and more insistent.

A few days ago, the people of Poland with their proud and deathless devotion

to freedom moved to secure a peaceful transition to a new government. And this

government, it seems, will strive genuinely to serve the Polish people.

And more recently all the world has been watching dramatic events in Hun-
gary, where this brave people, as so often in the past, have offered their very lives for

independence from foreign masters....

Today, it appears, a new Hungary is rising from this struggle, a Hungary which

we hope from our hearts will know full and free nationhood. We have rejoiced in all

these historic events.

The L'nited States has made clear its readiness to assist economically the new and
independent governments of these countries.... We have also publicly declared that

we do not demand of these governments their adoption of any particular form of

society as a condition upon our economic assistance. Our one concern is that they be

free—for their sake and for freedom's sake.

We have also, with respect to the Soviet L
T

nion, sought to remove any false fears

that we would look upon new governments in these Eastern European countries as
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potential military allies. We have no such ulterior purpose. We see these people as

friends and we wish simply that they be friends who are free.. .

.

C. HUNGARIAN APPEALS FOR HELP, NOVEMBER 4, 1956

STATEMENT BY PREMIER IMRE NAGY OVER BUDAPEST RADIO:

"Soviet troops have opened an attack on Budapest at dawn with the clear intention

to overthrow the lawful, democratic government of the Hungarian people. Our
troops are fighting the Soviets for right and freedom. The government is at its place!

This we bring to the information of the Hungarian people and the entire world."

TELETYPE MESSAGE FROM HUNGARIAN NEWS AGENCY:

"Russian gangsters have betrayed us. The Russian troops suddenly attacked Budapest

and the whole country. They opened fire on everybody in Hungary. It is a general

attack. . .

.

"I speak in the name of Imre Nagy. He asks help...Nagy and the whole gov-

ernment and the whole people ask help....

"Long live Hungary and Europe! We shall die for Hungary and Europe....

"Any news about help? Quickly, quickly, quickly....

"The Russian attack was started at 4 a.m. Russian MIG fighters are over

Budapest. . .

.

"We have no time to lose, we have no time to lose...."

TELETYPE MESSAGE FROM BUDAPEST NEWSPAPER:

"Since the early morning hours Russian troops are attacking Budapest and our
population....

"Please tell the world of the treacherous attack against our struggle for liberty....

"Our troops are already engaged in fighting. . .

.

"Help! Help! Help!

"S.O.S.! S.O.S.! S.O.S.!

"We have almost no weapons—only light machine guns, Russian-made long

rifles and some carbines. We haven't any kind of heavy guns. The people are jump-
ing at the tanks, throwing in hand grenades and closing the drivers' windows.

"The Hungarian people are not afraid of death. It is only a pity that we can't

stand for long. . .

.

"Now the firing is starting again. We are getting hits.. .

.

"What is the United Nations doing? Give us a little encouragement....

"The people have just turned over a streetcar to use as a barricade near the

building. In the building, young people are making Molotov cocktails and hand
grenades to fight the tanks. We are quiet, not afraid....

"They just brought us a rumor that the American troops will be here within

one or two hours.... We are well and fighting at 9:20 a.m."
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D. EXCERPTS FROM THE PROCLAMATION OF A NEW
HUNGARIAN GOVERNMENT, NOVEMBER 4, 1956

A Hungarian Workers and Peasants Government has been formed.

On October 23 a mass movement began in our country, whose noble purpose

was to make good the anti-party and anti-national mistakes committed by Rakosi and
his accomplices, and to defend the national independence and sovereignty of

Hungary.
The weakness of Imre Nagy's government and the growing influence of counter-

revolutionary elements in the revolutionary movement endangered our Socialist

conquests, our people's state, our workers and peasants power, the very existence of

our homeland.
This has led us, Hungarian patriots, to the creation of the Hungarian Revolu-

tionary Workers and Peasants Government....

The newly-formed Government addresses itself to the Hungarian people with

the following appeal:

Brother Hungarians, workers, peasants, soldiers, comrades, our nation is liv-

ing through hard times. The power of workers and peasants, the holy cause of social-

ism is in danger. Great danger hangs over the conquests of the last twelve years, which

you Hungarian working people, and in particular you Hungarian workers, have cre-

ated with \ our hands by your heroic self-sacrificing labor.

The counter-revolutionary plotters are becoming increasingly daring. They are

mercilessly persecuting the supporters of democracv. The Nihilists and other Fascist

evil-doers are killing honest patriots and our best comrades....

The reactionaries are working for their selfish aims. They have raised their

hands against our people's democratic svstem. This signifies that they want to return

the factories and works to the capitalists, and the land to the landlords. . .

.

They would not have brought you freedom, prosperity and democracy had they

won, but slavery*, poverty, unemployment, and ruthless landlord exploitation....

Exploiting the weakness of the Imre Nagy Government, the counter-revolu-

tionary forces are marauding, murdering and robbing, and we must fear that their

forces might get the upper hand. With deep sorrow and a heavy heart we see into

what a terrible situation our beloved country has been dragged by counter-revolu-

tionary elements, and often even by conscientious and progressive people, who con-

sciously or unconsciously misused the slogans of democracy and freedom, and thus

paved the road for the reactionaries.

Brothers, patriots, soldiers, and citizens. An end must be put to the misdeeds of

the counter-revolutionary elements. The hour of action has struck.

We shall defend the powers of workers and peasants, the conquests of the peo-

ple's democracy. We shall restore order, security and calm in our country. The inter-

ests of the people, the interests of our homeland demand that a stable and strong

government be established, a government capable of bringing the country out of its

present difficult position.

That is why we have formed the Hungarian Revolutionary Workers and Peasants

Government....
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DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1. In what ways did the October 30 Soviet statement hold out hopes for conciliation

between Hungary and the Soviet Union?

2. Why did Eisenhower offer economic aid, but not military assistance, to Hungary? Why
did he seek to reassure Moscow that the United States was not seeking new allies in

Eastern Europe?

3. Why did the Soviets seem willing to compromise with the Hungarians on October 30th,

but then invade on November 4th?

4. How would you account for frantic tone of the November 4th broadcasts and dispatches

from Budapest? Why do you think the Hungarian rebels might have expected outside

help?

5. Why did the outside world, and in particular the United States, not come to the aid of

the Hungarian rebels?

6. What arguments were used by the new Hungarian government of November 4th to

justify taking power? What do you think were the real reasons for the formation of this

new government?

30 The Suez Crisis, 1956

The Middle East had been growing in importance as a Cold War theater throughout the

1950s. A nationalist revolution in Egypt, headed by the dynamic and ambitious Gamal Abd'el

Nasser, denounced the State of Israel, gave aid and comfort to Algerian rebels fighting

against France, and accepted substantial aid from both Washington and Moscow. Increasingly

irritated by Nasser's conduct, the United States on July 19, 1956 announced the cancellation

of its technical and financial backing for the construction of the Aswan High Dam, a project

dear to Nasser's heart for both agricultural and nationalistic reasons. The timing was influenced

by Nasser's decision to recognize the People's Republic of China, a decision made in response

to American support for Israel. Nasser responded immediately by nationalizing the Suez

Canal, the tolls from which would help to underwrite the dam's construction, and the Soviet

government declared that it would provide financial and technical assistance for the project

in place of the United States. In response to these events, Britain and France conspired with

Israel to launch an attack on Egypt and seize the Suez Canal in late October 1956.

The attack on Egypt misfired. Israeli armored forces crossed the Sinai peninsula and

destroyed key units of the Egyptian army, but British and French paratroop and amphibious

forces were unable to retake the canal despite heavy fighting. Washington, fearing that the real

winners in a prolonged war would be the Soviets and their Arab nationalist allies, obtained UN
resolutions calling for the withdrawal of all invading troops. The USSR joined the United

States in condemning the aggression, but would not support the UN resolutions and instead

called for joint U.S.-Soviet action to end the hostilities. Lacking the support of their Ameri-

can ally, and fearful of Soviet intervention, Britain and France swallowed their pride and with-

drew their troops.

Both the Americans and Soviets had reason to wish the crisis had never occurred.

Washington was placed in the awkward position of disavowing its closest allies, while Moscow

was rebuffed in its call for joint U.S.-Soviet action and forced to watch as America enjoyed a
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surge of popularity among Arab states because of its actions during the affair. If there was a

winner in the crisis it was Nasser, who consolidated Egypt's control of the canal and whose
prestige in the Arab world skyrocketed.

A. WITHDRAWAL OF U.S. SUPPORT FOR ASWAN DAM PROJECT,
JULY 19, 1956

At the request of the Government of Egypt, the United Statesjoined in December 1955

with the United Kingdom and with the World Bank in an offer to assist Egypt in the

construction of a high dam on the Nile at .Aswan. This project is one of great mag-
nitude. It would require an estimated 12 to 16 years to complete at a total cost esti-

mated at some SI,300,000,000, of which over S900.000.000 represents local currency

requirements. It involves not merely the rights and interests of Egypt but of other

states whose waters are contributory including Sudan. Ethiopia, and Uganda....

Developments within the succeeding 7 months have not been favorable to the

success of the project, and the U.S. Government has concluded that it is not feasi-

ble in present circumstances to participate in the project. Agreement bv the riparian

states has not been achieved, and the ability of Egypt to devote adequate resources to

assure the project's success has become more uncertain than at the time the offer

was made.
This decision in no way reflects or involves any alteration in the friendly relations

of the Government and people of the United States toward the Government and
people of Egypt. . .

.

B. EXCERPTS FROM PRESIDENT EISENHOWER'S ADDRESS,
OCTOBER 31, 1956

. . .The L'nited States, through all the years since the close ofWorld War II. has labored

tirelessly to bring peace and stability to [the Middle East] . We have considered it a basic

matter of United States policy to support the new state of Israel and, at the same
time, to strengthen our bonds both with Israel and the Arab countries. But, unfor-

tunately, through all these vears passion in the area threatened to prevail over peace-

ful purpose, and in one form or another there has been almost continuous fighting.

This situation recentiv was aggravated by Egyptian policy including rearma-

ment with Communist weapons. We felt this to be a misguided policv on the part of

the government of Egypt. The state of Israel, at the same time, felt increasing anxi-

etv for its safety. And Great Britain and France feared more and more that Egyptian

policies threatened their lifeline of the Suez Canal.

These matters came to a crisis on July 26 of this vear when the Egyptian Gov-

ernment seized the L'niversal Suez Canal Company. For ninety years, ever since the

inauguration of the canal, that company has operated the canal—largely under
British and French technical supervision.

Now, there were some among our allies who urged an immediate reaction to this

event by use of force. We insistently urged otherwise, and our wish prevailed, through

a long succession of conferences and negotiations....

But the direct relations of Egypt with both Israel and France kept worsening
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to a point at which first Israel, then France—and Great Britain also—determined
that in their judgment there could be no protection of their vital interests without

resort to force.
* Upon this decision events followed swiftiy. On Sunday the Israeli Government

ordered total mobilization. On Monday their armed forces penetrated deeplv into

Egypt and to the vicinity of the Suez Canal—nearly 100 miles away. And on Tuesday
the British and French Governments delivered a twelve-hour ultimatum to Israel and
Egypt, now followed up by armed attack against Egypt.

The United States was not consulted in any way about any phase of these

actions....

We believe these actions to have been taken in error, for we do not accept the

use of force as a wise or proper instrument for the settlement of international dis-

putes. To say this, in this particular instance, is in no way to minimize our friendship

with these nations...And we are fully aware of the grave anxieties of Israel, of Britain,

and of France....

The present fact nonetheless seems clear. The action taken can scarcely be rec-

onciled with the principles and purposes of the United Nations to which we have all

subscribed....

We took our first measure in this action yesterday. We went to the United Nations

with a request that the forces of Israel return to their own line and that hostilities in

the area be brought to a close. The proposal was not adopted because it was vetoed

by Great Britain and by France.

It is our hope and intent that this matter will be brought before the United

Nations General Assembly. There, with no veto operating, the opinion of the world

can be brought to bear in our quest for a just end to this tormenting problem....

C. LETTER FROM PREMIER BULGANIN TO EISENHOWER,
NOVEMBER 5, 1956

In this troubled and responsible moment for the cause of universal peace, I approach

you on behalf of the Soviet Government. A whole week has passed since the armed
forces of Britain, France and Israel, obedient to the will of external powers, attacked

Egypt without any reason, bringing in their wake death and destruction.

Inhuman bombardment by the British and French Air Forces of Egyptian air-

fields, ports, installations, towns and inhabited localities is taking place. British-French

troops have landed on Egyptian territory. The invaders' fire is destroying tremen-

dous values created by the hands of the Egyptian people, and the toll of human life

is mounting with every day....

The situation in Egypt calls for immediate and most resolute action on the part

of the United Nations organization. In the event of these actions not being under-

taken, the United Nations organization would lose in the eyes of mankind its prestige,

and would disintegrate.

The Soviet Union and the U.S.A are permanent members of the Security Coun-

cil and the two great powers which possess all modern types of arms, including the

atomic and hydrogen weapons. We bear particular responsibility for stopping the

war and reestablishing peace and calm in the area of the Near and Middle East....



THE GLOBAL CONFRONTATION, 1 950-1 960 97

Mr. President, at this menacing hour, when the loftiest moral principles and
the foundation and aims of the United Nations are being put to the test, the Soviet

government approaches the government of the U.S.A. with a proposal of close coop-

eration in order to put an end to aggression and stop any further bloodshed.

The U.S.A. has a strong navy in the zone of the Mediterranean. The Soviet

Union, too, has a strong navy and a powerful air force. The joint and immediate use

of these means by the U.S.A. and the Soviet Union, backed by a United Nations deci-

sion, would be a sure guarantee of ending the aggression against the Egyptian peo-

ple and the people of the Arab East.

The Soviet government turns to the United States government with an appeal

tojoin their forces in the United Nations for the adoption of decisive measures to put

an end to the aggression....

If the Soviet Union and the United States of America support the victim of

aggression, then other member states of the United Nations will join us in these

endeavors. By this the authority of United Nations will be considerably enhanced,

and peace will be restored and strengthened....

D. WHITE HOUSE STATEMENT IN REPLY TO BULGANIN'S
LETTER, NOVEMBER 5, 1956

The President has just received a letter from Chairman Bulganin which had been
previously released to the press in Moscow. This letter—in an obvious attempt to

divert world attention from the Hungarian tragedy—makes the unthinkable sug-

gestion that the United States join with the Soviet Union in a bipartite employment
of their military forces to stop the fighting in Egypt.

The Middle East question—in which there has been much provocation on all

sides—is now before the United Nations. That world body has called for a cease-fire,

a withdrawal of foreign armed forces, and the entry' of a United Nations force to sta-

bilize the situation pending a settlement. In this connection, it is to be regretted that

the Soviet Union did not vote last night in favor of the organization of this United

Nations force. All parties concerned, however, should accept these United Nations res-

olutions promptly and in good faith....

While we are vitally concerned with the situation in Egypt, we are equally con-

cerned with the situation in Hungary. There, Soviet forces are at this very moment bru-

tally repressing the human rights of the Hungarian people. Only last night the General

Assembly in emergency session adopted a resolution calling on the Soviet Union to

cease immediately its military operations against the Hungarian people and to with-

draw its forces from that country. The Soviet Union voted against this resolution,

just as it had vetoed an earlier resolution in the Security Council. The Soviet Union
is, therefore, at this moment in defiance of a decision of the United Nations, taken

to secure peace and justice in the world.

Under these circumstances, it is clear that the first and most important step

that should be taken to insure world peace and security is for the Soviet Union to

observe the United Nations resolution to cease its military repression of the Hun-
garian people and withdraw its troops. Only then would it be seemly for the Soviet

Union to suggest further steps that can be taken toward world peace....
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DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

What reasons did the Americans give for withdrawing from the Aswan Dam project?

What other reasons might they have had?

2. What was Eisenhower's analysis of the Suez situation? What reasons did he give for

not supporting Israel, Britain and France? What other reasons might he have had?

3. Why did Bulganin issue his call for joint U.S. -Soviet action? What arguments did he

use when addressing Eisenhower?

4. What did Eisenhower think of Bulganin's arguments? Why did the United States reject

the Soviet position so forcefully?

5. What did each of the participants gain from the Suez Crisis, and what did they lose?

Who were the winners and losers?

6. What impact, if any, might the situation in Hungary (#29) have had on the Suez crisis?

31 The Eisenhower Doctrine, 1957

The United States succeeded in limiting the damage from the Suez crisis, but President

Eisenhower anticipated increased communist pressure on the Arab states in the wake of

Nasser's moral victory. Hoping to forestall such pressure, he formulated the Eisenhower Doc-

trine, modelled after the previous decade's Truman Doctrine (#7). Confined to the Middle

East, the Eisenhower Doctrine assured nations threatened by communist subversion or

attack that America would provide them with economic and military aid.

Eisenhower's initiative was designed to put Nasser in his place, since the Egyptian

president's successful defiance of Britain and France had made him tremendously popular

throughout the region. Nasser had played a leading role at the Bandung Conference of Non-

aligned States in 1955 and had made no secret of his desire to unite the Arab world under his

leadership. Eisenhower acted in 1957 to "contain" Arab nationalism the way Truman had

acted to "contain" communism in 1947. Both "doctrines" were issued in response to deci-

sions by the British to lessen their influence in a particular region—a voluntary decision in 1947,

but an involuntary one following the Suez disaster ten years later. The Eisenhower Doctrine

created an American commitment to Middle Eastern stability that outlasted even the Cold

War itself.

A. EXCERPTS FROM EISENHOWER'S MESSAGE TO CONGRESS ON
THE MIDDLE EAST, JANUARY 5, 1957

...It is nothing new for the President and the Congress to join to recognize that the

national integrity of other free nations is directly related to our own security.

We havejoined to create and support the security system of the United Nations.

We have reinforced the collective security system of the United Nations by a series of

collective defense arrangements. Today we have security treaties with 42 other nations

which recognize that their, and our, peace and security are intertwined. We have
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joined to take decisive action in relation to Greece and Turkey and in relation to

Taiwan.

Thus, the United States through thejoint action of the President and the Con-
gress, or, in the case of treaties, the Senate, has manifested in many endangered
areas its purpose to support free and independent governments—and peace—against

external menace, notably the menace of International Communism. Thereby we
have helped to maintain peace and security during a period of great danger. It is

now essential that the United States should manifest through joint action of the Pres-

ident and the Congress our determination to assist those nations of the Mid East

area which desire that assistance.

The action which I propose would have the following features.

It would, first of all, authorize the United States to cooperate with and assist

any nation or group of nations in the general area of the Middle East in the devel-

opment of economic strength dedicated to the maintenance of national indepen-

dence.

It would, in the second place, authorize the Executive to undertake in the same
region programs of military assistance and cooperation with any nation or group of

nations which desires such aid.

It would, in the third place, authorize such assistance and cooperation to include

the employment of the armed forces of the United States to secure and protect the

territorial integrity and political independence of such nations, requesting such aid,

against overt armed aggression from any nation controlled by International Com-
munism....

The present proposal would, in the fourth place, authorize the President to

employ, for economic and defensive military purposes, sums available under the

Mutual Security Act of 1954, as amended, without regard to existing limitations....

B. JOINT CONGRESSIONAL RESOLUTION TO PROMOTE PEACE
AND STABILITY IN THE MIDDLE EAST, APPROVED
BY THE PRESIDENT ON MARCH 9, 1957

Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of Amer-
ica in Congress assembled,

That the President be and hereby is authorized to cooperate with and assist

any nation or group of nations in the general area of the Middle East desiring such

assistance in the development of economic strength dedicated to the maintenance of

national independence.

SEC. 2. The President is authorized to undertake, in the general area of the

Middle East, military assistance programs with any nation or group of nations in that

area desiring such assistance. Furthermore, the United States regards as vital to the

national interest and world peace the preservation of the independence and integrity

of the nations of the Middle East. To this end, if the President determines the neces-

sity thereof, the United States is prepared to use armed forces to assist any such

nation or group of such nations requesting assistance against armed aggression from
any country controlled by international communism.. .

.

SEC. 4. The President should continue to furnish facilities and military assis-
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tance, within the provisions of applicable law and established policies, to the United
Nations Emergency Force in the Middle East, with a view to maintaining the truce in

that region.

SEC. 5. The President shall within the months ofJanuary andJuly of each year

report to the Congress his action hereunder.

SEC. 6. Thisjoint resolution shall expire when the President shall determine that

the peace and security of the nations in die general area of the Middle East are rea-

sonably assured by international conditions created by action of the United Nations

or otherwise, except that it may be terminated earlier by a concurrent resolution of

the two Houses of Congress.

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

Why did Eisenhower emphasize "the development of economic strength dedicated to

the maintenance of national independence"? What echoes of earlier Cold War docu-

ments are in that phrase?

2. What do you think Eisenhower meant by "programs of military assistance and coop-

eration"?

3. Why do you think Eisenhower considered it necessary and desirable to seek con-

gressional support for this doctrine?

4. What unforeseen difficulties might arise from Congress's authorization for the presi-

dent to use armed forces to assist any nation requesting such assistance against

armed aggression?

5. What was the relationship between the Truman and Eisenhower Doctrines and the

gradual weakening of the British and French colonial empires?

6. How would you expect Egyptian leader Nasser to react to the Eisenhower Doctrine?

32 Europe's Common Market:

The Treaty of Rome, 1957

The Marshall Plan (#8) inaugurated a commitment on the part of the United States to rebuild-

ing and enhancing the economic prosperity and stability of Western Europe. Between 1948

and 1951, nations like West Germany, Italy, and France used that aid to create "economic

miracles" in their national economies. Simultaneously, the Treaty of Brussels and the North

Atlantic Treaty (#12 and #15) established a framework for international military cooperation

among Western European nations. As economic recovery continued, the merits of extending

such international cooperation to economic matters became apparent.

On April 18, 1951 , six Western European nations signed a treaty establishing the Euro-

pean Coal and Steel Community. This pact was partially, but not exclusively, economic in

nature; for since coal and steel constituted the basic sinews of war in 1951 , the signatories

were resolved that a treaty binding all of them (and especially France and West Germany) to

peacetime cooperation in all matters affecting the production of these commodities would

so integrate their economies as to make war between them nearly impossible. This proved to
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be the case, and six years later, the same six nations met at Rome to create a European

Economic Community or "Common Market" covering all agricultural, industrial, and com-

mercial production.

The 1957 Treaty of Rome, which is excerpted below, was revolutionary in its implications.

In 1833 the establishment of the Zollverein, a customs union in Central Europe, foreshad-

owed the eventual unification of Germany. Now the creation of the EEC reflected the hopes

and dreams of those who believed that only a unified Europe could banish the scourge of

war from that continent. Its anti-Soviet tone was obvious, particularly when Moscow responded

to the Treaty of Rome with the creation of COMECON, a Common Market of the communist

bloc. Over the following decades, EEC would grow into the European Community. Its mem-
bership would more than double, and the possibility of eventual political union would grow

more and more likely. But for the moment, European nations which had suffered through two

world wars in the first half of the twentieth century dared to hope that a third war might have

been made less likely by the Treaty of Rome.

EXCERPTS FROM THE TREATY OF ROME, MARCH 25, 1957

HIS MAJESTY THE KING OF THE BELGIANS, THE PRESIDENT OF THE FED-
ERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY, THE PRESIDENT OF THE FRENCH REPUBLIC,
THE PRESIDENT OF THE ITALIAN REPUBLIC, HER ROYAL HIGHNESS THE
GRAND DUCHESS OF LUXEMBOURG, HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN OF THE
NETHERLANDS,

DETERMINED to establish the foundations of an ever closer union among the

European peoples,

DECIDED to ensure the economic and social progress of their countries by

common action in eliminating the barriers which divide Europe,

DIRECTING their efforts to the essential purpose of constantly improving the

living and working conditions of their peoples...,

ANXIOUS to strengthen the unity of their economies and to ensure their har-

monious development by reducing the differences existing between the various

regions and by mitigating the backwardness of the less favoured,

DESIROUS of contributing by means of a common commercial policy to the

progressive abolition of restrictions on international trade...,

RESOLVTD to strengthen the safeguards of peace and liberty by establishing this

combination of resources and calling upon the other peoples of Europe who share

their ideal to join in their efforts,

Have decided to create a European Economic Community....

ARTICLE 1

By the present Treaty, the HIGH CONTRACTING PARTIES establish among them-
selves a EUROPEAN ECONOMIC COMMUNITY.

ARTICLE 2

It shall be the aim of the Community, by establishing a Common Market and pro-

gressively approximating the economic policies of Member States, to promote through-
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out the Community a harmonious development of economic activities, a continu-

ous and balanced expansion, an increased stability, an accelerated raising of the stan-

dard of living and closer relations between its Member States.
4

ARTICLE 3

For the purposes set out in the preceding Article, the activities of the Community
shall include, under the conditions and with the timing provided for in this Treaty:

(a) The elimination, as between Member States, of customs duties and of quan-
titative restrictions in regard to the importation and exportation of goods, as well as

of all other measures with equivalent effect;

(b) The establishment of a common customs tariff and a common commer-
cial policy toward third countries;

(c) The abolition, as between Member States, of the obstacles to the free move-
ment of persons, services and capital;

(d) The inauguration of a common agricultural policy;

(e) The inauguration of a common transport policy;

(f) The establishment of a system ensuring that competition shall not be dis-

torted in the Common Market;

(g) The application of procedures which shall make it possible to co-ordinate

the economic policies of Member States and to remedy disequilibria in their bal-

ances of payments;

(h) The approximation of their respective municipal law to the extent necessary

for the functioning of the Common Market;

(i) The creation of a European Social Fund in order to improve the possibili-

ties of employment for workers and to contribute to the raising of their standard of

living;

(j) The establishment of a European Investment Bank intended to facilitate

the economic expansion of the Community through the creation of new resources;

and
(k) The association of overseas countries and territories with the Community

with a view to increasing trade and to pursuingjointly their effort toward economic
and social development....

ARTICLE 9

1. The Community shall be based upon a customs union covering the exchange of all

goods and comprising both the prohibition, as between Member States, of customs

duties on importation and exportation and all charges with equivalent effect and
the adoption of a common customs tariff in their relations with third countries....

Signed at Rome on March 25, 1957.

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

Why was it so important to tie together the economies of France and West Germany fol-

lowing World War II?

2. How would the reduction of tariffs between member states and the establishment of a
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common external tariff against non-members benefit the signatories of the Treaty of

Rome?

3. Which aspects of the Treaty appear designed to appeal to left-wing political move-

ments within the member states?

4. In what ways did the Treaty of Rome make eventual political unification possible in

Europe?

5. Why would the USSR be unhappy about the Treaty of Rome?

33 The Rapacki Plan, 1958

Several factors combined to reduce the stability of the Cold War stalemate in the late 1950s.

West German rearmament, endorsed by NATO and underwritten by Washington, caused

grave misgivings in the Soviet Bloc. Soviet deployment on October 4, 1957 of Sputnik, the

world's first artificial satellite, demonstrated even more significantly that Soviet rockets were

powerful enough to hurl nuclear warheads into any country in the world. Suddenly, the U.S.

"nuclear umbrella" seemed less attractive and reliable to the Europeans.

In this new situation, the Soviet Bloc launched a major diplomatic initiative, proposed

to the United Nations by Polish foreign minister Adam Rapacki, calling for the creation of a

nuclear-free zone encompassing East and West Germany, Poland and Czechoslovakia. As

a thoughtful alternative to the remilitarization of Germany, the Rapacki Plan was highly attrac-

tive, and Washington was careful not to criticize it directly. However, since the United States

was at a conventional disadvantage in Central Europe, it was unwilling to forego the deploy-

ment of nuclear weapons on German soil. So the Americans rejected the proposal, and the

Rapacki Plan was doomed.

A. POLISH MEMORANDUM ON THE RAPACKI PLAN,
FEBRUARY 14, 1958

On October 2, 1957, the Government of the Polish People's Republic presented to

the General Assembly of the United Nations a proposal concerning the establish-

ment of a denuclearized zone in Central Europe. The governments of Czechoslova-

kia and of the German Democratic Republic declared their readiness to accede to that

zone....

I. The proposed zones should include the territory of: Poland, Czechoslova-

kia, German Democratic Republic and German Federal Republic. In this territory

nuclear weapons will neither be manufactured nor stockpiled, the equipment and
installations designed for their servicing would not be located there; the use of nuclear

weapons against the territory of this zone would be prohibited.

II. The contents of the obligations arising from the establishment of the denu-

clearized zone would be based upon the following premises:

1. The states included in this zone would undertake the obligation not to

manufacture, maintain nor import for their own use and not to permit the location
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on their territories of nuclear weapons of any type, as well as not to install nor to

admit to their territories of installations and equipment designed for servicing nuclear

weapons, including missiles' launching equipment.

2. The four powers (France, United States, Great Britain, and USSR) would
undertake the following obligations:

(A) Not to maintain nuclear weapons in the armaments of their forces

stationed on the territories of states included in this zone; neither to maintain nor to

install on the territories of these states any installations or equipment designed for ser-

vicing nuclear weapons, including missiles' launching equipment.
(B) Not to transfer in any manner and under any reason whatsoever,

nuclear weapons nor installations and equipment designed for servicing nuclear

weapons to governments or other organs in this area.

3. The powers which have at their disposal nuclear weapons should under-

take the obligation not to use these weapons against the territory of the zone or

against any targets situated in this zone.

Thus the powers would undertake the obligation to respect the status of the

zone as an area in which there would be no nuclear weapons and against which
nuclear weapons should not be used.. .

.

B. NOTE REJECTING THE RAPACKI PLAN, FROM THE U.S.

AMBASSADOR TO POLAND TO THE POLISH DEPUTY FOREIGN
MINISTER, MAY 3, 1958

Excellency: I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of Mr. Rapacki's note of

February 14, 1958, enclosing a memorandum elaborating on the Polish Govern-

ment's proposals concerning the establishment of a denuclearized zone in Central

Europe.

Recognizing that the initiative of the Polish Government stems from a desire to

contribute to the attainment of a stable and durable peace, my Government has

given these proposals serious and careful consideration. On the basis of this study it

has concluded that they are too limited in scope to reduce the danger of nuclear

war or provide a dependable basis for the security of Europe. They neither deal with

the essential question of the continued production of nuclear weapons by the present

nuclear powers nor take into account the fact that present scientific techniques are

not adequate to detect existing nuclear weapons. The proposed plan does not affect

the central sources of power capable of launching a nuclear attack, and thus its effec-

tiveness would be dependent on the good intentions of countries outside the area. The
proposals overlook the central problems of European security because they provide

no method for balanced and equitable limitations of military capabilities and would

perpetuate the basic cause of tension in Europe by accepting the continuation of

the division of Germany.
An agreement limited to the exclusion of nuclear weapons from the territory

indicated by your Government without other types of limitation would, even if it

were capable of being inspected, endanger the security of the Western European

countries in view of the large and widely deployed military forces of the Soviet Union.

Unless equipped with nuclear weapons, Western forces in Germany would find them-
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selves under present circumstances at a great disadvantage to the numerically greater

mass of Soviet troops stationed within easy distance of Western Europe which are,

as the Soviet leaders made clear, being equipped with the most modern and destruc-

tive weapons, including missiles of all kinds....

In the absence of effective arrangements either general or regional in charac-

ter wThich would promote real security, and in view of the present policies and arma-

ments of the Soviet Union, the countries of Western Europe along with Canada and
ourselves, joined in alliance with them, have no other recourse than to develop the

required pattern of integrated NATO military strength and to utilize for defensive pur-

poses modern developments in weapons and techniques.

The views which I have presented above on behalf of my Government point

out the basic reasons why the United States considers that the Polish Government's
proposals for establishing a denuclearized zone in Central Europe would not serve to

advance their expressed objectives....

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1. Why was the Rapacki Plan specifically limited to Central Europe?

2. Which portions of the Plan would have been most appealing to the nations of Western

Europe? Why?

3. If the Rapacki Plan had been adopted, what sort of military advantages would have

accrued to the Soviet Union?

4. Three out of the four countries listed in the Plan were members of the Warsaw Pact. Why
was the USSR so willing to forego the placement of nuclear weapons in its own
satellites?

5. From an American perspective, what was wrong with the Rapacki Plan? Why did the

United States reject it?

6. Was the United States wise or foolish to reject the Rapacki Plan? Explain your

reasoning.

34 The U-2 Affair, 1960

The Cold War began to thaw a bit in 1959. Soviet Premier Khrushchev's September visit to

the United States gave Americans their first close look at a man they would view henceforth

as a human rather than as an ogre. President Eisenhower, who had disliked Khrushchev

when they first met at Geneva in 1955, now saw the Soviet leader as a man with whom he

could cooperate in an effort to limit the nuclear arms race. Khrushchev invited Eisenhower to

visit Russia in 1960, following a summit conference in Paris at which the two leaders expected

to sign a treaty banning atmospheric nuclear tests. But shortly before that conference was to

begin, an American espionage plane crashed in Soviet territory and its pilot, Francis Gary Pow-

ers, was captured.

The United States had been conducting espionage flights over the USSR since July

1956, using a high-altitude, top-secret aircraft known as the U-2. When Khrushchev visited

America in September 1959, Eisenhower suspended U-2 flights out of courtesy to his visi-
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tor, and did not resume them until April of 1960. At that time Eisenhower authorized two
flights in an attempt to gather as much information as possible concerning Soviet missile

deployments before meeting with Khrushchev in Paris. It was the second of these flights, on
* May 1 , that crashed in the Soviet Union under circumstances which have never been fully

explained.

The U-2 incident placed both leaders in difficult positions. Eisenhower at first denied

any knowledge of the flight, not realizing that the pilot had been captured alive. Then he

admitted full responsibility, which enraged Khrushchev, who had been trying to persuade

hardliners in his government that Eisenhower was trustworthy. The Soviet premier

demanded an apology, which Eisenhower refused to provide, and the Paris summit broke

up in confusion.

A. STATEMENT BY U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE, MAY 5, 1960

The Department has been informed by NASA [the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration] that, as announced May 3, an unarmed plane, a U-2 weather

research plane based at Adana, Turkey, piloted by a civilian, has been missing since

May 1. During the flight of the plane, the pilot reported difficulty with his oxygen

equipment. Mr. Khrushchev has announced that a U.S. plane has been shot down
over the USSR on that date. It may be possible that this was the missing plane. It is

entirely possible that, having failure in the oxygen equipment, which could result in

the pilot losing consciousness, the plane continued on automatic pilot for a consid-

erable distance and accidentally violated Soviet airspace. The United States is tak-

ing up the matter with the Soviet Government, with particular reference to the fate

of the pilot.

B. STATEMENT BY U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE, MAY 7, 1960

The Department has received the text of Mr. Khrushchev's further remarks about

the unarmed plane which is reported to have been shot down in the Soviet Union. As

previously announced, it was known that a U-2 plane was missing. As a result of the

inquiry ordered by the President it has been established that insofar as the authori-

ties in Washington are concerned there was no authorization for any such flight as

described by Mr. Khrushchev.

Nevertheless it appears that in endeavoring to obtain information now con-

cealed behind the Iron Curtain a flight over Soviet territory was probably under-

taken by an unarmed civilian U-2 plane.

It is certainly no secret that, given the state of the world today, intelligence col-

lection activities are practiced by all countries, and postwar history certainly reveals

that the Soviet Union has not been lagging behind in this field.

The necessity for such activities as measures for legitimate national defense is

enhanced by the excessive secrecy practiced by the Soviet Union in contrast to the free

world. One of the things creating tension in the world today is apprehension over

surprise attack with weapons of mass destruction....
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C. SOVIET NOTE ON THE U-2 INCIDENT, MAY 10, 1960

On May 1 of this year at 5 hours 36 minutes, Moscow time, a military aircraft vio-

lated the boundary of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and intruded across

the borders of the Soviet Union for a distance of more than 2,000 kilometers. The gov-

ernment of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics naturally could not leave unpun-
ished such a flagrant violation of Soviet state boundaries. When the intentions of

the violating aircraft became apparent, it was shot down by Soviet rocket troops in the

area of Sverdlovsk.

Upon examination by experts of all data at the disposal of the Soviet side, it

was incontrovertibly established that the intruder aircraft belonged to the United

States of America, was permanently based in Turkey, and was sent through Pakistan

into the Soviet Union with hostile purposes.

As Chairman of the USSR Council of Ministers N. S. Khrushchev made public

on May 7 at the final session of the USSR Supreme Soviet, exact data from the inves-

tigation leave no doubts with respect to the purpose of the flight of the American
aircraft which violated the USSR border on May 1 . This aircraft was specially equipped

for reconnaissance and diversionary flight over the territory of the Soviet Union. It

had on board apparatus for aerial photography for detecting the Soviet radar net-

work and other special radio-technical equipment which form part of USSR anti-air-

craft defenses. . .

.

Pilot Powers... is alive...and will be brought to account under the laws of the

Soviet state....

D. EXCERPTS FROM KHRUSHCHEV'S STATEMENT AT PARIS,
MAY 16, 1960

As is generally known, a provocative act by the American air force against the Soviet

Union has recently taken place. It consisted in the fact that on May 1 of this year a U.S.

military reconnaissance plane intruded into the USSR on a definite espionage mis-

sion of gathering intelligence about military and industrial installations on Soviet

territory. After the aggressive purpose of the plane's flight became clear, it was shot

down by a Soviet rocket unit. Unfortunately, this is not the only instance of aggressive

and espionage actions by the U.S. air force against the Soviet Union....

At first the U.S. State Department gave out an absurd version to the effect that

the American plane had violated the frontiers of the Soviet Union by accident and had
not had any spying or subversive assignment. When this version was shown with incon-

trovertible facts to be a manifest falsehood, the U.S. State Department... declared on
behalf of the U.S. government that intrusions into the Soviet Union for purposes of

military espionage were carried out by American aircraft in accordance with a pro-

gramme approved by the U.S. government and by the President in person. Two days

later President Eisenhower himself confirmed that flights by American planes over the

territory of the Soviet Union were and remained a calculated policy of the United

States....

The Soviet government and the entire people of the Soviet Union received
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with indignation these statements by the U.S. government leaders, as did all honest
people in the world who are concerned for peace.

Now that the leaders of the governments of the Four Powers have come to Paris

for their conference, the question arises: how is it possible to productively negotiate

and examine the questions confronting the conference, when the U.S. government
and personally the President have not only failed to condemn the provocative intru-

sion of an American military plane into the Soviet Union, but, on the contrary, have

declared that such actions remain official U.S. policy towards the USSR? How can
agreement be reached on this or that issue needing to be settled in order to lessen

tension and remove suspicion and distrust between states, when the government of

one of the Great Powers says outright that it is its policy to intrude into the confines

of another Great Power for spying and subversive purposes, and consequently to

heighten tension in the relations between the powers? Obviously, the proclamation

of such a policy, which can only be adopted when nations are at war, dooms the Sum-
mit conference to total failure....

E. EXCERPTS FROM EISENHOWER'S BROADCAST ADDRESS,
MAY 25, 1960

My fellow Americans

—

Tonight I want to talk with you about the remarkable events last week in Paris,

and their meaning to our future.. .

.

You recall, of course, why I went to Paris ten days ago.

Last summer and fall I had many conversations with world leaders; some of

these were with Chairman Khrushchev, here in America. Over those months a small

improvement in relations between the Soviet Union and the West seemed discernible.

A possibility developed that the Soviet leaders might at last be ready for serious talks

about our most persistent problems—those of disarmament, mutual inspection,

atomic control, and Germany, including Berlin....

Our safety, and that of the free world, demand, of course, effective systems for

gathering information about the military capabilities of other powerful nations, espe-

cially those that make a fetish of secrecy. This involves many techniques and methods.

In these times of vast military machines and nuclear-tipped missiles, the ferreting

out of this information is indispensable to free-world security. . .

.

Moreover, as President, charged by the Constitution with the conduct ofAmer-

ica's foreign relations, and as Commander-in-Chief, charged with the direction of

the operations and activities of our Armed Forces and their supporting services, I

take full responsibility for approving all the various programs undertaken by our

government to secure and evaluate military intelligence.

It was in the prosecution of one of these intelligence programs that the widely

publicized U-2 incident occurred.

Aerial photography has been one of many methods we have used to keep our-

selves and the free world abreast of major Soviet military developments. The useful-

ness of this work has been well established through four years of effort. The Soviets

were well aware of it. Chairman Khrushchev has stated that he became aware of these
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flights several years ago. Only last week, in his Paris press conference, Chairman
Khrushchev confirmed that he knew of these flights when he visited the United States

last September.

Incidentally this raises the natural question—why all the furor concerning one
particular flight? He did not, when in America last September, charge that these

flights were any threat to Soviet safety. He did not then see any reason to refuse to con-

fer with American representatives. This he did only about the flight that unfortu-

natelv failed, on May 1, far inside Russia.

Now, two questions have been raised about this particular flight: first, as to its

timing, considering the imminence of the summit meeting; second, our initial state-

ments when we learned the flight had failed.

As to the timing, the question was reallv whether to halt the program and thus

forgo the gathering of important information that was essential and that was likelv to

be unavailable at a later date. The decision was that the program should not be
halted.

The plain truth is this: when a nation needs intelligence activity, there is no
time when vigilance can be relaxed. Incidentals, from Pearl Harbor we learned that

even negotiation itself can be used to conceal preparations for a surprise attack.

Next, as to our government's initial statement about the flight, this was issued

to protect the pilot, his mission, and our intelligence processes, at a time when the true

facts were still undetermined.
Our first information about the failure of this mission did not disclose whether

the pilot was still alive, was trying to escape, was avoiding interrogation, or whether
both plane and pilot had been destroved. Protection of our intelligence system and
the pilot, and concealment of the plane's mission, seemed imperative.. . . For these rea-

sons, what is known in intelligence circles as a "covering statement" was issued. It

was issued on assumptions that were later proved incorrect. Consequently when later

the status of the pilot was definitely established, and there was no further possibility

of avoiding exposure of the project, the factual details were set forth....

At the four-power meeting on Monday morning, he [Khrushchev] demanded
of the United States four things: First, condemnation of U-2 flights as a method of

espionage; second, assurance that thev would not be continued: third, a public apol-

ogy on behalf of the United States; and. fourth, punishment of all those who had
am responsibility respecting this particular mission.

I replied by advising the Soviet leader that I had, during the previous week,

stopped these flights and that they would not be resumed. I offered also to discuss the

matter with him in personal meetings, while the regular business of the summit might
proceed. Obviously, I would not respond to his extreme demands. He knew, of course,

by holding to those demands the Soviet Union was scuttling the summit conference.

In torpedoing the conference, Mr. Khrushchev claimed that he acted as the

result of his own high moral indignation over alleged American acts of aggression. As
I said earlier, he had known of these flights for a long time. It is apparent that the Sovi-

ets had decided even before the Soviet delegation left Moscow that my trip to the

Soviet Union should be canceled and that nothing constructive from their viewpoint

would come out of the Summit Conference.. .

.
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DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

Why did the Americans consider it necessary to conduct espionage flights over Soviet

territory?

2. Why did the United States at first issue false statements concerning the U-2 flight?

Why did it initially claim that there was "no authorization for any such flight"?

3. If Khrushchev had known of the U-2 flights for years, why might he have been reluc-

tant to expose them publicly?

4. Why was Khrushchev so angry about Eisenhower's refusal to disavow and apologize

for these flights?

5. What reasons did Khrushchev give for scuttling the Paris summit? What other reasons

might he have had?

6. Why did Eisenhower "take full responsibility" for approving such flights? How did he

later justify this decision?

35 Castro on the Cuban Revolution, 1960

In 1959, following a five-and-a-half year struggle against the corrupt, American-supported

dictatorship of Fulgencio Batista, Fidel Castro established in Cuba a revolutionary regime.

Before long it became apparent that his revolution was dedicated to diminished U.S. influ-

ence and presence on the island, and the purification of Cuban society from North American

corruption. As time went on, he became increasingly outspoken about the Marxist nature of

his revolution, and the necessity of Marxism for any genuine revolutionary movement. By

1961 he had surrounded himself with Marxists, broken off relations with Washington, and

established close ties with Moscow, thus placing Cuba squarely in the midst of the Cold War.

The Eisenhower administration watched with alarm as the new Cuban government

confiscated American property and executed many supporters of Batista (who had also been

supporters of the United States). The U.S. government demanded payment in full for any

land expropriated, and took various actions to increase economic pressure on Cuba, culmi-

nating in the suspension of the sugar quota, which had provided for American purchase of

large amounts of Cuban sugar at prices above world market value. Castro responded by

denouncing the United States and moving closer to Moscow, which subsequently agreed to

buy Cuban sugar, and eventually even to defend the island with Soviet weapons (#38).

In September of 1960, the Cuban leader described the decline of relations between

his country and the United States in a four-and-a-half hour address to the United Nations

General Assembly, excerpts of which are given below.

EXCERPTS FROM CASTRO'S ADDRESS TO THE U.N. GENERAL
ASSEMBLY, SEPTEMBER 26, 1960

...First of all, the revolution found that 600,000 Cubans, able and ready to work,

were unemployed. An equal number, proportionately, to the number of unemployed

in the United States at the time of the great depression that shook this country and
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almost produced a catastrophe in the United States. This is what we met with. Per-

manent unemployment in my country.

What alternative was there for the revolutionary government? Betray the peo-

ple? As far as the President of the United States is concerned, what we have done
for our people is treason to our people.. .

.

The first... unfriendlv act perpetrated by the Government of the United States

was to throw open its doors to a gang of murderers, bloodthirsty criminals that had
murdered hundreds of defenseless peasants, that never tired of torturing prisoners

for many, manv vears, that killed right and left. These hordes were received by this

country with open arms. . .

.

When the revolutionarv government reduced by 50 per cent the rents, there

were manv who were upset,. . .some who owned these buildings and apartment houses.

But the people rushed into the streets, rejoicing.

Without an agrarian reform our country could not have taken its first totter-

ing step toward development. And we were able, finally, to take that step....

\Vhat did the American State Department put to us as its aspirations for its

affected interests? They put three things to us: speech pavment. efficient pavment, and
just pavment. Speedy efficient and just! That means: "Pay! Now! Cash! On the spot!

And what we ask, for our lands!"

We weren't 150 per cent Communists at that time. We were just pink at that

time, slighdv pink. We were not confiscating lands. We simply proposed to...pav for

them over a period of twenty years. And the only way in which we could pav for them
was by bonds, bonds which would mature in twenty years at four-and-a-half per cent

and that would be amortized yearly.

How were we able to pay for this land in dollars? How were we going to pay

cash on the spot, and how could we pay for them what thev asked? It was ludicrous.

It is obvious that at that time we had to choose between an agrarian reform and
nothing.

Bv our honor we swear that we had then not even exchanged letters with the

Prime Minister of the Soviet Union, Mr. Nikita Khrushchev. We had not even writ-

ten one another. [However,] as far as the United States press was concerned and as

far as the international news agencies were concerned, Cuba then was a Red gov-

ernment—a Red danger ninety miles off the coast of the United States.. .

.

But hysteria can reach any pitch. Hysteria can lead one to make the most unbe-

lievable statements and the most absurd ones. Don't for one moment believe that

were going to intone a mea culpa here. We have to apologize to no one.

And the threats began—the threats on our sugar quota. And the cheap phi-

losophy was spouted by imperialism.

Planes went and came back.. . . These planes were obviouslv leaving the United

States....

At least we expected the Organization ofAmerican States to condemn the polit-

ical aggression against Cuba and, especially, that the Organization ofAmerican States

would condemn the economic aggressions of which we had been the victims.

The Government of the United States was not condemned. . .for the sixtv over-

flights of pirate planes. The United States was not condemned for the economic and
other aggressions of which we had been the victim. No. The Soviet Union was con-

demned.
Now this is really bizarre. We had not been attacked by the Soviet Union. We

were not victims of aggression on the part of the Soviet Union. No Soviet plane had
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flown over our territory.. . . The Soviet Union had limited itself to saying that in the

case of a military aggression against our country Soviet [artillerymen]—figuratively

speaking—could support the victim with rockets...

What was yesterday a hopeless land, a land of misery and a land of illiterates, is

gradually becoming one of the most enlightened and advanced and developed peo-

ples of the continent....

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1. According to Castro, what problems did he confront when he took power in Cuba?
How did he seek to deal with them?

2. According to Castro, why did the steps he took lead to conflict with the United States?

What did the Americans do, in his opinion, to aggravate this conflict?

3. How did Castro justify the expropriation of land owned by American companies?

4. How did Castro explain the developing relationship between Cuba and the Soviet

Union?

5. Why would U.S. corporations have been reluctant to accept Cuban government bonds

in payment for the land taken from them?

6. What reasons did Castro provide to explain the hostility of the United States government

toward the Cuban revolution?

7. Why did Castro insist that, when the Americans first began making demands on his

government, it was not yet a communist regime?



Part III

Crisis and Conflict, 1961-1969

36 Kennedy's Inaugural Address, 1961

In November of 1960, the United States elected a new president to replace Dwight Eisenhower.

The candidates for this office, John Kennedy and Richard Nixon, were the first candidates for

the presidency to be born in the twentieth century. It was clear that, no matter who won, a new

page in American history was being turned. In a very close election, Kennedy defeated Nixon

and prepared to take the United States down a new and uncertain road.

Kennedy's presidency corresponded roughly with the most dangerous phase of the

Cold War, highlighted by dangerous confrontations with the Soviet Union over Berlin and

Cuba. On January 20, 1961, he began his term with a ringing inaugural address, steeped

in the rhetoric of the Cold War, yet calling for sacrifice both in the name of freedom and in the

cause of peace. The address set the tone for his administration's approach to foreign affairs

during the first two years of his presidency. Later, after the Cuban Missile Crisis (#38), Kennedy

would alter his rhetoric and his approach, most notably in his "Peace Speech" at American Uni-

versity in June 1963 (#39). But on the day he delivered his most famous and frequently

quoted address, those changes lay in the future, hidden from the eyes and ears of the peo-

ple who watched and listened in the bright, bitter cold.

EXCERPTS FROM KENNEDY'S INAUGURAL ADDRESS,
JANUARY 20, 1961

We observe today not a victory of part)' but a celebration of freedom—symbolizing an
end as well as a beginning—signifying renewal as well as change. For I have sworn
before you and almighty God the same solemn oath our forebears prescribed nearly

a century and three quarters ago.

The world is very different now. For man holds in his mortal hands the power

113
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to abolish all forms of human poverty and all forms ofhuman life. And yet the same
revolutionary beliefs for which our forebears fought are still at issue around the

globe—the belief that the rights ofman come not from the generosity of the state but
from the hand of God.

We dare not forget today that we are the heirs of that first revolution. Let the

word go forth, from this time and place, to friend and foe alike, that the torch has

been passed to a new generation ofAmericans—born in this century, tempered by war,

disciplined by a hard and bitter peace, proud of our ancient heritage—and unwilling

to witness or permit the slow undoing of those human rights to which this nation

has always been committed, and to which we are committed today, at home and
around the world.

Let every nation know, whether it wishes us well or ill, that we shall pay any
price, bear any burden, meet any hardship, support any friend, oppose any foe to

assure the survival and success of liberty.

This much we pledge—and more.

To those old allies whose cultural and spiritual origins we share, we pledge the

loyalty of faithful friends. United, there is litde we cannot do in a host of cooperative

ventures. Divided, there is little we can do—for we dare not meet a powerful chal-

lenge at odds and split asunder.

To those new states whom we welcome to the ranks of the free, we pledge our
word that one form of colonial control shall not have passed away merely to be
replaced by a far more iron tyranny. . .

.

To those peoples in the huts and villages of half the globe struggling to break

the bonds of mass misery, we pledge our best efforts to help them help themselves,

for whatever period is required—not because the communists may be doing it, but

because it is right. If a free society cannot help the many who are poor, it cannot
save the few who are rich.

To our sister republics south of our border, we offer a special pledge—to con-

vert our good words into good deeds—in a new alliance for progress—to assist free

men and free governments in casting off the chains of poverty. But this peaceful rev-

olution of hope cannot become the prey of hostile powers. Let all our neighbors

know that we shalljoin with them to oppose aggression or subversion anywhere in the

Americas. And let every other power know that this Hemisphere intends to remain

the master of its own house....

Finally, to those nations who would make themselves our adversary, we offer

not a pledge but a request: that both sides begin anew the quest for peace, before

the dark powers of destruction unleashed by science engulf all humanity in planned

or accidental self-destruction.

We dare not tempt them with weakness. For only when our arms are sufficient

beyond doubt can we be certain beyond doubt that they will never be employed.

But neither can two great and powerful groups of nations take comfort from our

present course—both sides overburdened by the cost of modern weapons, both

rightly alarmed by the steady spread of the deadly atom, yet both racing to alter the

uncertain balance of terror that stays the hand of mankind's final war.

So let us begin anew—remembering on both sides that civility is not a sign of

weakness, and sincerity is always subject to proof. Let us never negotiate out of fear.

But let us never fear to negotiate.

Let both sides explore what problems unite us instead of belaboring those prob-

lems which divide us.
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Let both sides, for the first time, formulate serious and precise proposals for

the inspection and control of arms—and bring the absolute power to destroy other
nations under the absolute control of all nations....

And if a beach-head of cooperation may push back the jungle of suspicion, let

both sides join in creating a new endeavor, not a new balance of power, but a new
world of law, where the strong are just and the weak secure and the peace preserved.

All this will not be finished in the first one hundred days. Nor will it be finished

in the first one thousand days, nor in the life of this Administration, nor perhaps
even in our lifetime on this planet. But let us begin.

In your hands, my fellow citizens, more than mine, will rest the final success

or failure of our course. Since this country was founded, each generation of Ameri-
cans has been summoned to give testimony to its national loyalty. The graves ofyoung
Americans who answered the call to service surround the globe.

Now the trumpet summons us again—not as a call to bear arms, though arms
we need—not as a call to battle, though embattled we are—but a call to bear the

burden of a long twilight struggle, year in and year out, "rejoicing in hope, patient in

tribulation"—a struggle against the common enemies of man: tyranny, poverty, dis-

ease and war itself. . .

.

In the long history of the world, only a few generations have been granted the

role of defending freedom in its hour of maximum danger. I do not shrink from this

responsibility—I welcome it. I do not believe that any of us would exchange places with

any other people or any other generation. The energy, the faith, the devotion which
we bring to this endeavor will light our country and all who serve it—and the glow
from that fire can truly light the world.

And so, my fellow Americans: ask not what your country can do for you—ask

what you can do for your country.

My fellow citizens of the world: ask not what America will do for you, but what
together we can do for the freedom of man.

Finally, whether you are citizens of America or citizens of the world, ask of us

here the same high standards of strength and sacrifice which we ask of you. With a

good conscience our only sure reward, with history the finaljudge of our deeds, let

us go forth to lead the land we love, asking His blessing and His help, but knowing
that here on earth God's work must truly be our own.

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

What messages did Kennedy send to the USSR in this address? What message did he

send to Cuba?

2. Which portions of Kennedy's address would you characterize as typical Cold War
rhetoric? Why?

3. Which portions of Kennedy's address would you characterize as holding out hope for

better relations between the United States and the Soviet Union? Why?
4. What attitude did Kennedy adopt toward developing nations caught in the crossfire of

the Cold War?

5. What challenges did Kennedy present to Americans and to the other peoples of the

world?
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37 The Berlin Crisis, 1961

The U-2 Affair, collapse of the Paris summit, American presidential election, and Bay of Pigs

invasion captured the world's attention for a full year. But this did not mean the German
Question had vanished. In early June 1961, Khrushchev suggested that Berlin should become
a "demilitarized city" and that the joint military occupation, in effect since the end of World

War II, should end. Later that month, a summit meeting between Khrushchev and Kennedy
in Vienna went badly. The Soviet leader bullied the young president and came away con-

vinced that he lacked both determination and experience.

Kennedy was shaken by the summit and determined to regain the initiative. He
addressed the nation on July 25 in an effort to convince the Soviets of American resolve.

Painting a somber picture of Khrushchev's intentions, he revealed plans for a U.S. military

buildup and depicted Berlin as "the great testing place of Western courage."

Meanwhile, the flow of East Berliners to the West, in progress since 1948, began to

increase. Many East Berliners crossed every morning to work in West Berlin—by subway,

bus, automobile, or on foot—and then returned home in the evening. As the crisis heated

up during summer 1961, more and more of them simply did not go home. Since many of

these were well-educated professionals, the exodus was devastating for East Germany (the

German Democratic Republic).

Unable to drive the Western Powers out of West Berlin, the Soviet and East German
governments finally decided to make the best of a bad situation, and to seal off the border

between East and West Berlin. Early in the morning of August 13th, 1961 , East German con-

struction workers erected barriers and strung barbed wire across the border running through

the center of the city. The U.S. protest met with a stiff Soviet response. Later these temporary

fortifications would be replaced by the Berlin Wall, destined to become the Cold War's most

enduring and recognizable symbol.

A. KENNEDY'S REPORT TO THE NATION ON BERLIN,
JULY 25, 1961

Seven weeks ago tonight I returned from Europe to report on my meeting with Pre-

mier Khrushchev and the others. His grim warnings about the future of the world, his

aide memoire on Berlin, his subsequent speeches and threats which he and his agents

have launched, and the increase in the Soviet military budget that he has announced

have all prompted a series of decisions by the administration and a series of consul-

tations with the members of the NATO organization. In Berlin, as you recall, he

intends to bring to an end, through a stroke of the pen, first, our legal rights to be in

West Berlin and, secondly, our ability to make good on our commitment to the 2

million free people of that city. That we cannot permit....

The immediate threat to free men is in West Berlin. But that isolated outpost is

not an isolated problem. The threat is worldwide. Our effort must be equally wide and

strong and not be obsessed by any single manufactured crisis. We face a challenge

in Berlin, but there is also a challenge in southeast Asia, where the borders are less

guarded, the enemy harder to find, and the danger of communism less apparent to

those who have so little. We face a challenge in our own hemisphere and indeed

wherever else the freedom of human beings is at stake.
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Let me remind you that the fortunes of war and diplomacy left the free peo-

ple of West Berlin in 1945 110 miles behind the Iron Curtain.... West Berlin is 110

miles within the area which the Soviets now dominate—which is immediately con-

trolled by the so-called East German regime.

We are there as a result of our victory over Nazi Germany, and our basic rights

to be there deriving from that victory include both our presence in West Berlin and
the enjoyment of access across East Germany. These rights have been repeatedly con-

firmed and recognized in special agreements with the Soviet Union. Berlin is not a

part of East Germany, but a separate territory under the control of the allied pow-

ers. Thus our rights there are clear and deep-rooted. But in addition to those rights

is our commitment to sustain—and defend, if need be—the opportunity for more
than 2 million people to determine their own future and choose their own way of

life.

Thus our presence in West Berlin, and our access thereto, cannot be ended by

any act of the Soviet Government. The NATO shield was long ago extended to cover

West Berlin, and we have given our word that an attack in that city will be regarded

as an attack upon us all.

For West Berlin, lying exposed 110 miles inside East Germany, surrounded by

Soviet troops and close to Soviet supply lines, has many roles. It is more than a show-

case of liberty', a symbol, an island of freedom in a Communist sea. It is even more than

a link with the free world, a beacon of hope behind the Iron Curtain, an escape

hatch for refugees.

West Berlin is all of that. But above all it has now become, as never before, the

great testing place ofWestern courage and will, a focal point where our solemn com-
mitments, stretching back over the years since 1945, and Soviet ambitions now meet
in basic confrontation....

We do not want to fight, but we have fought before. And others in earlier times

have made the same dangerous mistake of assuming that the West was too selfish

and too soft and too divided to resist invasions of freedom in other lands. Those who
threaten to unleash the forces ofwar on a dispute over West Berlin should recall the

words of the ancient philosopher: "A man who causes fear cannot be free from fear."

We cannot and will not permit the Communists to drive us out of Berlin, either

gradually or by force. . .

.

B. U.S. NOTE PROTESTING CLOSURE OF EAST BERLIN BORDER,
AUGUST 17, 1961

On August 13, East German authorities put into effect several measures regulating

movement at the boundary of the western sectors and the Soviet sector of the city

of Berlin. These measures have the effect of limiting, to a degree approaching com-
plete prohibition, passage from the Soviet sector to the western sectors of the city.

These measures were accompanied by the closing of the sector boundary by a siz-

able deployment of police forces and by military detachments brought into Berlin

for this purpose.

All this is a flagrant, and particularly serious, violation of the quadripartite sta-

tus of Berlin. Freedom of movement with respect to Berlin was reaffirmed by the

quadripartite agreement ofNewYork of May 4, 1949, and by the decision taken at Paris

onJune 20, 1949, by the Council of the Ministers of Foreign Affairs of the Four Pow-
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ers. The United States Government has never accepted that limitations can be imposed
on freedom of movement within Berlin. The boundary between the Soviet sector

and the western sectors of Berlin is not a state frontier. The United States Government
< considers that the measures which the East German authorities have taken are illegal.

It reiterates that it does not accept the pretension that the Soviet sector of Berlin

forms a part of the so-called "German Democratic Republic" and that Berlin is situ-

ated on its territory. Such a pretension is in itself a violation of the solemnly pledged
word of the USSR in the Agreement on the Zones of Occupation in Germany and the

administration of Greater Berlin. Moreover, the United States Government cannot
admit the right of the East German authorities to authorize their armed forces to

enter the Soviet sector of Berlin.

By the very admission of the East German authorities, the measures which have

just been taken are motivated by the fact that an ever increasing number of inhabi-

tants of East Germany wish to leave this territory. The reasons for this exodus are

known. They are simply the internal difficulties in East Germany....

The United States Government solemnly protests against the measures referred

to above, for which it holds the Soviet Government responsible. The United States Gov-

ernment expects the Soviet Government to put an end to these illegal measures.

This unilateral infringement of the quadripartite status of Berlin can only increase

existing tension and dangers.

C. SOVIET RESPONSE TO THE U.S. PROTEST, AUGUST 18, 1961

In connection with the note of the Government of the United States of America of

August 17, 1961, the Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics consid-

ers it necessary to state the following:

1

.

The Soviet Government fully understands and supports the actions of the

Government of the German Democratic Republic which established effective con-

trol on the border with West Berlin in order to bar the way for subversive activity

being carried out from West Berlin against the GDR and other countries of the social-

ist community.
In its measures on the borders the Government of the GDR merely made sure

the ordinary right of any sovereign state for the protection of its interests. Any state

establishes on its borders with other states such regime as it deems necessary and
responsive to its legitimate interests. As is known, the regime of state borders is one
of the internal questions of any state, and its decision does not require recognition

or approval on the part of other governments. Attempts by the Government of the

U.S.A. to interfere in the internal affairs of the GDR are therefore completely

unfounded and inappropriate.

2. Doubtless the reasons are well known to the Government of the USA which

made necessary and even inevitable the introduction of control over movement
across the border between the GDR and West Berlin. It expended no litde effort

itself to evoke these reasons.

West Berlin has been transformed into a center of political and economic provo-

cations against the GDR, the Soviet Union, and other socialist countries. Former and

present West Berlin municipal leaders have cynically called West Berlin an "arrow in

the living body of the German Democratic Republic," a "front city," a "violator of
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tranquillity." the "cheapest atom bomb put in the center of a socialist state." The
gates of West Berlin have been opened to international criminals and provocateurs

of all kinds, if onlv to sharpen international tension and widen the dimensions of

the provocations and subversive acts against the countries of the socialist cornmunity.. .

.

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

Why did Kennedy feel that Berlin had become a testing ground for Western courage?

How did he situate Berlin in the worldwide struggle between Western democracy and

Communism?

2. From an American perspective, what was wrong with Khrushchev's desire to change

the status of Berlin? How did Kennedy justify his resistance to this change?

3. What similarities and differences do you see between Kennedy's approaches to Berlin

in 1961 and Truman's in 1948?

4. What link did Kennedy draw between the NATO Treaty of 1949 and the Berlin crisis of

1961?

5. Why did the Soviets and East Germans decide to seal off the border? How did they

expect this to help them?

6. In what ways might the construction of the Berlin Wall have helped the United States?

In what ways was it a U.S. victory?

7. According to the U.S. protest note, in what ways was the Soviet/East German action ille-

gal? How did the Soviets and East Germans justify their actions?

8. In what ways might the Berlin Wall have increased Cold War tensions? In what ways

might it have decreased them? Explain.

38 The Cuban Missile Crisis, October 1962

In April 1961, an American-sponsored effort to overthrow the Castro regime by landing a

brigade of Cuban exiles on the island's south shore, at a place called the "Bay of Pigs." failed

miserably. Khrushchev, amazed that the United States had not used combat troops, assumed

that the next invasion of Cuba would be led by U.S. Marines—and probably succeed.

Kennedy's repeated assertions that the United States would eventually force Castro from

power only confirmed the Soviet leader's suspicions. He concluded that he must find some
deterrent to an American invasion.

Khrushchev's fateful decision to place intermediate-range missiles in Cuba in 1962

was based on the assumption that their installation could be kept secret until they were oper-

ational. But the Soviet buildup could not be concealed from American U-2 aircraft, which by

October 14th had detected that the missiles being installed were designed for ground-to-

ground attack rather than surface-to-air defense. The U.S. government deliberated secretly for

six days before deciding on a course of action. Kennedy rejected both the option of negoti-

ating with Moscow and the opposing alternative of taking out the missiles with air strikes

prior to a full-scale invasion of the island. Instead, in a telecast address on October 22nd.

he announced that the United States would impose a naval blockade or "quarantine" of Cuba.
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designed to prevent the importation of additional nuclear equipment and thus hopefully keep

the missiles from becoming operational.

Following Kennedy's speech, the quarantine went into effect. Khrushchev decided not

to try to break the blockade, but refused to take the missiles out of Cuba. Kennedy then con-

templated an attack against the missile sites, to be followed by an amphibious landing in

Cuba. Since, unknown to Kennedy, many of the missiles were already operational, and since

Soviet ground units were equipped with tactical nuclear weapons controlled by battlefield

commanders, this attack would likely have triggered a nuclear war.

But on October 26th Kennedy received a message from Khrushchev. Undiplomatic

and emotional, it contained suggestions which seemed to offer a path to a peaceful settlement.

Astonishingly, the next day a second message from Khrushchev adopted a sterner tone and

introduced new Soviet demands. National Security Advisor McGeorge Bundy suggested that

the first letter be accepted as the basis for negotiations, and Kennedy's response to Khru-

shchev simply ignored the second letter. On October 28th, Khrushchev accepted Kennedy's

assurance that the United States would not invade Cuba. The Soviets agreed to remove their

missiles, and the Cuban Missile Crisis was over.

A. HIGHLIGHTS OF KENNEDY'S ADDRESS TO THE NATION,
OCTOBER 22, 1963

This Government, as promised, has maintained the closest surveillance of the Soviet

military build-up on the island of Cuba. Within the past week unmistakable evidence

has established the fact that a series of offensive missile sites is now in preparation on
that imprisoned island. The purpose of these bases can be none other than to pro-

vide a nuclear strike capability against the Western hemisphere....

This urgent transformation of Cuba into an important strategic base by the

presence of these large, long-range, and clearly offensive weapons of sudden mass

destruction constitutes an explicit threat to the peace and security of all the Ameri-

cas. . . . This action also contradicts the repeated assurances of Soviet spokesmen, both

publicly and privately delivered, that the arms build-up in Cuba would retain its orig-

inal defensive character and that the Soviet Union had no need or desire to station

strategic missiles on the territory of any other nation....

Neither the United States ofAmerica nor the world community of nations can

tolerate deliberate deception and offensive threats on the part of any nation, large or

small. We no longer live in a world where only the actual firing of weapons repre-

sents a sufficient challenge to a nation's security to constitute maximum peril. Nuclear

weapons are so destructive and ballistic missiles are so swift that any substantially

increased possibility of their use or any sudden change in their deployment may well

be regarded as a definite threat to peace....

Acting, therefore, in the defense of our own security and of the entire West-

ern Hemisphere, and under the authority entrusted to me by the Constitution as

endorsed by the resolution of the Congress, I have directed that the following ini-

tial steps be taken immediately:

First, to halt this offensive buildup, a strict quarantine on all offensive military

equipment under shipment to Cuba is being initiated. All ships of any kind bound for

Cuba from whatever nation or port will, where they are found to contain cargoes of

offensive weapons, be turned back....
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Second, I have directed the continued and increased close surveillance of Cuba
and its military build-up.... Should these offensive military preparations continue,

thus increasing the threat to the hemisphere, further action will be justified. I have

directed the Armed Forces to prepare for any eventualities, and I trust that, in the

interest of both the Cuban people and the Soviet technicians at the sites, the haz-

ards to all concerned of continuing this threat will be recognized.

Third, it shall be the policy of this nation to regard any nuclear missile launched

from Cuba against any nation in the Western Hemisphere as an attack by the Soviet

Union on the United States, requiring a full retaliatory response upon the Soviet

Union....

Sixth: Under the Charter of the United Nations, we are asking tonight that an

emergency meeting of the Security Council be convoked—without delay to take

action against this latest Soviet threat to world peace....

Seventh and finally: I call upon Chairman Khrushchev to halt and eliminate

this clandestine, reckless, and provocative threat to world peace and to stable relations

between our two nations. . .

.

Our goal is not the victory of might, but the vindication of right; not peace at

the expense of freedom, but both peace and freedom here in this hemisphere, and
we hope around the world. God willing, that goal will be achieved.

B. EXCERPTS FROM KHRUSHCHEV'S MESSAGE TO KENNEDY,
OCTOBER 26, 1962

Dear Mr. President:

. . .In the name of the Soviet Government and the Soviet people, I assure you that

your conclusions regarding offensive weapons in Cuba are groundless....

All the means located there, and I assure you of this, have a defensive charac-

ter, are on Cuba solely for the purpose of defense, and we have sent them to Cuba at

the request of the Cuban government....

You can regard us with distrust, but in any case you can be calm in this regard,

that we are of sound mind and understand perfectly well that ifwe attack you, you v\ill

respond the same way... Only lunatics or suicides, who themselves want to perish

and to destroy the whole world before they die, could do this. We, however, want to

live and do not at all want to destroy your country. We want something quite differ-

ent: to compete with your country on a peaceful endeavor....

I don't know whether you can understand me and believe me. But I should

like to have you believe in yourself and agree that one cannot give way to passions; it

is necessary to control them....

If assurances were given by the President and the Government of the United

States that the U.S.A. itself would not participate in an attack on Cuba and would
restrain others from actions of this sort, if you would recall your fleet, this would
immediately change everything.... Then, too, the question of armaments would dis-

appear, since, if there is no threat, then armaments are a burden for every people.

Then, too, the question of the destruction, not only of the armaments which you
call offensive, but of all other armaments as well, would look different....

Armaments bring only disasters. When one accumulates them, this damages
the economy, and if one puts them to use, then they destroy people on both sides.

Consequently, only a madman can believe that armaments are the principal means
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in the life of society....If people do not show wisdom, then in the final analysis, they

will come to a clash, like blind moles, and then reciprocal extermination will begin.

Let us therefore show statesmanlike wisdom. I propose: we, for our part, will

' declare that our ships, bound for Cuba, are not carrying any kind of armaments. You
would declare that the United States will not invade Cuba with its forces and will not
support any kind of forces that might intend to carry out an invasion of Cuba. Then
the necessity for the presence of our military specialists in Cuba would disappear.

Mr. President, I appeal to you to weigh well what the aggressive, piratical actions,

which you have declared the U.S.A. intends to carry out in international waters,

would lead to....

If you did this as the first step towards the unleashing of war, it is evident that

nothing else is left to us but to accept this challenge of yours. If, however, you have

not lost your self-control and sensibly conceive what this might lead to, then, Mr.

President, we and you ought not now to pull on the ends of the rope in which you have

tied the knot of war, because the more the two of us pull, the tighter that knot will be

tied. And a moment may come when that knot will be tied so tight that even he who
tied it will not have the strength to untie it, and then it would be necessary to cut

that knot. And what that would mean is not for me to explain to you, because you your-

self understand perfectly of what terrible forces our countries dispose.

Consequently, if there is no intention to tighten that knot and thereby doom the

world to the catastrophe of thermonuclear war, then let us not only relax the forces

pulling on the ends of the rope, let us take measures to untie the knot. We are ready

for this....

There, Mr. President, are my thoughts, which, if you agreed with them, could

put an end to the tense situation which is disturbing all peoples. These thoughts are

dictated by a sincere desire to relieve the situation, to remove the threat of war.

C. EXCERPTS FROM KHRUSHCHEV'S MESSAGE TO KENNEDY,
OCTOBER 27, 1962

Dear Mr. President:

...I understand your concern for the security of the United States, Mr. Presi-

dent, because this is the primary duty of a President. But we, too, are disturbed about

these same questions.... Our aim has been and is to help Cuba, and no one can dis-

pute the humanity of our motives, which are oriented toward enabling Cuba to live

peacefully and develop in the way its people desire.

You wish to ensure the security ofyour country, and this is understandable. But

Cuba, too, wants the same thing; all countries want to maintain their security. But

how are we, the Soviet Union, and our Government, to assess your actions which are

expressed in the fact that you have surrounded the Soviet Union with military bases;

surrounded our allies with military bases; placed military bases literally around our

country; and stationed your missile armaments there? This is no secret. Responsible

American personages openly declare that it is so. Your missiles are located in Britain,

are located in Italy, and are aimed against us. Your missiles are located in Turkey.

You are disturbed over Cuba. You say that this disturbs you because it is 90 miles

by sea from the coast of the United States of America. But Turkey adjoins us; our
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sentries patrol back and forth and see each other. Do you consider, then, that you
have the right to demand security for your own country and the removal of the

weapons you call offensive, but do not accord the same right to us? You have placed

destructive missile weapons, which you call offensive, in Turkev, literally next to us.. .

.

I think it would be possible to end the controversy quickly and normalize the

situation....

I therefore make this proposal: We are willing to remove from Cuba the means
which you regard as offensive. We are willing to carry this out and to make this pledge

in the United Nations. Your representatives will make a declaration to the effect that

the United States, for its part, considering the uneasiness and anxiety of the Soviet

State, will remove its analogous means from Turkey. Let us reach agreement as to

the period of time needed by you and by us to bring this about. And, after that, per-

sons entrusted by the United Nations Security Council could inspect on the spot the

fulfillment of the pledges made....

We, in making this pledge, in order to give satisfaction and hope to the peo-

ples of Cuba and Turkey and to strengthen their confidence in their security, will

make a statement within the framework of the Security Council to the effect that the

Soviet Government gives a solemn promise to respect the inviolability of the borders

and sovereignty of Turkev, not to interfere in its internal affairs, not to invade Turkev.

not to make available our territory as a bridgehead for such an invasion, and that it

would also restrain those who contemplate committing aggression against Turkey,

either from the territory of the Soviet Union or from the territory of Turkey's other

neighboring states.

The United States Government will make a similar statement within the frame-

work of the Security Council regarding Cuba.. .

.

D. EXCERPT FROM KENNEDY'S RESPONSE TO KHRUSHCHEV,
OCTOBER 27, 1962

Dear Mr. Chairman:
I have read your letter of October 26 with great care and welcomed the statement

of vour desire to seek a prompt solution to the problem. The first thing that needs to

be done, however, is for work to cease on offensive missile bases in Cuba and for all

weapons systems in Cuba capable of offensive use to be rendered inoperable, under
effective United Nations arrangements.

Assuming this is done promptly, I have given my representatives in New York

instructions that will permit them to work out this week. . .an arrangement for a per-

manent solution to the Cuban problem along the lines suggested in vour letter of

October 26. As I read your letter, the key elements of your proposals—which seem gen-

erally acceptable as I understand them—are as follows:

1

.

You would agree to remove these weapons systems from Cuba under appro-

priate United Nations observation and supervision; and undertake, widi suitable safe-

guards, to halt the further introduction of such weapons systems into Cuba.
2. We, on our part, would agree—upon the establishment of adequate arrange-

ments through the United Nations to ensure the earning out and continuation of

these commitments— (a) to remove promptly the quarantine measures now in effect
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and (b) to give assurances against an invasion of Cuba. I am confident that other
nations of the Western Hemisphere would be prepared to do likewise.

Ifyou will give your representatives similar instructions, there is no reason why
we should not be able to complete these arrangements and announce them to the

world within a couple of days.. .

.

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

Why did Kennedy stress that a nuclear attack launched from Cuba against any other

nation would be considered as equivalent to a Soviet attack upon the United States?

2. How did Kennedy justify his deployment of a naval quarantine against Cuba? What
were the advantages of this approach over negotiations or invasion?

3. What did Kennedy mean when he said that, if the buildup of missiles in Cuba contin-

ued, "further action will be justified"?

4. Why do you think Khrushchev's letter of October 26th was so undiplomatic and emo-
tional? How did the tone change in his letter of October 27th? How would you account

for the difference?

5. How did Khrushchev justify the placement of missiles in Cuba? How did his two let-

ters differ in the terms they proposed?

6. How did Kennedy's response clarify the issues and offer a basis for agreement that

Khrushchev could accept?

7. Why did Kennedy's response focus on Khrushchev's first letter, and ignore the pro-

posal to removal U.S. missiles from Turkey?

39 Kennedy's "Peace Speech" at American

University, June 1963

President Kennedy emerged from the Cuban Missile Crisis both relieved and sobered by

the experience. The proximity of nuclear war weighed heavily on him during his final year in

office. As Eisenhower had done before him, he renewed America's efforts to obtain a treaty

with the Soviet Union banning atmospheric testing of nuclear weapons. Levels of highly toxic

radioactive elements, such as strontium-90 and cesium-139, had increased dramatically

around the world in the 1950s; cows ingested the material on the grass they ate and passed

it along to humans in their milk; fish were found to have absorbed dangerously high levels sim-

ply by living in the seas. A test ban treaty appeared of crucial importance, not necessarily

to lessen the danger of nuclear war, but to halt the poisoning of the globe by fallout.

With Khrushchev also chastened by the near miss in Cuba, significant progress was

made. The Soviet leader, eager to conclude an agreement that would put his nation on an

equal footing with the United States, was more than willing to negotiate. Kennedy chose to

make public his hopes in an eloquent commencement address at American University in

Washington. The "Peace Speech," as it was dubbed, startled many with its abandonment of

Cold War rhetoric and its hopeful, conciliatory tone. John Kennedy had come a long way

from the clarion calls of his inaugural address.
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EXCERPTS FROM KENNEDY'S COMMENCEMENT ADDRESS
AT AMERICAN UNIVERSITY, JUNE 10, 1963

...What kind of peace do I mean and what kind of peace do we seek? Not a Pax
Americana enforced on the world by American weapons of war. Not the peace of

the grave or the security of the slave; I am talking about genuine peace—the kind

of peace that makes life on earth worth living—and the kind that enables men and
nations to grow and to hope and to build a better life for their children—not merely

peace for Americans but peace for all men and women—not merely peace in our

time but peace in all time.

I speak of peace because of the new face of war. Total war makes no sense in

an age when great powers can maintain large and relatively invulnerable nuclear

forces and refuse to surrender without resort to those forces. It makes no sense in

an age when a single nuclear weapon contains almost ten times the explosive force

delivered by all the Allied air forces in the second world war. It makes no sense in

an age when the deadly poisons produced by a nuclear exchange would be carried by

wind and water and soil and seed to the far corners of the globe and to generations

yet unborn.

Today the expenditure of billions of dollars every year on weapons acquired

for the purpose of making sure we never need them is essential to the keeping of

peace. But surely the acquisition of such idle stockpiles—which can only destroy and
can never create—is not the only, much less the most efficient, means of assuring

peace. »__^_^—

—

I speak of peace, therefore, as the necessary rational end of rational men. i

realize the pursuit of peace is not as dramatic as the pursuit of war—and frequently

the words of the pursuer fall on deaf ears. But we have no more urgent task./.

.

No government or social system is so evil that its people must be considered as

lacking in virtue. As Americans, we find Communism profoundly repugnant as a

negation of personal freedom and dignity. But we can still hail the Russian people for

their many achievements—in science and space, in economic and industrial growth,

in culture and in acts of courage.

Among the many traits the peoples of our two countries have in common, none
is stronger than our mutual abhorrence of war. Almost unique among the major
world powers, we have never been at war with each other. And no nation in the his-

tory of battle ever suffered more than the Soviet Union in the second wrorld war. At

least 20,000,000 lost their lives. Countless millions of homes and families were burned
or sacked. A third of the nation's territory, including two-thirds of its industrial base,

was turned into a wasteland—a loss equivalent to the destruction of this country east

of Chicago.

Today, should total war ever break out again—no matter how—our two coun-

tries will be the primary targets. It is an ironic but accurate fact that the two strongest

powers are the two most in danger of devastation. All we have built, all we have

worked for, would be destroyed in the first 24 hours. And even in the cold war

—

which brings burdens and dangers to so many countries, including this nation's clos-

est allies—our two countries bear the heaviest burdens. For we are both devoting

massive sums of money to weapons that could be better devoted to combat igno-

rance, poverty and disease.

We are both caught up in a vicious and dangerous cycle with suspicion on one
side breeding suspicion on the other, and new weapons begetting counter-weapons.



126 CRISIS AND CONFLICT, 1961-1969

In short, both the United States and its allies, and the Soviet Union and its

allies, have a mutually deep interest in a just and genuine peace and in halting the

arms race. Agreements to this end are in the interests of the Soviet Union as well as

* ours—and even the most hostile nations can be relied upon to accept and keep those

treaty obligations, and only those treaty obligations, which are in their own interest.

So, let us not be blind to our differences—but let us also direct attention to

our common interests and the means by which those differences can be resolved.

And ifwe cannot end now our differences, at least we can help make the world safe

for diversity. For, in the final analysis, our most basic common link is that we all

inhabit this small planet. We all breathe the same air. We all cherish our children's

future. And we are all mortal....

I am taking this opportunity, therefore, to announce two important decisions

in this regard:

First: Chairman Khrushchev, Prime Minister Macmillan and I have agreed that

high-level discussions will shortly begin in Moscow toward early agreement on a com-
prehensive test ban treaty. Our hopes must be tempered with the caution of history

—

but with our hopes go the hopes of all mankind.
Second: To make clear our good faith and solemn convictions on the matter, I

now declare that the United States does not propose to conduct nuclear tests in the

atmosphere so long as other states do not do so. We will not be the first to resume.

Such a declaration is no substitute for a formal binding treaty—but I hope it will

help us achieve it.. .

.

No treaty, however much it may be to the advantage of all, however tightly it

may be worded, can provide absolute security against the risks of deception and eva-

sion. But it can—if it is sufficiently effective in its enforcement and it is sufficiently in

the interests of its signers—offer far more security and far fewer risks than an

unabated, uncontrolled, unpredictable arms race.

The United States, as the world knows, will never start a war. We do not want a

war. We do not now expect a war. This generation of Americans has already had
enough—more than enough—ofwar and hate and oppression. We shall be prepared

if others wish it. We shall be alert to try to stop it. But we shall also do our part to

build a world of peace where the weak are safe and the strong are just.

We are not helpless before that task or hopeless of its success. Confident and
unafraid, we labor on—not toward a strategy of annihilation but toward a strategy

of peace. Thank you.

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

How did the tone and substance of this speech differ from that of Kennedy's Inaugural

Address (#36)? How do you account for the difference?

2. What examples of conciliatory language can you find in Kennedy's speech? What

examples of Cold War rhetoric remain?

3. What reasoning did Kennedy use to persuade Americans of the need for a test ban

despite their mistrust of Moscow?

4. How did Kennedy explain his contention that Moscow could be counted on to abide

by a such a treaty?

5. How did Kennedy demonstrate the good faith of the United States in his proposal for a

treaty?
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40 Kennedy's Berlin Speech, June 1963:

"Ich bin ein Berliner"

June of 1963 was a tumultuous month for President Kennedy. His Peace Speech at Ameri-

can University was followed the next day by a major address on civil rights. Three hours later

Medgar Evers, the secretary of the NAACP of Mississippi, was assassinated in the drive-

way of his home. In the midst of this tension, Kennedy flew to Europe and paid a visit to the

divided city of Berlin.

Speaking on a platform overlooking the Berlin Wall, surrounded by a crowd estimated

at more than half a million, Kennedy was in no mood to treat Moscow delicately. Hidden now
was the conciliatory olive branch held out in the Peace Speech. Carried away by the drama
of the occasion and his own inimitable rhetoric, Kennedy embellished the text crafted for him

by his long-time speechwriter and alter ego Theodore Sorensen. The result was an emo-
tional rallying cry that drove the crowd into a frenzy. More than a thousand people fainted

during the brief address, and the impact of his words astonished West German Chancellor

Konrad Adenauer and sobered Kennedy himself, who said later, "If I had told them to march

on the wall and tear it down, they would have done it." It was not his greatest speech, but it

would be among his most widely remembered ones.

EXCERPTS FROM KENNEDY'S SPEECH IN BERLIN, JUNE 26, 1963

. . .Two thousand years ago the proudest boast was "civis Romanus sum [I am a Roman
citizen]." Today in the world of freedom the proudest boast is "Ich bin ein Berliner"

I appreciate my interpreter translating my German.
There are many people in the world who really don't understand—or say they

don't—what is the great issue between the free world and the Communist world. Let

them come to Berlin.

There are some who say that Communism is the wave of the future. Let them
come to Berlin.

And there are some who say in Europe and elsewhere, "We can work with the

Communists." Let them come to Berlin!

And there are even a few who say that it's true that Communism is an evil system

but it permits us to make economic progress. Let them come to Berlin.

Freedom has many difficulties and democracy is not perfect. But we have never

had to put a wall up to keep our people in, to prevent them from leaving us.. .

.

I know of no town, no city7 that has been besieged for 18 years that still lives

with the vitality and the force and the hope and the determination of the City of

West Berlin.

While the wall is the most obvious and vivid demonstration of the failures of

the Communist system, all the world can see we take no satisfaction in it, for it is, as

your Mayor has said, an offense not only against history, but an offense against human-
ity, separating families, dividing husbands and wives and brothers and sisters and
dividing a people who wish to be joined together.

What is true of this city is true of Germany. Real lasting peace in Europe can
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never be assured as long as one German out of four is denied the elementary right

of free men, and that is to make a free choice....

You live in a defended island of freedom, but your life is part of the main. So let

* me ask you as I close to lift your eyes beyond the dangers of today to the hopes of
tomorrow, beyond the freedom merely of this city of Berlin and all your country of
Germany to the advance of freedom everywhere, beyond the wall to the day of peace
with justice, beyond yourselves and ourselves to all mankind.

Freedom is indivisible and when one man is enslaved, who are free? When all

are free, then we can look forward to that day when this city will be joined as one
with this country and this great continent of Europe in a peaceful and hopeful globe.

When that day finally comes, as it will, the people ofWest Berlin can take sober
satisfaction in the fact that they were in the front lines for almost two decades.

All free men, wherever they may live, are citizens of Berlin. And therefore, as a

free man, I take pride in the words Ich bin ein Berliner."

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

How did the tone of Kennedy's Berlin address differ from that of his speech at Ameri-

can University (#39)? Why would he deliver so strident an anti-communist address so

soon after his "Peace Speech"?

2. In what ways did Kennedy's speech make use of the propaganda advantage granted

the West by the building of the Berlin Wall?

3. In the context of this address, how would Kennedy define the crucial issue preventing

resolution of the German Question?

4. Listening to this speech only sixteen days after Kennedy's American University speech,

what might Khrushchev have thought?

5. What examples of Cold War rhetoric were present in this speech? What sort of threats

were absent from it?

6. How did this address forecast the eventual solution of the German Question and the end

of the Cold War?

41 The Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, August 1963

Kennedy's Berlin speech, strident as it was, did not undermine his efforts to achieve a nuclear

test ban treaty. These efforts, in fact, had been expedited by the United States when it decided

to drop its earlier insistence upon on-site inspections. Since underground tests could not be

easily detected without such inspections, given the technological limitations of the time, these

tests were excluded from the resulting agreement, making it in effect a limited test ban treaty.

The American action made a treaty possible by satisfying two principal Soviet con-

cerns: first, that Soviet bases and facilities remain closed to American or international inspec-

tion teams; and second, that some form of testing be permitted, since Soviet nuclear tech-

nology remained several years behind that of the United States. The treaty was signed by

the Soviet Union, Great Britain, and the United States, but not by France, the only other

power which possessed atomic weapons in 1963.
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EXCERPTS FROM THE LIMITED NUCLEAR TEST BAN TREATY,
AUGUST 5, 1963

ARTICLE I

1. Each of the Parties to this Treaty undertakes to prohibit, to prevent, and not

to carry out any nuclear weapon test explosion, or any other nuclear explosion, at

any place under its jurisdiction or control:

(a) in the atmosphere; beyond its limits, including outer space; or under-

water, including territorial waters or high seas; or

(b) in any other environment if such explosion causes radioactive debris to

be present outside the territorial limits of the State under whose jurisdiction or con-

trol such explosion is conducted. It is understood in this connection that the provi-

sions of this subparagraph are without prejudice to the conclusion of a treaty resulting

in the permanent banning of all nuclear test explosions, including all such explo-

sions underground, the conclusion of which, as the Parties have stated in the Pre-

amble to this Treaty, they seek to achieve.

2. Each of the Parties to this Treaty undertakes furthermore to refrain from
causing, encouraging, or in anyway participating in, the carrying out of any nuclear

weapon test explosion, or any other nuclear explosion, anywhere which would take

place in any of the environments described, or have the effect referred to in para-

graph 1 of this article.

ARTICLE II

1. Any Party may propose amendments to this Treaty....

2. Any amendment to this Treaty must be approved by a majority of the votes of

all Parties to this Treaty, including the votes of all the Original Parties.

ARTICLE III

1. This Treaty shall be open to all States for signature.. .

.

2. This Treaty shall be subject to ratification by signatory States....

3. This Treaty shall enter into force after its ratification by all the Original

Parties. . .

.

ARTICLE IV

This Treaty shall be of unlimited duration....

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

Why was the requirement for international inspection the focus of Soviet objections to

a ban on nuclear testing?

Why were underground tests not covered by the treaty? For what reasons would the

Soviets be pleased with this exclusion?

Why were outer space tests covered by the treaty, despite the fact that existing tech-

nology could not perform such tests?

What was paragraph 2 of Article I attempting to prevent?
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5. Why did France refuse to sign the treaty? What potential problems might this refusal

cause?

42 The Sino-Soviet Split, 1960-1963

During the early 1950s, under the terms of the Soviet-Chinese Friendship Treaty (#18), the

USSR provided technical expertise and economic support to the People's Republic of China,

and the two presented a united front to the rest of the world. By the decade's end, however,

the sense of solidarity had begun to disappear. In 1956, Khrushchev's attacks on Stalin and

calls for peaceful coexistence with the capitalist world had stunned and angered the Chi-

nese, who were still adhering to a Stalinist vision and vilifying the Western imperialists. In

1958, Mao's launching of the Great Leap Forward, a massive mobilization effort to convert

China into a nation of large peasant communes, had involved an implicit rejection of the

Soviet model. In 1959, Khrushchev's visit to the United States, his reneging on a promise to

provide China with nuclear weapons, and his failure to support the Chinese in border clashes

with India, had aggravated the situation still further.

Then, in 1960-1963, the dispute between the two Communist giants became an open

split. In 1960, the Russians recalled their technical advisors from China and signed a generous

treaty with India, while the Chinese published a collection of articles called "Long Live Lenin-

ism," criticizing the Soviet notion of peaceful coexistence and obliquely assailing the USSR
by maligning Yugoslavia. Before long, the Soviets were retaliating with verbal attacks on

China's close friend Albania. In 1961, when Khrushchev assaulted both Stalin and the Alba-

nians at the 22nd Congress of the Soviet Communist Party, Chinese Premier Zhou Enlai

(Chou En-lai) objected, and publicly laid a wreath at Stalin's tomb. In 1962, a bitter border

dispute between Russia and China, combined with Chinese disgust at Khrushchev's backing

down in the Cuban missile crisis and Soviet support for India in another border war with

China, widened the breach still more. By 1963, the two nations were publicly assailing each

other by name in open letters. Finally, in summer of that year, the Soviet-Chinese Friend-

ship Treaty was terminated, and the rupture between Beijing and Moscow was complete.

A. EXCERPTS FROM CHINESE COMMUNIST PUBLICATION
"LONG LIVE LENINISM," APRIL 1960

We believe in the absolute correctness of Lenin's thinking: War is an inevitable out-

come of the systems of exploitation, and the imperialist system is the source of mod-
ern wars. Until the imperialist system and the exploiting classes come to an end, wars

of one kind or another will still occur. They may be wars among the imperialists for

redivision of the world, or wars of aggression and anti-aggression between the impe-

rialists and the oppressed nations, or civil wars of revolution and counter-revolution

between the exploited and exploiting classes in the imperialist countries, or, of course,

wars in which the imperialists attack the socialist countries and the socialist coun-

tries are forced to defend themselves. All kinds of war represent the continuation of

the policies of definite classes....
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To attain its aim of plunder and oppression, imperialism always has two tactics:

the tactics of war and the tactics of "peace"; therefore the proletariat and the peo-

ple of all countries must also use two tactics to deal with imperialism: the tactics of

exposing imperialism's peace fraud and striving energetically for genuine world

peace, and the tactics of being prepared to use ajust war to end the imperialist unjust

war if and when the imperialists should unleash it....

The Yugoslav revisionists deny the inherent class character of violence and
thereby obliterate the fundamental difference between revolutionary violence and
counter-revolutionary violence; thev deny the inherent class character of war and
thereby obliterate the fundamental difference between just wars and unjust wars;

they deny that imperialist war is a continuation of imperialist policies, deny the dan-

ger of imperialism unleashing another world war, deny that only after doing away
with the exploiting classes will it be possible to do away with war....

The modern revisionists seek to confuse the peaceful foreign policy of the

socialist countries with the domestic policy of the proletariat in capitalist countries.

They thus hold that peaceful coexistence of countries with differing social systems

means that capitalism can peacefully grow into socialism....

Peaceful co-existence of different countries and people's revolutions in vari-

ous countries are in themselves two different things, not one and the same thing;

two different concepts, not one; two different kinds of question, and not one and
the same question.

Peaceful coexistence refers to relations between countries, revolution means
the overthrow of the oppressing classes by the oppressed people within each country,

while in the case of the colonies and semi-colonies, it is first and foremost a ques-

tion of overthrowing alien oppressors, namely the imperialists....

B. EXCERPTS FROM KHRUSHCHEV'S CLOSING REMARKS
AT THE 22ND PARTY CONGRESS, OCTOBER 27, 1961

. . .Some people attack us, charging that we seem to simplify or soften our assessment

of the international situation when we stress the need for peaceful coexistence in

present-day circumstances. They tell us that those who emphasize peaceful coexis-

tence apparently underestimate the essence of imperialism....

In our time the might of the world socialist system has grown as never before.

It already unites more than a third of all humanity, and its forces are growing quickly;

it is a great bastion of peace in our world. The principle of peaceful coexistence

between countries with different social systems has attained vital significance in pre-

sent-day circumstances.

This is not understood only by the hopeless dogmatists who, in repeating gen-

eral formulas about imperialism, stubbornly turn away from life....

Comrades! The report of the Central Committee, and also the remarks of del-

egates to the congress, spoke about the erroneous position of the leadership of the

Albanian Labor Party, which set out to struggle against the tenets of the 20th Congress

of our Party. . .

.

It is clear that the Central Committee of our party had no choice but to tell

the Congress the whole truth about the shameful position taken by the leadership of
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the Albanian Labor Party. If we had not done this, they would have continued to

make it look as if the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union
was afraid to inform the Party about its differences with the leadership of the Alban-

« ian Labor Party. Our party and the Soviet people must know how the Albanian lead-

ers have conducted themselves. And let the Congress, which is empowered to speak
in the name of the entire Party, describe its attitude on this question and express its

authoritative opinion.

At our Congress it has been emphasized that we are prepared to normalize
relations with the Albanian Labor Party on the basis of Marxist-Leninist principles.

How have the Albanian leaders responded to this? They have issued a brazen state-

ment slinging mud at our party and its Central Committee.
The leader of the delegation of the Communist Party of China, Comrade Zhou

Enlai, in his remarks expressed concern about the open consideration at our Congress

of the question of Albanian-Soviet relations. As far as we can see, the main concern
in his statement is that the current state of our relations with the Albanian Labor
Party might affect the solidarity of the socialist camp.

We share the anxiety of our Chinese friends and appreciate their concern for

the strengthening of unity. If our Chinese comrades wish to devote their energies to

normalizing relations between the Albanian Labor Party and fraternal parties, it is

doubtful that anyone could help accomplish this task better than the Communist
Party of China. This would really work to the advantage of the Albanian Labor Party,

and would serve the interests of the entire commonwealth of socialist countries. . .

.

C. EXCERPTS FROM OPEN LETTER OF THE CENTRAL
COMMITTEE OF THE SOVIET COMMUNIST PARTY
TO ALL SOVIET COMMUNISTS, JULY 14, 1963

The Central Committee of the CPSU [Communist Party of the Soviet Union] deems
it necessary to address this open letter to you to set out our position on the funda-

mental questions of the international Communist movement in connection with the

letter of the CPC (Communist Party of China) ofjune 14, 1963....

For many years the relations between our parties were good. But some time

ago, serious differences came to light between the CPC on the one hand and the

CPSU and other fraternal parties on the other....

For nearly half a century the Soviet country, under the leadership of the Com-
munist Party, has been leading a struggle for the triumph of the ideas of Marxism-

Leninism....

The Soviet people generously shared with their Chinese brothers all their many
years of long experience in Socialist construction, and their achievements in the

field of science and technology. Our country has rendered and is rendering sub-

stantial aid to the development of the economy of People's China....

Our party—all Soviet people—rejoiced at the successes of the great Chinese

people in the building of a new life, and took pride in them....

This was how matters stood until the Chinese leaders began retreating from

the general line of the world Communist movement.
In April 1960, the Chinese comrades openly disclosed their differences with

the world Communist movement by publishing a collection of articles called "Long
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Live Leninism!" This collection, based on distortions—truncated and incorrectly

interpreted theses of the well-known works of Lenin—contained propositions actu-

ally directed... against the policy of peaceful coexistence of states with different social

systems, against the possibility of prevendng a world war in the present day, against

the use of both peaceful and non-peaceful roads of the development of Socialist rev-

olutions.

The leaders of the CPC began imposing their views on all fraternal parties. . . . Fur-

thermore, the Chinese comrades made their differences with the CPSU and other fra-

ternal parties an object of open discussion in nonparty organizations. Such steps by

the leadership of the CPC aroused and seriously troubled the fraternal parties....

Unfortunately, the CPC leadership...continued pursuing its erroneous course

and deepened its differences with the fraternal parties....

In October 1961, the CPSU Central Committee undertook new attempts to

normalize relations with the CPC. Comrades N. S. Khrushchev, F. R. Kozlov and A. I.

Mikoyan had talks with Comrades Chou En-lai, Peng Cheng and other leading offi-

cials who arrived for the 22nd CPSU Congress. Comrade N. S. Khrushchev set forth

to the Chinese delegation in detail the position of the CPSU Central Committee on
the questions of principle which were discussed at the 22nd Congress, and stressed

our invariable desire to strengthen friendship and cooperation with the Communist
Party of China.

In its letters of February 22 and May 31, 1962, the CPSU Central Committee
drew the attention of the CPC Central Committee to the dangerous consequences for

our common cause that might be brought about by the weakening of the unity of

the Communist movement....

But the Chinese leaders, every time, ignored the comradely warnings of the

CPSU, further exacerbating Chinese-Soviet relations....

What is the gist of the differences between the CPC on the one hand, and the

CPSU and the international Communist movement on the other hand?...

In point of fact... questions that bear on the vital interests of the peoples are

in the center of the dispute. These are the questions ofwar and peace, the question

of the role and development of the world Socialist system; these are the questions

of struggle against the ideology and practice of the "personality cult"; these are the

questions of strategy and tactics of the world labor movement and the national lib-

eration struggle. . .

.

Our party, in the decisions of the 20th and 22nd Congresses,... set before Com-
munists as a task of extreme importance the task of struggling for peace, for averting

a world thermonuclear catastrophe.. . . Suffice it to say that the explosion of only one
powerful thermonuclear bomb surpasses the explosive force of all ammunition used

during all previous wars, including World Wars I and II. And many thousands of such

bombs have been accumulated! Do Communists have the right to ignore this danger?

Do we have to tell the people all the truth about the consequences of thermonu-
clear war? We believe that undoubtedly we must. . .

.

And what is the position of the CPC leadership? What do the theses that they

propagate mean? An end cannot be put to wars as long as imperialism exists; peace-

ful coexistence is an illusion,. . .the struggle for peace hinders the revolutionary strug-

gle? These theses mean that the Chinese comrades...do not believe in the possibility

of preventing a new world war; they underestimate the forces of peace and Social-

ism and overestimate the forces of imperialism; they actually ignore the mobiliza-

tion of the popular masses to the struggle with the war danger. . .

.
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The Chinese comrades obviously underestimate all the danger of thermonu-
clear war. "The atomic bomb is a paper tiger; it is not terrible at all," they contend....

We would like to ask the Chinese comrades—who suggest building a bright

future on the ruins of the old world destroyed by thermonuclear war—if they have con-

sulted the working class of the countries where imperialism predominates.... The
working class, the working people, will say to such "revolutionaries": "What right do
you have to settle for us the questions of our existence and our class struggle? We
are in favor of Socialism, but we want to gain it through the class struggle and not
by unleashing a world war.". .

.

The deep difference...on the questions of war, peace, and peaceful coexistence,

was manifested with particular clarity during the 1962 crisis in the Caribbean Sea....

The Chinese comrades allege that in the period of the Caribbean crisis we made an
"adventurist" mistake by introducing rockets in Cuba, and then "capitulated to Amer-
ican imperialism" when we removed the rockets from Cuba.. . . Such assertions utterly

contradict the facts.

What was the actual state of affairs? The CPSU Central Committee and the

Soviet Government possessed trustworthy information that an armed aggression of

United States imperialism against Cuba was about to start. We realized with sufficient

clarity that the most resolute steps were needed to rebuff aggression, to defend the

Cuban revolution effectively. . .

.

The delivery of missiles to Cuba signified that an attack on her would meet res-

olute rebuff, with the employment of rocket weapons against the organizers of the

aggression....

Inasmuch as the point in question was not simply a conflict between the United

States and Cuba but a clash between two major nuclear powers, ...a real danger of

world thermonuclear war arose. There was one alternative in the prevailing situa-

tion: either to. . .embark upon the road of unleashing a world thermonuclear war or,

profiting by the opportunities offered by the delivery of missiles, to take all measures

to reach an agreement on the peaceful solution of the crisis and prevent aggression

against the Cuban Republic. We have chosen, as is known, the second road, and we
are convinced that we have done the right thing....

Agreement on the removal of missile weapons, in reply to the United States

Government's commitment not to invade Cuba and to keep its allies from doing this,

and the heroic struggle of the Cuban people... have made possible the frustration

of the plans of the extreme adventuristic circles of American imperialism, which

were ready to go whole hog. As a result, it was possible to defend revolutionary Cuba
and save peace....

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1. What was the nature of the dispute between the Soviet and Chinese Communists?

What were the main issues involved?

2. Who were the actual "revisionists" referred to in "Long Live Leninism," and why did the

Chinese Communists resent them?

3. How and why did the Chinese position on "peaceful coexistence" differ from the Soviet

position?

4. At the 22nd Party Congress, why did Khrushchev attack Albania? Why did he not crit-

icize China directly? Why did the Chinese object to the attack on Albania?
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Why were the Chinese upset about Soviet foreign policies? How did the Soviets defend

themselves against Chinese criticism?

Why were the Chinese upset about Soviet conduct in the Cuban missile crisis? How did

the Soviets defend their behavior?

What were the implications of the Sino-Soviet split for both the Communist movement
and the Cold War? What potential advantages and disadvantages did it provide to the

West?

43 The Gulf of Tonkin Resolution, 1964

During the early 1960s, in an effort to bolster the government of South Vietnam against a

Communist insurgency, President Kennedy sent increasing numbers of American military

advisors to that embattled land. After Kennedy's assassination in November 1963, his suc-

cessor, Lyndon Johnson, continued to expand the U.S. role, especially after Communist
North Vietnam began sending troops to join the fray in August 1964.

That same month, American surveillance ships in the Gulf of Tonkin, off the coast of

North Vietnam, were reportedly attacked by North Vietnamese patrol boats. What actually

occurred was not entirely clear, but in the wake of the incident Johnson requested and
obtained congressional approval of a joint resolution giving him extensive authority to use

military force in Southeast Asia.

This resolution was to become the main legal basis for American involvement in the Viet-

nam War. It enabled Johnson, who was presenting himself as a peace candidate in the 1964

elections, to avoid asking Congress for a declaration of war while gaining the powers he

needed to fight one. Later, it allowed him to continue the war without having to jeopardize

Congressional support for his ambitious domestic agenda by seeking a formal declaration. So
he used the resolution to fight an undeclared war, refusing to raise taxes or call up the

reserves. The resulting economic and political pressures drove up the rate of inflation, weak-

ened the U.S. economy, and helped terminate Johnson's career in 1968.

THE GULF OF TONKIN RESOLUTION, AUGUST 10, 1964

Whereas naval units of the Communist regime in Vietnam, in violation of the Char-

ter of the United Nations and of international law, have deliberately and repeatedly

attacked United States naval vessels lawfully present in international waters, and have

thereby created a serious threat to international peace; and
Whereas these attacks are part of a deliberate and systematic campaign of aggres-

sion that the Communist regime in North Vietnam has been waging against its neigh-

bors and the nationsjoined with them in the collective defense of their freedom; and
Whereas the United States is assisting the peoples of southeast Asia to protect

their freedom and has no territorial, military or political ambitions in that area, but

desires only that these peoples should be left in peace to work out their own des-

tinies in their own wav; Now, therefore, be it

RESOLAUD BY THE SENATE AND HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES OF THE
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA IN CONGRESS ASSEMBLED, That the Congress
approves and supports the determination of the President, as Commander in Chief,

to take all necessary measures to repel any armed attack against the forces of the

United States and to prevent further aggression.

SEC 2. The United States regards as vital to its national interest and to world
peace the maintenance of international peace and security in Southeast Asia. Con-
sonant with the Constitution and the Charter of the United Nations and in accor-

dance with its obligations under the Southeast Asia Collective Defense Treaty, the

United States is, therefore, prepared to take all necessary steps, including the use of
armed force, to assist any member or protocol state of the Southeast Asia Collective

Defense Treaty requesting assistance in defense of its freedom.

SEC. 3. This resolution shall expire when the President shall determine that

the peace and security of the area is reasonably assured by international conditions

created by action of the United Nations or otherwise, except that it may be termi-

nated earlier by concurrent resolution of the Congress.

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

What was so unusual about the way President Johnson used the Gulf of Tonkin Res-

olution?

2. According to the resolution, why was the United States concerned about events in

Southeast Asia?

3. What alleged events does the resolution use to justify American actions? Why?

4. To what external documents does the Resolution refer in providing a context for Amer-

ican actions? Why?

5. Why did Johnson decide to seek a congressional resolution rather than a declaration

of war? What were the potential advantages and disadvantages of this decision?

44 Lin Biao, "Long Live the Victory

of People's War," 1965

Lin Biao was the foremost military hero of China's communist revolution. His skillfully orches-

trated strategic campaigns against the Nationalist forces of Chiang Kai-shek between 1947

and 1949 were instrumental in bringing victory to the communist People's Liberation Army

(PLA). He grew in political stature throughout the 1950s and by 1965 was one of the closest

confidants of Chairman Mao Zedong [Mao Tse-tung]. After Liu Shaoqi, one of his most for-

midable rivals, was purged in 1968, Lin exercised tremendous influence in China. Becom-

ing impatient for the demise of the aging Mao and disagreeing with the decision of Mao and

Zhou Enlai to seek better relations with the United States (#52), Lin mounted an unsuc-

cessful coup attempt in September of 1971 . He was killed when his plane crashed on Sep-

tember 28th as he was fleeing toward exile in the Soviet Union.

In 1965, ostensibly to commemorate the twentieth anniversary of China's victory over
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Japan, Lin published a noteworthy article, "Long Live the Victory of People's War." It cele-

brated and defined the crucial role of guerrilla warfare in bringing about the triumph of com-

munist revolution. But since guerrilla warfare had not played a decisive role in the defeat of

Japan, and since Lin's own battles against the Nationalists had been fought in conventional

military style, his article was immediately interpreted as having been motivated by the guer-

rilla war then raging in Vietnam. Indeed, while carefully paying homage to the thought of Mao
Zedong, the article outlined the advantages enjoyed by guerrilla forces in a future-oriented fash-

ion. Lin called attention to the importance of unconventional combat in the emerging nations

of Asia, Africa, and Latin America, while steadfastly asserting the inevitable triumph of com-

munism throughout the world.

EXCERPTS FROM "LONG LIVE THE VICTORY OF PEOPLE'S WAR,"
SEPTEMBER 3, 1965

. . .If they are to defeat a formidable enemy, revolutionary armed forces should not fight

with a reckless disregard for the consequences when there is a great disparity between

their own strength and the enemy's. If they do, they will suffer serious losses and
bring heavy setbacks to the revolution. Guerrilla warfare is the only way to mobilize

and apply the whole strength of the people against the enemy, the only way to expand
our forces in the course of the war, deplete and weaken the enemy, gradually change
the balance of forces between the enemy and ourselves, switch from guerrilla to

mobile warfare, and finally defeat the enemy....

In order to annihilate the enemy, we must adopt the policy of luring him in

deep and abandon some cities and districts of our own accord in a planned way, so

as to let him in. It is only after letting the enemy in that the people can take part in

the war in various ways and that the power of a people's war can be fully exerted. It

is only after letting the enemy in that he can be compelled to divide up his forces, take

on heavy burdens and commit mistakes. In other words, we must let the enemy
become elated, stretch out all his ten fingers and become hopelessly bogged down.
Thus, we can concentrate superior forces to destroy the enemy forces one by one,

to eat them up mouthful by mouthful. Only by wiping out the enemy's effective

strength can cities and localities be finally held or seized. We are firmly against divid-

ing up our forces to defend all positions and putting up resistance at every place for

fear that our territory might be lost and our pots and pans smashed, since this can nei-

ther wipe out the enemy forces nor hold cities or localities.

Comrade Mao Tse-tung has provided a masterly summary of the strategy and tac-

tics of people's war: You fight in your way and we fight in ours; we fight when we can

win and move away when we can't.

In other words, you rely on modern weapons and we rely on highly conscious

revolutionary people; you give full play to your superiority and we give full play to

ours; you have your way of fighting and we have ours. When you want to fight us, we
don't let you and you can't even find us. But when we want to fight you, we make
sure that you can't get away and we hit you squarely on the chin and wipe you out.

When we are able to wipe you out, we do so with a vengeance; when we can't, we see

to it that you don't wipe us out. It is opportunism if one won't fight when one can['t]

win. It is adventurism if one insists on fighting when one can't win. Fighting is the
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pivot of all our strategy7 and tactics. It is because of the necessity of fighting that we
admit the necessity of moving away. The sole purpose of moving away is to fight and
bring about the final and complete destruction of the enemy. This strategy and these

• tactics can be applied only when one relies on the broad masses of the people, and
such application brings the superiority of people's war into full play. However supe-

rior he may be in technical equipment and whatever tricks he may resort to, the

enemy will find himself in the passive position of having to receive blows, and the

initiative will always be in our hands....

In order to make a revolution and to fight a people's war and be victorious, it

is imperative to adhere to the policy of self-reliance, rely on the strength of the masses

in one's own country and prepare to earn on the fight independently even when all

material aid from outside is cut off. If one does not operate by one's own efforts,

does not independently ponder and solve the problems of the revolution in one's

own country and does not rely on the strength of the masses, but leans wholly on
foreign aid—even though this be aid from socialist countries which persist in revo-

lution—no victory can be won, or be consolidated even if it is won....

The history of people's war in China and other countries provides conclusive evi-

dence that the growth of the people's revolutionary forces from weak and small

beginnings into strong and large forces is a universal law of development of class

struggle, a universal law of development of people's war. A people's war inevitably

meets with many difficulties, with many ups and downs and setbacks in the course

of its development, but no force can alter its general trend toward inevitable

triumph....

Taking the entire globe, if North America and Western Europe can be called "the

cities of the world," then Asia, Africa and Latin America constitute "the rural areas of

the world." Since World War II, the proletarian revolutionary movement has for var-

ious reasons been temporarily held back in the North American and West European
capitalist countries, while the people's revolutionary movement in *Asia, Africa and
Latin America has been growing rigorously. In a sense, the contemporary world rev-

olution also presents a picture of the encirclement of cities by the rural areas. In the

final analysis, the whole cause of world revolution hinges on the revolutionary strug-

gles of the Asian, African and Latin American peoples who make up the overwhelming

majority of the world's population. The socialist countries should regard it as their

internationalist duty to support the people's revolutionary struggles in Asia, Africa and

Latin America....

Ours is the epoch in which world capitalism and imperialism are heading for

their doom and socialism and communism are marching to victory. Comrade Mao Tse-

tung's theory of people's war is not only a product of the Chinese revolution, but

has also the characteristics of our epoch. The new experience gained in the people's

revolutionary struggles in various countries since World War II has provided con-

tinuous evidence that Mao Tse-tung's thought is a common asset of the revolutionary

people of the whole world. This is the great international significance of the thought

of Mao Tse-tung. . .

.

All peoples suffering from U.S. imperialist aggression, oppression and plun-

der, unite! Hold aloft the just banner of people's war and fight for the cause of world

peace, national liberation, people's democracy and socialism! Victory will certainly go

to the people of the world!

Long live the victory of people's wau
'
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DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

For Lin Biao, what was the importance of "letting the enemy in"?

2. Why did Lin assert that the conventional military doctrine of defending all fixed positions

was invalid under the conditions of people's war?

3. According to Lin Biao, what was the importance of self-reliance in a people's war?

4. What did Mao and Lin mean by the phrase, "You fight in your way and we fight in ours"?

5. According to Lin Biao, who will be victorious in the struggle between "the cities of the

world" and "the rural areas of the world"? Why?

6. How can you tell that this article was written by a Marxist?

45 Lyndon Johnson and the Vietnam War,

1965-1968

Following the Gulf of Tonkin resolution (#43), U.S. involvement in the Vietnam War contin-

ued to escalate, as President Johnson sent in more and more troops. Once again Ameri-

cans found themselves involved in an Asian land war. In April 1965, in a major speech at

Johns Hopkins University, the president sought to explain and justify this conflict.

As time went on, however, increasing numbers of Americans began to question the

U.S. role. Protest marches and demonstrations, at first isolated and small, gradually became
larger and more significant. Senator J. William Fulbright, Chairman of the Senate Foreign

Relations Committee, held a series of public hearings designed to cast doubt on the wis-

dom of war. Demonstrations, teach-ins, and other forms of domestic protest began in 1965

and escalated to serious proportions by the spring of 1968. Johnson made numerous over-

tures to North Vietnam to begin negotiations, but since all his offers were predicated on the

continued independence of South Vietnam, and since that was one condition Hanoi would not

accept, his efforts were frustrating and futile.

In 1968, the American antiwar movement found a champion in Senator Eugene
McCarthy of Minnesota, who challenged Johnson in the New Hampshire presidential pri-

mary in February. McCarthy lost, but he won 42 percent of the vote against an incumbent

president and instantly legitimized the political viability of the peace movement. Senator

Robert F Kennedy of New York, younger brother of the slain president, saw the implications

of McCarthy's showing and entered the race himself; many who opposed the war but did not

consider McCarthy presidential material now switched to Kennedy. Meanwhile, Johnson was
under pressure from his aides and from elder statesmen like Dean Acheson to pull Amer-

ica out of the war. Disillusioned and exhausted, he addressed the nation on Sunday evening,

31 March 1968, to proclaim a new peace initiative. Then, in a surprise ending that stunned

many listeners, he announced that he was withdrawing from the presidential race. The war had

claimed yet another victim: Johnson's political career.
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A. JOHNSON'S SPEECH AT JOHNS HOPKINS UNIVERSITY,
APRIL 7, 1965

4

My Fellow Americans: Last week 17 nations sent their views to some dozen countries

having interest in Southeast Asia. We are joining these 17 countries in stating our
American policy, which we believe will contribute toward peace in this area. Tonight
I want to review once again with my own people the views of your Government.
Tonight Americans and Asians are dying for a world where each people may choose
its own path to change. This is the principle for which our ancestors fought in the val-

leys of Pennsylvania. It is the principle for which our sons fight in thejungles ofViet-

nam.
Vietnam is far from this quiet campus. We have no territory there, nor do we seek

any. The war is dirty and brutal and difficult. And some 400 young men—born into

an America bursting with opportunity and promise—have ended their lives on Viet-

nam's steaming soil.

Why must we take this painful road? Why must this nation hazard its ease, its

interest and its power for the sake of a people so far away?...

Why are we in South Vietnam? We are there because we have a promise to keep.

Since 1954 every American President has offered support to the people of South
Vietnam. We have helped to build and we have helped to defend. Thus, over many
years, we have made a national pledge to help South Vietnam defend its indepen-

dence. I intend to keep our promise. To dishonor that pledge, to abandon this small

and brave nadon to its enemy—and the terror that must follow—would be an unfor-

givable wrong.

We are also there to strengthen world order. Around the globe, from Berlin to

Thailand, are people whose well-being rests, in part, on the belief that they can count

on us if they are attacked. To leave Vietnam to its fate would shake the confidence of

all these people in the value of American commitment. The result would be an

increased unrest and instability, or even war.

We are also there because there are great stakes in the balance. Let no one
think that retreat from Vietnam would bring an end to conflict. The batde would
be renewed in one country and then another. The central lesson of our dme is that

the appedte of aggression is never satisfied. To withdraw from one battiefield means
only to prepare for the next. We must say in Southeast Asia—as we did in Europe

—

in the words of the Bible: "Hitherto shalt thou come, but no further."...

Our objective is the independence of South Vietnam, and its freedom from

attack. We want nothing for ourselves—only that the people of South Vietnam be

allowed to guide their own country in their own way. We will do everything neces-

sary to reach that objective. And we will do only what is necessary.. .

.

We will not be defeated. We will not grow tired. We will not withdraw, either

openly or under the cloak of a meaningless agreement. . .

.

B. JOHNSON'S ADDRESS TO THE NATION, MARCH 31, 1968

. . .Tonight, I renew the offer I made last August to stop the bombardment of North Viet-

nam. We ask that talks begin prompdy, that they be serious talks on the substance of

peace. We assume that during those talks, Hanoi will not take advantage of our restraint.
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We are prepared to move immediately toward peace through negotiations. So
tonight, in the hope that this action will lead to early talks, I am taking the first step

to de-escalate the conflict. We are reducing—substantially reducing—the present

level of hostilities, and we are doing so unilaterally and at once.

Tonight I have ordered our aircraft and our naval vessels to make no attacks

on North Vietnam except in the area north of the demilitarized zone where the con-

tinuing enemy build-up directly threatens allied forward positions and where the

movement of their troops and supplies are clearly related to that threat. The area

in which we are stopping our attacks includes almost 90 percent of North Vietnam's

population, and most of its territory. Thus there will be no attacks around the prin-

cipal populated areas, or in the food-producing areas of North Vietnam....

Now let me give you my estimate of the chances for peace—the peace that will

one day stop the bloodshed in South Vietnam [so that] all the Vietnamese people

will be permitted to rebuild and develop their land. That will permit us to turn more
fully to our own tasks here at home.

I cannot promise that the initiative that I have announced tonight will be com-
pletely successful in achieving peace any more than the thirty others that we have

undertaken and agreed to in recent years.... But it is our fervent hope that North
Vietnam, after years of fighting that has left the issue unresolved, will now cease its

efforts to achieve a military victory and will join with us in moving toward the peace

table. And there may come a time when...Vietnamese—on both sides—are able to

work out a way to setde their own differences by free political choice rather than by

war. . .

.

During the past four and a half years, it has been my fate and my responsibility

to be Commander-in-Chief. I have lived daily and nighdy with the cost of this war. I

know the pain that it has inflicted. I know perhaps better than anyone the misgiv-

ings it has aroused. And throughout this entire long period I have been sustained

by a single principle: that what we are doing now in Vietnam is vital not only to the

security of Southeast Asia but it is vital to the security of every American. . .

.

And the larger purpose of our involvement has always been to help the nations

of Southeast Asia become independent, and stand alone, self-sustaining as members
of a great world community, at peace with themselves, at peace with others. And with

such a nation our country—and the world—will be far more secure than it is

tonight....

With America's sons in the fields far away, with America's future under chal-

lenge right here at home, with our hopes and the world's hopes for peace in the bal-

ance every day, I do not believe that I should devote an hour or a day of my time to

any personal partisan causes or to any duties other than the awesome duties of this

office—the Presidency of your country.

Accordingly, I shall not seek, and I will not accept, the nomination of my party

for another term as your President. But let men everywhere know, however, that a

strong and a confident and a vigilant America stands ready tonight to seek an hon-

orable peace; and stands ready tonight to defend an honored cause, whatever the

price, whatever the burden, whatever the sacrifice that duty may require.

Thank you for listening. Good night, and God bless all of you.
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DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1. According to President Johnson's Johns Hopkins speech, what principle was Amer-
ica seeking to defend in Vietnam?

2. What were the three reasons listed by Johnson to explain American presence in South-

east Asia?

3. How might Americans have differed in their perceptions of the validity of those three rea-

sons?

4. Why would Johnson's stated objective—the independence of South Vietnam and its

freedom from attack—be difficult to attain?

5. What evidence of President Johnson's frustration can you find in his address to the

nation of March 31, 1968?

6. Why did Johnson continue the bombing in part of North Vietnam, rather than halting it

completely?

7. Why did Johnson decide to withdrawn from the presidential race? How did he expect

this to help his peace efforts?

8. How successful would you have expected this peace initiative to be? Why?

46 The Nuclear NoivProliferation Treaty,

July 1968

In October of 1964, Premier Khrushchev was removed from power in the Soviet Union. In a

simultaneous but unconnected event, the People's Republic of China successfully tested a

nuclear bomb. Given the acrimony between Moscow and Beijing, the news was as unwel-

come to the Soviet Union as it was to the United States. The "nuclear club" now enrolled five

members, and both India and Pakistan were widely rumored to be working to develop atomic

weapons. Israel was believed to possess such devices, although the Israeli government

remained silent on the matter. Clearly the world was becoming an increasingly dangerous

place.

In an effort to prevent the unchecked spread of nuclear weapons and weapons tech-

nology, the United States, the Soviet Union, and Great Britain began to discuss the possibility

of a treaty outlawing nuclear proliferation. Those negotiations sputtered sporadically for sev-

eral years until, in the summer of 1968, agreement on a treaty was finally reached. Nations

around the world were invited to sign the treaty, and many did, but the refusal of both France

and China to do so led many to conclude that the document would prove ineffective. When the

treaty came up for renewal in 1993, it was renewed with amendments, and both France and

China eventually signed it. During the treaty's first 25 years, only one additional nation

—

India—openly tested an atomic device.
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TREATY ON THE NON-PROLIFERATION OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS,
JULY 1, 1968

The States concluding this Treaty, hereinafter referred to as the "Parties to the Treaty",

Considering the devastation that would be visited upon all mankind by a nuclear

war and the consequent need to make ever)' effort to avert the danger of such a war
and to take measures to safeguard the security of peoples,

Believing that the proliferation of nuclear weapons would seriously enhance
the danger of nuclear war,

In conformity with resolutions of the United Nations General Assembly call-

ing for the conclusion of an agreement on the prevention of wider dissemination of

nuclear weapons. . .

.

Desiring to further the easing of international tension and the strengthening of

trust between States in order to facilitate the cessation of the manufacture of nuclear

weapons, the liquidation of all their existing stockpiles, and the elimination from
national arsenals of nuclear weapons and the means of their delivery pursuant to a

treaty on general and complete disarmament under strict and effective international

control....

Have agreed as follows:

ARTICLE I

Each nuclear-weapon State Party to the Treaty undertakes not to transfer to any recip-

ient whatsoever nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices or control over

such weapons or explosive devices directly, or indirectly; and not in any way to assist,

encourage, or induce any non-nuclear-weapon State to manufacture or otherwise

acquire nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices, or control over such

weapons or explosive devices.

ARTICLE II

Each non-nuclear-weapon State Party to the Treaty undertakes not to receive the

transfer from any transferor whatsoever of nuclear weapons or other nuclear explo-

sive devices or of control over such weapons or explosive devices directly, or indi-

rectly; not to manufacture or otherwise acquire nuclear weapons or other nuclear

explosive devices; and not to seek or receive any assistance in the manufacture of

nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices.

ARTICLE III

. . .2. Each State Party to the Treaty undertakes not to provide: (a) source or special fis-

sionable material, or (b) equipment or material especially designed or prepared for

the processing, use or production of special fissionable material, to any non-nuclear-

weapon State for peaceful purposes, unless the source or special fissionable material

shall be subject to the safeguards required by this article....

ARTICLE IV

1. Nothing in this Treaty shall be interpreted as affecting the inalienable right of all

the Parties to the Treaty to develop research, production and use of nuclear energy
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for peaceful purposes without discrimination and in conformity with Articles I and II

of this Treaty. . .

.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the undersigned, duly authorized, have signed this

< Treaty.

DONE in triplicate, at the cities ofWashington, London and Moscow, this first

day ofJuly one thousand nine hundred sixty-eight.

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

Why did the British, Americans and Soviets all favor a nuclear nonproliferation treaty?

2. Why would France and China have refused to sign the Non-Proliferation Treaty in 1 968?

3. What was the potential effect of the Treaty on nuclear research and on the peaceful

uses of atomic energy?

4. What did the Treaty mean when it referred to "nuclear weapons or other nuclear explo-

sive devices"?

5. What can we conclude about the Treaty's effectiveness during the period from 1968

to 1993?

47 The Soviet Invasion of Czechoslovakia,

August 1968

For a decade following the crushing of the Hungarian revolt in 1956, the Soviet satellites in

Eastern Europe remained quiet, and dutifully in line with Moscow. Early in 1968, however, a

man named Alexander Dubcek became head of the Czechoslovak Communist Party and

began implementing reforms designed to bring his nation a measure of freedom, democ-

racy, and civil rights. This so-called "Prague Spring" was greeted warmly in the West, but

Soviet leaders soon became alarmed that the Czechoslovak experiment might spread else-

where and endanger their grip on the Soviet bloc. For several months Moscow closely mon-

itored the situation and tried to pressure Czech leaders to moderate their reforms. Several

meetings in summer of 1 968 seemed to calm tensions, but failed to provide a solution that was

satisfactory to all. Finally, on the evening of August 20-21 , the USSR attacked its socialist ally

with troops and tanks, proceeding to crush the reform movement and reassert Soviet control.

Although it helped protect Soviet hegemony in Eastern Europe, the invasion of Czecho-

slovakia was a public relations nightmare for the Kremlin. It was greeted with widespread

international outrage, prompting cancellation of a planned trip to Russia by U.S. president

Johnson, and damaging Moscow's relations with friend and foe alike. Even communist par-

ties in Romania, Yugoslavia and Western Europe joined in the general denunciation of Soviet

behavior.

No country was more vehement in this than the People's Republic of China, which

was both appalled and frightened by Moscow's inclination to intervene in the internal affairs

of other socialist nations. If the Kremlin could justify an invasion of Czechoslovakia, which

had pursued fairly modest reforms, what was to preclude an attack on China, which for sev-

eral years had been experiencing a radical upheaval called the Great Proletarian Cultural

Revolution? A few days after the invasion, wasting little time on diplomatic niceties, Premier
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Zhou Enlai took advantage of a reception given by the Rumanian ambassador in China to

deliver a broadside against the USSR.

A. STATEMENT OF CZECHOSLOVAK COMMUNIST PARTY
PRESIDIUM, AUGUST 21, 1968

...Yesterday... troops of the Soviet Union, Polish People's Republic, the GDR [East

Germany], the Hungarian People's Republic, and the Bulgarian People's Republic

crossed the frontiers of the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic.

This happened without the knowledge of the President of the Republic... or

the First Secretary of the Czechoslovak Communist party Central Committee....

The...Presidium appeals to all citizens of our republic to maintain calm and
not to offer resistance to the troops on the march. Our army, security corps and peo-

ple's militia have not received the command to defend the country.

The... Presidium regard this act as contrary not only to the fundamental prin-

ciples of relations between Socialist states but also as contrary to the principles of

international law. . .

.

B. STATEMENT OF SOVIET NEWS AGENCY (TASS),

AUGUST 21, 1968

Tass is authorized to state that party and Government leaders of the Czechoslovak

Socialist Republic have asked the Soviet Union and other allied states to render the

fraternal Czechoslovak people urgent assistance, including assistance with armed
forces. This request was brought about by the threat. . .emanating from the counter-

revolutionary forces which have entered into a collusion with foreign forces hostile

to Socialism....

The further aggravation of the situation in Czechoslovakia affects the vital inter-

ests of the Soviet Union and other Socialist states... [and] constitutes at the same
time a threat to the mainstays of European peace....

The actions which are being taken are not directed against any state and in no
measure infringe state interests of anybody. They serve the purpose of peace and
have been prompted by concern for its consolidation.

The fraternal countries firmly and resolutely counterpose their unbreakable
solidarity to any threat from outside. Nobody will be ever allowed to wrest a single

link from the community of socialist states.

C. ZHOU ENLAI'S SPEECH AT RUMANIA'S NATIONAL DAY
RECEPTION, AUGUST 23, 1968

Today is the 24th anniversary of the liberation of the Rumanian people from the

yoke of fascism. On behalf of the Chinese people and Government, I extend warm
congratulations to the Rumanian people and Government.

Twenty-four years ago, the Rumanian Communist Party led the people in an
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armed uprising to overthrow the reactionary Antonescu regime, thus opening a new
chapter in Rumanian history. Making use of their national resources and relying on
their own efforts, the Rumanian people and their leaders have scored significant

' successes in the cause of building their motherland in the past twenty-four years. We
wish the Rumanian people new successes in the struggle to defend and build their

motherland with greater industry and courage.

Comrades and friends! A few days ago, the Soviet revisionist leading clique and
its followers brazenly dispatched massive armed forces to launch a surprise attack

on Czechoslovakia and swiftly occupied it, with the Czechoslovak revisionist leading

clique openly calling on the people not to resist, thus perpetrating towering crimes

against the Czechoslovak people.

This is the most barefaced and most typical specimen of fascist power politics

played by the Soviet revisionist clique of renegades and scabs against its so-called

allies. It marks the total bankruptcy of Soviet modern revisionism.

The Chinese Government and people strongly condemn the Soviet revisionist

leading clique and its followers for their crime of aggression—the armed occupa-

tion of Czechoslovakia—and firmly support the Czechoslovak people in their heroic

struggle of resistance to Soviet military occupation.

Over a long period of time, modern revisionism with the Soviet revisionist lead-

ing clique as its centre has been beset with internal contradictions and riddled with

crises. The aim of the Soviet revisionist leading clique in brazenly invading and occu-

pying Czechoslovakia is to prevent the Czechoslovak revisionist leading clique from
directly hiring itself out to the Western countries headed by U.S. imperialism and
to prevent this state of affairs from giving rise to uncontrollable chain reactions. This

is an inevitable result of the great-power chauvinism and national egoism practiced

by the Soviet revisionist leading clique, and of the Khrushchev revisionism the Soviet

revisionist clique of renegades has practised over the years.

Discarding all its fig-leaves, its so-called "Marxism-Leninism," "international-

ism," etc., the Soviet revisionist leading clique has brazenly resorted to direct armed
aggression and intervention and is trying to create puppets with the help of guns. It

is exactly what Hitler did in the past in his aggression against Czechoslovakia and
the US imperialism of today is doing in its aggression against Vietnam. The Soviet

revisionist clique of renegades has long since degenerated into a gang of social-impe-

rialists and social-fascists.

The Soviet revisionist leading clique has all along pursued the counter-revolu-

tionary policy of U.S.-Soviet collaboration for world domination. Since the Glass-

boro talks, not to mention anything earlier, U.S. imperialism and Soviet revisionism

have struck a series of dirty deals on such important questions as Vietnam, the Mid-

dle East and the prevention of nuclear proliferation. The present Czechoslovak inci-

dent is no exception. It is a result of the sharpening contradictions in the scramble

for and division of spheres of influence by U.S. imperialism and Soviet revisionism in

Eastern Europe; it is, moreover, a result of the U.S.-Soviet collusion in a vain attempt

to redivide the world. The aggression by Soviet revisionism was carried out with the

tacit understanding of U.S. imperialism. Since U.S. imperialism has acquiesced in

the invasion and occupation of Czechoslovakia by Soviet revisionism, how is it possible

for Soviet revisionism to oppose the forcible occupation of south Vietnam by U.S.

imperialism? In fact, Soviet revisionism has long become the No. 1 accomplice of

U.S. imperialism in its aggression against Vietnam and the rest of the world. That a

big nation should have so willfully trampled a small nation underfoot serves as a
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most profound lesson for those harbouring illusions about U.S. imperialism and
Soviet revisionism.

The armed aggression by Soviet revisionism has brought calamity to the

Czechoslovak people, but it has also educated them, enabling them to realize grad-

ually that revisionism is the root cause of this calamity. This is likewise a very good
lesson for the people of the Soviet Union, the other East European countries and
the rest of the world. Our great leader Chairman Mao has long ago pointed out:

For a while some people may not see things clearly, may be hoodwinked or may make mis-

takes, but so long as they want to make revolution, having once understood the true sit-

uation and seen revisionism in its true colours, they will eventually break with revisionism

and come over to the side of Marxism-Leninism in the course of their revolutionary

practice.

We are convinced that the Czechoslovak people with their glorious revolu-

tionary tradition will never submit to the Soviet revisionist military occupation but

will surely continue to rise and carry on the revolutionary' struggle against the Soviet

revisionist leading clique and the revisionist leading clique at home, whereas by their

perverse acts the Soviet revisionist leading clique and its followers will only hasten

their complete downfall as well as the total collapse of the entire modern revisionist

bloc.

Comrades and friends! Rumania is now facing the danger of foreign interven-

tion and aggression. The Rumanian Government is mobilizing the people to wage
struggles in defence of their independence and sovereignty. The Chinese people,

who have grown even stronger through the tempering of the great proletarian cultural

revolution, support you. It is our firm belief that so long as one truly relies on the

masses and perseveres in protracted struggle, any foreign intervention and aggression

can be and certainly will be defeated.

Defeat to U.S. imperialism!

Defeat to Soviet revisionism!

Victory to the people!

Long live the friendship between the Chinese and Rumanian peoples!

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

How did the Czechoslovak Presidium react to the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia?

2. What sort of resistance did the Presidium recommend?

3. How did the Soviet Union justify the invasion of Czechoslovakia?

4. Why were the Chinese Communists so upset about the Soviet invasion of Czechoslo-

vakia?

5. According to Zhou Enlai, why was the USSR so anxious to crush the Czechoslovak

reform movement?

6. According to Zhou Enlai, why did the United States not do more to stop the invasion of

Czechoslovakia?

7. Why did Zhou Enlai accuse the U.S.A. and USSR of collusion in trying to redivide the

world? What evidence did he give for this?

8. What dangers did Zhou see arising from the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia? What
potential benefits did he see?
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48 The Brezhnev Doctrine, 1968

In fall of 1968, stung by the worldwide outcry against the Soviet invasion of Czechoslova-

kia, and especially by the criticism coming from within the communist movement, Moscow
scrambled both to justify its actions and to keep other communist countries in line. In Sep-

tember, an article published in Pravda, the official newspaper of the Communist Party of the

Soviet Union, declared that no communist party had the right to take actions that were detri-

mental to the interests of the international socialist movement. By implication, then, the

Czechoslovak party had been wrong to initiate policies that were damaging to socialism both

at home and abroad, and the USSR had been right to take action to squelch these policies

in defense of international communism.

A few months later, speaking in Poland, Soviet Party boss Leonid Brezhnev elabo-

rated on these views by claiming that a threat to socialism in any socialist nation was a threat

to the security of the entire "socialist commonwealth," and thus a common concern of all

communist countries. It went without saying that the USSR, as leader of the socialist com-

monwealth, had the right to intervene in other communist countries when the interests of

world socialism were threatened.

Although Brezhnev himself would later deny the existence of any such precept, it came
to be known as the "Brezhnev Doctrine" and was widely accepted as a general principle of

Soviet foreign policy. It exacerbated tensions between the Russians and Chinese, who saw

it as little more than a transparent rationalization for Soviet imperialism, but it did help to

shore up Moscow's domination of Eastern Europe for the next two decades. It would not be

explicitly renounced until the Gorbachev era.

A. EXCERPT FROM "SOVEREIGNTY AND THE INTERNATIONAL
OBLIGATIONS OF SOCIALIST COUNTRIES," PRAVDA,
SEPTEMBER 26, 1968

...The peoples of the socialist countries and Communist parties certainly do have

and should have freedom for determining the ways of advance of their respective

countries. However, none of their decisions should damage either socialism in their

country or the fundamental interests of other socialist countries, and the whole work-

ing class movement, which is working for socialism.

This means that each Communist party is responsible not only to its own peo-

ple, but also to all the socialist countries, to the entire Communist movement. Who-
ever forgets this, in stressing only the independence of the Communist party, becomes

one-sided. He deviates from his international duty....

Each Communist party is free to apply the basic principles of Marxism-Lenin-

ism and of socialism in its country, but it cannot depart from these principles (assum-

ing, naturally, that it remains a Communist party).

Concretely, this means, first of all, that in its activity, each Communist party

cannot but take into account such a decisive fact of our time as the struggle between

two opposing social systems—capitalism and socialism....

The system of socialism exists in concrete form in some countries, which have

their own definite state boundaries; this system is developing according to the specific
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conditions of each country. Furthermore, nobody interferes in the concrete mea-
sures taken to improve the socialist system in the different socialist countries.

However the picture changes fundamentally when a danger arises to socialism

itself in a particular country. As a social system world socialism is the common gain of

the working people of all lands; it is indivisible and its defense is the common cause

of all Communists and all progressives in the world, in the first place, the working

folk of the socialist countries. . .

.

The interests of the socialist community and of the whole revolutionary move-

ment, the interests of socialism in Czechoslovakia demand complete exposure and
political isolation of the reactionary forces in that country consolidation of the work-

ing people and consistent implementation of the Moscow agreement between the

So\iet and Czechoslovak leaders.. .

.

B. EXCERPT FROM BREZHNEV'S REMARKS TO THE POLISH
PARTY CONGRESS, NOVEMBER 12, 1968

...It is well known that the Soviet Union has done much to really strengthen the sov-

ereignty and independence of socialist countries. The CPSU has always asserted that

every socialist countrv must determine the concrete forms of its own development

on the path to socialism, in accordance with the specific features of its national cir-

cumstances. But it is also known, comrades, that there exist general laws of socialist

development, deviation from which could lead to deviation from socialism as such.

And when internal and external forces hostile to socialism seek to turn the devel-

opment of any socialist countrv toward restoring the capitalist order, when there

arises a threat to the cause of socialism in that country"—a threat to the security of

the socialist commonwealth as a whole—this already becomes not only a problem
for the people of that country, but also a common problem, the concern of all social-

ist countries.

Clearly, such action as military aid to a fraternal countrv to suppress a threat

to the socialist order—this is an extraordinary forced measure which can be pro-

voked only by the direct activity of the enemies of socialism inside the country and
beyond its borders, actions which create a threat to the general interests of the social-

ist camp....

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

Why did the Brezhnev regime feel compelled to justify its actions in Czechoslovakia?

2. Why did the Pravda article insist that all communist parties were responsible to the

entire communist movement?

3. Why did Brezhnev insist that a threat to socialism in any socialist country was a threat

to whole socialist commonwealth?

4. According to Brezhnev, under what conditions should one socialist country intervene

in the affairs of another socialist country?

5. Why did the Brezhnev Doctrine serve to exacerbate tensions between the USSR and

the People's Republic of China?

6. What were the similarities and differences between the Brezhnev Doctrine and the

Truman Doctrine (#7)?
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49 The Soviet>Chinese Border Conflict, 1969

By 1969, relations between the USSR and the People's Republic of China had reached an all-

time low. The promulgation of the Brezhnev Doctrine, coming in the wake of the Soviet inva-

sion of Czechoslovakia, had created in Beijing a widespread fear that China might be the

next victim of blatant Russian imperialism. Meanwhile, China was beginning to emerge from

the throes of the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution, a mammoth internal upheaval that

had been initiated by Mao late in 1965, and had involved extensive vilification of the Soviet

system.

In this tense climate, the longstanding territorial disputes between the two countries

took on renewed significance. During the nineteenth century, Russia had compelled the strug-

gling Chinese empire to negotiate treaties which ceded several regions to Moscow. In the

twentieth century, the Soviet regime had repudiated these treaties, but had never given back

the land. As a result, a number of areas along the Sino-Russian border were claimed by both

sides, serving as a constant irritant and potential source of conflict.

On March 2, 1969, a clash occurred between Chinese and Soviet troops over an island

in the river that separates Russia from Manchuria. In the ensuing battle, more than thirty

Soviet soldiers lost their lives, making it a major international incident, and eventually prompt-

ing Moscow to launch a powerful counterattack. The documents excerpted below provide

two very different accounts of this episode, as seen from the perspectives of Moscow and

Beijing.

During the next few months, further clashes occurred elsewhere along the border, as

both sides began to build up their forces and prepare for war. In September, however, a

hastily arranged meeting between premiers Kosygin and Zhou Enlai helped to preclude fur-

ther hostilities and prevent an all-out conflict. Still, the border conflicts of 1969 frightened

both Russia and China, and by inducing them both to seek better relations with the West,

had a profound impact on the future of the Cold War.

A. NOTE FROM THE CHINESE MINISTRY OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS
TO THE SOVIET EMBASSY IN CHINA, MARCH 2, 1969

On the morning of March 2, 1969, Soviet frontier guards intruded into the area of

Chenpao [Zhen Bao] Island, Heilunkiang Province, China, and killed and wounded
many Chinese frontier guards by opening fire on them, thus creating an extremely

grave border armed conflict. Against this, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Peo-

ple's Republic of China is instructed to lodge the strongest protest with the Soviet

Government.
At 0917 hours on March 2, large numbers of fully armed soldiers, together with

four armored vehicles and cars, sent out by the Soviet frontier authorities, flagrantly

intruded into the area of Chenpao Island which is indisputable Chinese territory,

carried out blatant provocations against the Chinese frontier guards on normal patrol

duty and were the first to open cannon and gun fire, killing and wounding many
Chinese frontier guards. The Chinese frontier guards were compelled to fight back

in self-defence when they reached the end of their forbearance after their repeated

warnings to the Soviet frontier guards had produced no effect. This grave incident of
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bloodshed was entirely and solely created by the Soyiet authorities. . .which have long

been deliberately encroaching upon Chinas territory, earning out armed provoca-

tions and creating ceaseless incidents of bloodshed.

The Chinese Government firmly demands that the Soviet Government punish

the culprits of this incident and immediately stop its encroachment upon China's

territory and its armed provocations, and reserves the right to demand compensa-
tion from the Soviet side for all the losses suffered by the Chinese side. The Chinese

Government once again sternlv warns the Soviet Government: China's sacred terri-

tory brooks no violation: ifvou should willfully cling to your reckless course and con-

tinue to provoke armed conflicts along the Sino-Soviet border, vou will certainly

receive resolute counterblows from the Chinese people: and it is the Soviet Govern-

ment that must bear full responsibility for all the grave consequences arising

therefrom.

B. STATEMENT BY SOVIET GOVERNMENT, MARCH 29, 1969

Recently on the Ussuri River in the region of Damanskii [Zhen Bao] Island there

have occurred armed border incidents provoked bv the Chinese side. The Chinese

authorities did not and cannot have anv justification for the organization of these

incidents or for the resulting clashes and bloodshed. Such events can onlv gladden

those who want bv anv means to dig an abyss of enmitv between the Soviet Union
and the People's Republic of China. They have nothing in common with the basic

interests of the Soviet and Chinese peoples.

The circumstances of the armed attacks on Soviet border guards on the Ussuri

River are well known. These were premeditated and previously planned actions.

On the morning of 2 March of this vear. an observation post detected a trans-

gression of the Soviet border at Damanskii Island bv approximately 30 Chinese sol-

diers. A group of Soviet border guards headed bv an officer made their way toward

the transgressors with the aim of filing a protest, as was done on earlier occasions,

and insisting that they leave Soviet territory. The Chinese soldiers allowed the Soviet

border guards to approach within several meters and then suddenly, without any
warning, opened fire at them from pointblank range.

At the same time, from an ambush on Damanskii Island where the Chinese sol-

diers had earlier secredv moved under cover of darkness, and from the Chinese

shore, artillery guns, mortars, and automatic weapons opened fire on another group
of Soviet border guards located near the So\iet shore. Thev joined the battle and.

with the support of a neighboring border post, drove the transgressors out of Soviet

territory. As a result of this treacherous attack there were dead and wounded on both

sides.

In spite of a warning from the So\iet government and a call to refrain from
such provocations, on 14-15 March in this same region the Chinese side launched new
attempts at armed intrusion into the Soviet Union. Elements of the regular Chinese

army, supported by artillery and mortar fire, attacked the Soviet border troops pro-

tecting Damanskii Island. The attack was decisively repelled, and the transgressors

were driven from So\iet territory This provocation bv the Chinese side generated

new casualties.

Now the Chinese authorities in their statements are trying to avoid responsi-
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bility for the armed clashes. They claim that it was not the Chinese but the Soviet

border guards who transgressed the state frontier, and that this island supposedly

does not belong to the Soviet Union. The Chinese side does not dispute the fact that

4 its military personnel acted according to a prepared plan, although by having recourse

to a false assertion, it presents the use of arms by the Chinese transgressors as a "nec-

essary measure." . .

.

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

In what ways do the Soviet and Chinese versions of this episode differ?

2. How do you account for the differences in these two versions?

3. Why did these border clashes become such important international incidents?

4. In the long run, why were the Chinese and Soviet governments each anxious to avoid

war?

5. Why did these border clashes lead each side to seek better relations with the West?



Part IV

The Era of Detente, 1969-1979

50 The Nixon Doctrine, 1969

When Richard Nixon came to the White House in January 1969, the United States was in

the midst of its most disastrous and unpopular conflict. The Vietnam war, and the growing

realization that America was not winning, had sapped the nation's morale and left the public

deeply divided. In line with his campaign promises, Nixon was anxious to bring the war to

an early and honorable end, and to avoid the involvement of U.S. troops in any more such ven-

tures. At the same time, as a staunch anti-communist and devout Cold Warrior, he was deter-

mined to protect American interests and prevent communist expansion anywhere in the

world.

One upshot of this was the Nixon Doctrine, which he first put forth during an informal

conversation with reporters on the island of Guam during a trip to Asia in July 1969. Ruminating

on the future U.S. role in Asia once the war in Vietnam was over, the president speculated that

the increasing independence and nationalism of the Asian nations seemed to portend a

more limited and less visible American presence. Then, in response to a question, he set

forth what was to become the heart of his new doctrine: the United States would expect its

friends and clients in Asia to take increasing responsibility for their own internal security and

military defense.

Later, in November of that year, in a major speech on the Vietnam war, he spelled out

this new approach. The United States would continue to uphold its treaty commitments, he

assured his listeners, and to provide a nuclear shield for its allies and friends. However, in

the event of conflict, although America would still supply extensive economic aid and mili-

tary equipment, it would henceforth expect the nation involved to provide the troops and per-

sonnel for its own defense. This was embodied in his Vietnamization program, designed to

gradually turn over the actual fighting in southeast Asia to the forces of South Vietnam. But

it was also intended as a general policy principle to preclude Vietnam-type debacles else-

where in the years to come.

153
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A. EXCERPTS FROM NIXON'S REMARKS AT GUAM,
JULY 25, 1969

4

The United States is going to be facing, we hope before too long—no one can say how
long, but before too long—a major decision: What will be its role in Asia and in the

Pacific after the end of the war in Vietnam? We will be facing that decision, but also

the Asian nations will be wondering about what that decision is....

This is a decision that will have to be made, of course, as the war comes to an
end. But the time to develop the thinking which will go into that decision is now. I

think that one of the weaknesses in American foreign policy is that too often we react

rather precipitately to events as they occur. We fail to have the perspective and the long-

range view which is essential for a policy that will be viable.. .

.

Now, one other point I would make very briefly is that in terms of this situa-

tion as far as the role we should play, we must recognize that there are two great,

new factors which you will see, incidentally, particularly when you arrive in the Philip-

pines—something you will see there that we didn't see in 1953, to show you how
quickly it has changed: a very great growth of nationalism, nationalism even in the

Philippines, vis-a-vis the United States, as well as other countries in the world. And, also,

at the same time that national pride is becoming a major factor, regional pride is

becoming a major factor.

The second factor is one that is going to, I believe, have a major impact on the

future of Asia, and it is something that we must take into account. Asians will say in

every country that we visit that they do not want to be dictated to from the outside,

Asia for the Asians. And that is what we want, and that is the role we should play. We
should assist, but we should not dictate.

At this time, the political and economic plans that they are gradually develop-

ing are very hopeful. We will give assistance to those plans. We, of course, will keep

the treaty commitments that we have. But as far as our role is concerned, we must
avoid that kind of policy that will make countries in Asia so dependent upon us that

we are dragged into conflicts such as the one that we have in Vietnam.

This is going to be a difficult line to follow. It is one, however, that I think, with

proper planning, we can develop....

...However, I believe that the time has come when the United States, in our

relations with all of our Asian friends, be quite emphatic on two points: One, that

we will keep our treaty commitments, our treaty commitments, for example, with

Thailand under SEATO; but, two, that as far as the problems of internal security are

concerned, as far as the problems of military defense, except for the threat of a major

power involving nuclear weapons, that the United States is going to encourage and
has a right to expect that this problem will be increasingly handled by, and the respon-

sibility for it taken by, the Asian nations themselves.

I believe, incidentally, from my preliminary conversations with several Asian

leaders over the past few months that they are going to be willing to undertake this

responsibility. It will not be easy. But if the United States just continues down the

road of responding to requests for assistance, of assuming the primary responsibility

for defending these countries when they have internal problems or external problems,

they are never going to take care of themselves.
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B. EXCERPTS FROM NIXON'S ADDRESS TO THE NATION,
NOVEMBER 3, 1969

At the time we launched our search for peace I recognized we might not succeed in

bringing an end to the war through negotiation. I, therefore, put into effect another

plan to bring peace—a plan which will bring the war to an end regardless of what
happens on the negotiating front.

It is in line with a major shift in U.S. foreign policy which I described in my
press conference at Guam on July 25. Let me briefly explain what has been described

as the Nixon Doctrine—a policy which not only will help end the war in Vietnam,

but which is an essential element of our program to prevent future Vietnams.

We Americans are a do-it-yourself people. We are an impatient people. Instead

of teaching someone else to do a job, we like to do it ourselves. And this trait has

been carried over into our foreign policy. In Korea and again in Vietnam, the United

States furnished most of the money, most of the arms, and most of the men to help

the people of those countries defend their freedom against Communist aggression.

Before any American troops were committed to Vietnam, a leader of another

Asian country expressed this opinion to me when I was traveling in Asia as a private

citizen. He said: "When you are trying to assist another nation to defend its freedom,

U.S. policy should be to help them fight the war but not to fight the war for them."

Well, in accordance with this wise counsel, I laid down in Guam three principles as

guidelines for future American policy toward Asia:

• First, the United States will keep all of its treaty commitments.
• Second, we shall provide a shield if a nuclear power threatens the freedom of a

nation allied with us or of a nation whose survival we consider vital to our security.

• Third, in cases involving other types of aggression, we shall furnish military and eco-

nomic assistance when requested in accordance with our treaty commitments.
But we shall look to the nation directly threatened to assume the primary respon-

sibility of providing the manpower for its defense.

After I announced this policy, I found that the leaders of the Philippines, Thai-

land, Vietnam, South Korea, and other nations which might be threatened by Com-
munist aggression, welcomed this new direction in American foreign policy.

The defense of freedom is everybody's business—not just America's business.

And it is particularly the responsibility of the people whose freedom is threatened.. .

.

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

Why did Nixon first float his new approach in an informal meeting with reporters, rather

than proclaiming it at once as a basic policy doctrine?

2. According to Nixon, what was wrong with American foreign policy in Asia prior to the

Nixon Doctrine?

3. What reasons did he give for the promulgation of the Nixon doctrine?

4. What other reasons might he have had that he did not mention?

5. How did Nixon expect the Asian nations to respond to his new doctrine?

6. How did he expect the American people to respond?
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51 The Berlin Accords, September 1971

The construction of the Berlin Wall in 1961 increased resentment in the divided city, but actu-

ally lessened superpower tension over its continuing division. It staunched the hemorrhage

of trained professionals from East to West, thus satisfying the Soviet bloc, and it handed the

West a tailor-made propaganda victory by enabling the "free world" to portray East Berlin as

a prison. By the mid-1960s, the central issue concerning Berlin's status had come to be the

painful separation of friends, families, and generations on opposite sides of the Wall. From 1966

to 1969, West Germany was governed by a "Grand Coalition" of Christian Democrats and

Socialists (the two principal parties in the country), which precluded meaningful progress on

the issue of Berlin because of the sharply divergent attitudes of the coalition partners.

The 1969 general election brought the Socialists to power and made Willi Brandt chan-

cellor. Brandt, unlike his predecessor Kurt Kiesinger, had impeccable anti-Nazi credentials and

had earned his political spurs as mayor of West Berlin. At once he set about to regularize

relations with the Warsaw Pact, negotiating with Poland and the Soviet Union as part of his

"Eastern Policy" or Ostpolitik. He also opened discussion with his East German counterparts

in an effort to ameliorate the misery caused by the Wall. In 1971, Brandt's labors paid off

when the four powers occupying Germany—Britain, France, the USSR, and the U.S.A.

—

signed an agreement on the status of West Berlin. The Berlin Accords removed the threat

of East German harassment of traffic on highways linking West Berlin to the Federal Repub-

lic, thus lessening the prospects of a repetition of the 1948-1949 Berlin Blockade (#14). In

return for this restriction on its sovereignty over access routes, East Germany received de facto

Western recognition as an independent state when its name appeared seven times in the

document. Two years later, in the autumn of 1973, West and East Germany were both admit-

ted to the United Nations. The German Question was still not settled, but it was certainly

easier to live with once the Berlin Accords were signed.

QUADRIPARTITE AGREEMENT ON BERLIN, SEPTEMBER 3, 1971

The Governments of the United States ofAmerica, the French Republic, the Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics, and the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern

Ireland,

Represented by their Ambassadors, who held a series of meetings in the build-

ing formerly occupied by the Allied Control Council in the American sector of Berlin,

Acting on the basis of their quadripartite rights and responsibilities, and of the

corresponding wartime and postwar agreements and decisions of the four powers,

which are not affected,

Taking into account the existing situation in the relevant area,

Guided by the desire to contribute to practical improvements of the situation,

Without prejudice to their legal positions,

Have agreed on the following. . .

.

PART II: PROVISIONS RELATING TO THE WESTERN SECTORS OF BERLIN

A. The Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics declares that

transit traffic by road, rail and waterways through the territory of the German Demo-
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cratic Republic [East Germany] of Chilian persons and goods between the western sec-

tors of Berlin and the Federal Republic of Germany [West Germany] will be unim-
peded; that such traffic will be facilitated so as to take place in the most simple and
expeditious manner; and that it will receive preferential treatment....

B. The Governments of the French Republic, the United Kingdom and the

United States of America declare that the ties between the Western sectors of Berlin

and the Federal Republic of Germany will be maintained and developed, taking into

account that these sectors continue not to be a constituent part of the Federal Repub-

lic of Germany and not to be governed by it....

C. The Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics declares that

communications between the Western sectors of Berlin and areas bordering on these

sectors and those areas of the German Democratic Republic which do not border

on these sectors will be improved. Permanent residents of the Western sectors of

Berlin will be able to travel to and visit such areas for compassionate, family, reli-

gious, cultural or commercial reasons, or as tourists, under conditions comparable to

those applying to other persons entering these areas....

Done at the building formerlv occupied bv the Allied Control Council in the

American sector of Berlin, this third day of September, 1971, in four originals, each

in the English, French and Russian languages, all texts being equally authentic...

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1. What "rights" did the Four Powers have in Berlin? Why were they so careful to pre-

serve them in the Preamble?

2. What did West Berlin gain from the Berlin Accords?

3. What did East Germany gain?

4. Why were the Western powers so careful to state that West Berlin was not a constituent

part of West Germany?

5. Which portions of the document made clear that no repetition of the 1 948-1 949 Berlin

Blockade would be tolerated?

6. Why would the USSR be willing to accept this agreement?

52 Nixon's China Visit: The Shanghai

Communique, February 1972

By the early 1970s, the growing conflict between China and Russia, combined with the grad-

ual withdrawal of U.S. troops from Vietnam, had created a new situation in East Asia. As the

American presence diminished, the Chinese grew less concerned about the U.S. threat, and

increasingly convinced that the USSR was a more immediate and more serious danger. And
the Americans, worried that Moscow might move to fill the gap that the U.S. left behind,

began to look upon China as a potential bulwark against Soviet expansion in Asia.

As a result, Beijing and Washington began gradually to move toward rapprochement.

The fact that they had been bitter foes for decades, combined with the ongoing U.S. pres-
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ence in Vietnam and Taiwan, made this a slow and tentative process. Still, using Romania and
Pakistan as intermediaries, President Nixon sent signals to the Chinese leaders, who
responded in spring of 1971 by hosting the American table tennis team on a good will trip to

4 China, and in summer of that year by welcoming a surreptitious visit by Henry Kissinger,

Nixon's national security advisor. Finally, in July, the president publicly announced that he

would go to China, thus sending shock waves through the international arena.

Nixon's official visit, in February 1972, created enormous excitement and raised great

expectations. With the whole world looking on, Nixon met with Premier Zhou and Chairman

Mao, visited the Great Wall of China, and was entertained and charmed by his Chinese

hosts. In private discussions, however, it became clear that continued U.S. support for the

Nationalist regime on Taiwan would preclude the full normalization of relations between

Washington and Beijing. On February 27, as Nixon prepared to leave, the two governments

issued a joint communique frankly outlining their agreements and their differences (espe-

cially regarding Taiwan), and pledging to work together to improve their relations and relax ten-

sions in Asia.

EXCERPTS FROM COMMUNIQUE ISSUED AT SHANGHAI,
FEBRUARY 27, 1972

...There are essential differences between China and the United States in their social

systems and foreign policies. However, the two sides agreed that countries, regardless

of their social systems, should conduct their relations on the principles of respect

for the sovereignty and territorial integrity of all states, nonaggression against other

states, noninterference in the internal affairs of other states, equality and mutual

benefit, and peaceful coexistence. International disputes should be settled on this

basis, without resorting to the use or threat of force. The United States and the Peo-

ple's Republic of China are prepared to apply these principles to their mutual
relations.

With these principles of international relations in mind the two sides stated

that:

• Progress toward the normalization of relations between China and the United

States is in the interests of all countries.

• Both wish to reduce the danger of international military conflict.

• Neither should seek hegemony in the Asia-Pacific region and each is opposed to the

efforts by any other country or group of countries to establish such hegemony; and
• Neither is prepared to negotiate on behalf of any third party or to enter into agree-

ments or understandings with the other directed at other states.

Both sides are of the view that it would be against the interests of the peoples of

the world for any major country to collude with another against other countries, or

for major countries to divide up the world into spheres of interest.

The sides reviewed the long-standing serious disputes between China and the

United States.

The Chinese side reaffirmed its position: the Taiwan question is the crucial

question obstructing the normalization of relations between China and the United

States; the Government of the People's Republic of China is the sole legal govern-
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ment of China; Taiwan is a province of China which has long been returned to the

motherland; the liberation of Taiwan is China's internal affair in which no other

country has the right to interfere; and all US forces and military installations must be
withdrawn from Taiwan. The Chinese government firmlv opposes am activities which

aim at the creation of "one China, one Taiwan." "one China, two governments." "two

Chinas," and "independent Taiwan" or advocate that "the status of Taiwan remains to

be determined."

The U.S. side declared: The United States acknowledges that all Chinese on
either side of the Taiwan Strait maintain there is but one China and that Taiwan is a

part of China. The United States Government does not challenge that position. It

reaffirms its interest in a peaceful settlement of the Taiwan question bv the Chinese
themselves. With this prospect in mind, it affirms the ultimate objective of the with-

drawal of all U.S. forces and militarv installations from Taiwan. In the meantime, it

will progressively reduce its forces and militarv installations on Taiwan as the ten-

sion in the area diminishes.

The two sides agreed that it is desirable to broaden the understanding between

the two peoples. To this end, they discussed specific areas in such fields as science,

technology, culture, sports, andjournalism, in which people-to-people contacts and
exchanges would be mutuallv beneficial. Each side undertakes to facilitate the further

development of such contacts and exchanges.

Both sides view bilateral trade as another area from which mutual benefits can

be derived, and agree that economic relations based on equality and mutual benefit

are in the interest of the peoples of the two countries. They agree to facilitate the

progressive development of trade between their two countries.

The two sides agree that they will stav in contact through various channels,

including the sending of a senior U.S. representative to Peking from time to time

for concrete consultations to further the normalization of relations between the two

countries and continue to exchange views on issues of common interest.

The two sides expressed the hope that the gains achieved during this visit would

open up new prospects for the relations between the two countries. They believe

that the normalization of relations between the two countries is not only in the inter-

est of the Chinese and American peoples, but also contributes to the relaxation of ten-

sion in Asia and the world. . .

.

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1. What considerations prompted the Americans and Chinese to want to improve their

relations?

2. Why was Nixon in a better position to take this step than other American leaders?

3. Why did the two sides issue this communique at the end of Nixon's visit?

4. What implicit message did the communique contain for the Soviet Union?

5. Why was the issue of Taiwan so important to the Chinese leaders, and why was it such

an obstacle to normalized relations with America?

6. What were the main similarities and differences between the Chinese and American

positions concerning Taiwan?

7. Even without normalized relations, what steps did the two nations agree could be taken

to improve the ties between them?
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53 The ABM Treaty

and SALT I, 1972

In the early 1970s, the breakthrough in relations between China and America was accom-

panied by a decrease in tension between Moscow and Washington that came to be known
as detente. As the U.SA. disengaged from Vietnam and lost its lead in strategic missiles,

and as the USSR watched its conflict with China grow and its economy deteriorate, the two

sides began to work toward accord in areas of common interest.

One such area was the prevention of nuclear war. During the late 1960s, the balance

of terror which deterred such conflict had been threatened by the development of anti-ballistic

missile (ABM) systems to shoot down incoming rockets. First the Soviets built an ABM site to

protect Moscow, then the Americans responded with one designed to defend nuclear missiles

in North Dakota. Fearful that, by protecting against a missile counterattack, these new weapons

might tempt one side to launch a surprise nuclear strike, Washington persuaded Moscow to

negotiate restrictions on them.

Another such area was the effort to halt the arms race. Beginning in 1969, Strategic

Arms Limitation Talks (SALT) were conducted in Helsinki and Vienna, with the aim of get-

ting both superpowers to agree to limit their strategic missiles to the number they already

had. Disputes arose, however, over whether U.S. missiles in Europe and submarine-based mis-

siles on both sides should be included in the pact, and whether restrictions should be placed

on the number of warheads each missile could carry. So the talks dragged on for two and a

half years, and even then the best they could produce was an interim pact designed to last

five years.

Finally, in spring of 1972, President Nixon flew to Moscow for a summit conference

with Soviet leader Brezhnev. This was a momentous occasion, marking the first peacetime visit

by a U.S. president to Russia, and the onset of the era of detente. There, on May 26th, the

superpower leaders signed two landmark agreements: the ABM Treaty, which restricted each

side to two missile-defense systems (one to protect its capital and one to defend a missile site),

and the Interim SALT I Agreement, which sought to freeze strategic missiles at 1972 levels.

For many Americans, however, SALT I had a serious flaw: it left the USSR with an

advantage in both intercontinental ballistics missiles (ICBMs) and submarine-launched bal-

listics missiles (SLBMs). Treaty supporters argued that U.S. leads in long-range bombers

and multiple warheads, combined with American and allied missiles in Europe that could hit

the USSR, more than made up the difference, but this did not satisfy the critics. So when

SALT I was submitted to the U.S. Senate for ratification, Senator Henry Jackson of Wash-

ington managed to attach to the resolution of approval an amendment urging the president

to seek a future treaty that "would not limit the United States to levels of intercontinental

strategic forces inferior to the limits provided for the Soviet Union." The Nixon administration

agreed that it could live with this provision and the resolution, including the "Jackson Amend-

ment," was approved in September 1972.
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A. TREATY ON THE LIMITATION
OF ANTI-BALLISTIC MISSILE SYSTEMS,
MAY 26, 1972

The United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, here-

inafter referred to as the Parties,

Proceeding from the premise that nuclear war would have devastating conse-

quences for all mankind,
Considering that effective measures to limit anti-ballistic missile systems would

be a substantial factor in curbing the race in strategic offensive arms and would lead

to a decrease in the risk of outbreak of war invoking nuclear weapons,

Proceeding from the premise that the limitation of anti-ballistic missile systems,

as well as certain agreed measures with respect to the limitation of strategic offen-

sive arms, would contribute to the creation of more favorable conditions for further

negotiations on limiting strategic arms,...

Have agreed as follows:

ARTICLE I

1. Each Party undertakes to limit anti-ballistic missile (ABM) systems and to

adopt other measures in accordance with the provisions of this Treaty.

2. Each Party undertakes not to deploy ABM systems for a defense of the terri-

tory of its country and not to provide a base for such a defense, and not to deployABM
systems for defense of an individual region except as provided for in Article III of

this Treaty. . .

.

ARTICLE III

Each Party undertakes not to deploy ABM systems or their components except that:

(a) within one ABM system deployment area having a radius of 150 kilometers

and centered on the Party's national capital, a Party may deploy:

(1) no more than one hundred ABM launchers and no more than 100 ABM
interceptor missiles at launch sites, and

(2) ABM radars within no more than six ABM radar complexes, the area of

each complex being circular and having a diameter of no more than three kilome-

ters; and
(b) within one ABM system deployment area having a radius of 150 kilometers

and containing ICBM silo launchers, a Party may deploy:

(1) no more than one hundred ABM launchers and no more than 100 ABM
interceptor missiles at launch sites,

(2) two large phased-array ABM radars operational or under construction

on the date of signature of the Treaty in an ABM system deployment area containing

ICBM silo launchers, and

(3) no more than eighteen ABM radars each having a potential less than

the potential of the smaller of the above-mentioned two large phased-array ABM
radars. . .

.
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ARTICLE V

1

.

Each Party undertakes not to develop, test, or deploy ABM systems or com-
ponents which are sea-based, air-based, space-based, or mobile land-based.

2. Each Party undertakes not to develop, test, or deploy ABM launchers for

launching more than one ABM interceptor missile at a time from each launcher,

nor to modify deployed launchers to provide them with such a capability, nor to

develop, test, or deploy automatic or semi-automatic or other similar systems for

rapid reload ofABM launchers....

ARTICLE XII

1. For the purpose of providing assurance of compliance with the provisions

of this Treaty, each Party shall use national technical means of verification at its dis-

posal in a manner consistent with generally recognized principles of international

law.

2. Each Party undertakes not to interfere with the national technical means of

verification of the other Party operating in accordance with paragraph 1 of this

Article.

3. Each Party undertakes not to use deliberate concealment measures which
impede verification by national technical means of compliance with the provisions of

this Treaty....

ARTICLE XV

1

.

This Treaty shall be of unlimited duration.

2. Each Party shall, in exercising its national sovereignty, have the right to with-

draw from this Treaty if it decides that extraordinary events related to the subject

matter of this Treaty havejeopardized its supreme interests. It shall give notice of its

decision to the other Party six months prior to withdrawal from the Treaty. Such
notice shall include a statement of the extraordinary events the notifying Party regards

as havingjeopardized its supreme interests....

Done at Moscow on May 26, 1972, in two copies, each in the English and Russ-

ian languages, both texts being equally authentic...

B. INTERIM AGREEMENT ON CERTAIN MEASURES
WITH RESPECT TO THE LIMITATION OF STRATEGIC
OFFENSIVE ARMS (SALT I), MAY 26, 1972

The United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, here-

inafter referred to as the Parties,

Convinced that the Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems

and this Interim Agreement on Certain Measures with Respect to the Limitation of

Strategic Offensive Arms will contribute to the creation of more favorable conditions

for active negotiations on limiting strategic arms as well as to the relaxation of inter-

national tension and the strengthening of trust between States,
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Taking into account the relationship between strategic offensive and defensive

arms,

Mindful of their obligations under Article VI of the Treaty on the Non-Prolif-

eration of Nuclear Weapons,
Have agreed as follows:

ARTICLE I

The Parties undertake not to start construction of addidonal fixed land-based inter-

continental ballistic missile (ICBM) launchers after July 1, 1972....

ARTICLE III

The Parties undertake to limit submarine-launched ballistic missile (SLBM) launch-

ers and modern ballistic missile submarines to the numbers operational and under
construction on the date of signature of this Interim Agreement, and in addition to

launchers and submarines constructed under procedures established by the Parties

as replacements for an equal number of ICBM launchers of older types deployed
prior to 1964 or for launchers on older submarines.

ARTICLE IV

Subject to the provisions of this Interim Agreement, modernization and replace-

ment of strategic offensive ballistic missiles and launchers covered by this Interim

Agreement may be undertaken.

ARTICLE V

[This article repeats verbatim the provisions of Article XII of the ABM Treaty, above.]

ARTICLE VII

The Parties undertake to continue active negotiations for limitations on strategic

offensive arms. The obligations provided for in this Interim Agreement shall not

prejudice the scope or terms of the limitations on strategic offensive arms which may
be worked out in the course of further negotiations.

ARTICLE VIII

1. This Interim Agreement shall enter into force upon exchange of written

notices of acceptance by each Party, which exchange shall take place simultaneously

with the exchange of instruments of ratification of the Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-

Ballistic Missile Systems.

2. This Interim Agreement shall remain in force for a period of five years unless

replaced earlier by an agreement on more complete measures limiting strategic

offensive arms. It is the objective of the Parties to conduct active follow-on negotia-

tions with the aim of concluding such an agreement as soon as possible.

3. Each Party shall, in exercising its national sovereignty, have the right to with-
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draw from this Interim Agreement if it decides that extraordinary events related to

the subject matter of this Interim Agreement havejeopardized its supreme interest.

It shall give notice of its decision to the other Party six months prior to withdrawal from
' this Interim Agreement. . .

.

PROTOCOL TO THE INTERIM AGREEMENT

The United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, here-

inafter referred to as the Parties,

Having agreed on certain limitations relating to submarine-launched ballistic mis-

sile launchers and modern ballistic missile submarines, and to replacement proce-

dures, in the Interim Agreement,
Have agreed as follow:

The Parties understand that, under Article III of the Interim Agreement for

the period during which that Agreement remains in force:

The U.S. may have no more than 710 ballistic missiles launchers on submarines

(SLBMs) and no more than 44 modern ballistic missile submarines. The Soviet Union
may have no more than 950 ballistic missile launchers on submarines and no more
than 62 modern ballistic missile submarines.

Additional ballistic missile launchers on submarines up to the above-mentioned

levels, in the U.S.—over 656 ballistic missile launchers on nuclear-powered sub-

marines, and in the USSR—over 740 ballistic missile launchers on nuclear-powered

submarines, operational and under construction, may become operational as replace-

ments for equal numbers of ballistic missile launchers of older types deployed prior

to 1964 or of ballistic missile launchers on older submarines.

The deployment of modern SLBMs on any submarine, regardless of type, will

be counted against the total level of SLBMs permitted for the U.S. and the USSR.
This Protocol shall be considered an integral part of the Interim Agreement.

Done at Moscow this 26th day of May, 1972....

C. RESOLUTION (INCLUDING THE JACKSON AMENDMENT)
APPROVING INTERIM SALT I AGREEMENT,
SEPTEMBER 30, 1972

Resolved by the Senate and House ofRepresentatives of the United States ofAmerica in Congress

assembled, That the Congress hereby endorses those portions of the Declaration of

Basic Principles of Mutual Relations Between the United States of America and the

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics signed by President Nixon and General Secre-

tary Brezhnev at Moscow on May 29, 1972, which relate to the dangers of military

confrontation...and which read as follows:

"The United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics

attach major importance to preventing the development of situations capable of

causing a dangerous exacerbation of their relations..." and "will do their utmost to

avoid military confrontations and to prevent the outbreak of nuclear war" and "will

always exercise restraint in their mutual relations," and "on outstanding issues will

conduct" their discussions and negotiations "in a spirit of reciprocity, mutual accom-

modation and mutual benefit." and
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"Both sides recognize that efforts to obtain unilateral advantage at the expense

of the other, direcdy or indirectly, are inconsistent with these objectives," and
"The prerequisites for maintaining and strengthening peaceful relations between

the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics are the

recognition of the security interests of the parties based on the principle of equal-

in - and the renunciation of the use or threat of force."

SEC. 2. The President is hereby authorized to approve on behalf of the United

States the interim agreement between the United States of America and the Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics on certain measures with respect to the limitation of

strategic offensive arms and the protocol related thereto, signed at Moscow on May
26, 1972, by Richard Xixon, President of the United States of America and Leonid I.

Brezhnev, General Secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of

the Soviet Union.

SEC. 3. The Government and the people of the United States ardently desire

a stable international strategic balance that maintains peace and deters aggression.

The Congress supports the stated policy of the United States that, were a more com-
plete strategic offensive arms agreement not achieved within the five years of the

interim agreement, and were the survivability of the strategic deterrent forces of

the United States to be threatened as a result of such failure, this could jeopardize

the supreme national interests of the United States; the Congress recognizes the

difficulty of maintaining a stable strategic balance in a period of rapidly develop-

ing technology; the Congress recognizes the principle of United States-Soviet Union
equality reflected in the antiballistic missile treaty, and urges and requests the Pres-

ident to seek a future treaty that, inter alia, would not limit the United States to lev-

els of intercontinental strategic forces inferior to the limits provided for the Soviet

Union; and the Congress considers that the success of these agreements and the

attainment of more permanent and comprehensive agreements are dependent
upon the maintenance under present world conditions of a vigorous research and
development and modernization program as required by a prudent strategic posture.

SEC. 4. The Congress hereby commends the President for having successfully

concluded agreements with the Soviet Union limiting the production and deploy-

ment of antiballistic missiles and certain strategic offensive armaments, and it supports

the announced intention of the President to seek further limits on the production and
deployment of strategic armaments at future Strategic Arms Limitation Talks....

Approved September 30, 1972.

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

How might the rapprochement between the United States and China have contributed

to detente between the U.S.A. and USSR?

2. Why were the Americans so anxious to restrict ABM development?

3. Why did the treaty permit each side to construct two ABM sites, one to defend its cap-

ital and the other to protect missiles?

4. Why was the ABM Treaty considered essential to efforts to control the arms race?

5. What was the main significance of the SALT I agreement? What were the main short-

comings of this treaty?

6. Why did the Soviets wish to count intermediate range U.S. missiles in Europe as strate-

gic arms? Why did the Americans object to this?
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7. Why was the failure to reach agreement on the multiple warhead issue (number of

warheads per missile) an important defect of this treaty?

8. Why were American "hawks" so dissatisfied with the SALT I agreement? What were
their fears and concerns?

9. Why did Senator Jackson propose an amendment, rather than simply opposing ratifi-

cation of the treaty? What other underlying purpose might this amendment serve?

10. How did this amendment make it easier for skeptical senators to support ratification

of the SALT I agreement?

1 1

.

Why did the Nixon administration agree to accept this amendment? What benefits

might it provide in future negotiations with Moscow?

54 The U.S. Withdrawal from Vietnam,

January 1973

President Nixon took office in 1 969 convinced that American involvement in Vietnam must end.

Lyndon Johnson's 1968 peace initiative (#45B) had led to fruitless negotiations between the

United States, North Vietnam, South Vietnam, and the Viet Cong. When Nixon took charge,

he began gradually to lower the number of U.S. troops in Vietnam while searching for an

honorable exit through a backstairs deal with either the Soviets or the Chinese, the two main

suppliers of arms to the Vietnamese communists. His decision to open contact with the Peo-

ple's Republic of China (#52) was motivated in part by the hope that Beijing might be will-

ing to pressure Hanoi.

Meanwhile, Nixon's national security advisor Henry Kissinger had begun to meet

secretly in Paris with Le DucTho, a special emissary of the North Vietnamese Politburo. By

October of 1 972 it appeared that a peace agreement was close, but North Vietnamese recal-

citrance following Nixon's reelection in November led the President to order a massive bomb-

ing campaign in late December. This "Christmas bombing" caused widespread damage to

North Vietnamese cities and ports, and to Nixon's standing at home, thereby convincing both

sides of the cost of further struggle. Kissinger and Le Due Tho continued to negotiate and soon

reached agreement. In a nationwide address on January 23, four days before the signing of

the Paris Peace Accords, Nixon announced that "peace with honor" had been achieved.

The honor of a great power is not easy to define. For Bismarck, it was very different

from prestige: a great power was obliged before God to act in accordance with its genuine

rather than its apparent national interests. In modern times, "honor" is an overused term that

seems almost indistinguishable from prestige. Nixon himself feared that America would be

viewed as "a pitiful, helpless giant" if it did not fulfill its commitments. Others argued that a truly

great power must be willing to swallow its pride and alter its course if its prior commitments

were jeopardizing its genuine national interests. The question remains open, but Nixon's

speech and the Paris Peace Accords may both be read in this context.
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A. NIXON'S ADDRESS TO THE NATION,
JANUARY 23, 1973

Good evening. I have asked for this radio and television dme tonight for the pur-

pose of announcing that we today have concluded an agreement to end the war and
bring peace with honor in Vietnam and Southeast Asia....

In my addresses to the nadon from this room on January 25 and May 8, I set

forth the goals that we considered essential for peace with honor. In the setdement

that has now been agreed to, all the condidons that I laid down then have been met.

A cease-fire internationally supervised will begin at 7 p.m. this Saturday, January 27,

Washington dme. Within 60 days from this Saturday all Americans held prisoners of

war throughout Indochina will be released.

There will be the fullest possible accounting for all of those who are missing

in acdon. During the same 60-day period all American forces will be withdrawn from
South Vietnam.

The people of South Vietnam have been guaranteed the right to determine

their own future without outside interference....

The United States will continue to recognize the Government of the Republic

of Vietnam as the sole legitimate government of South Vietnam. We shall continue

to aid South Vietnam within the terms of the agreement, and we shall support efforts

for the people of South Vietnam to settle their problems peacefully among them-

selves.

We must recognize that ending the war is only the first step toward building

the peace.

All pardes must now see to it that this is a peace that lasts and also a peace that

heals, and a peace that not only ends the war in Southeast Asia but contributes to

the prospects of peace in the whole wrorld. This will mean that the terms of the agree-

ment must be scrupulously adhered to. We shall do everything the agreement requires

of us, and we shall expect the other parties to do everything it requires of them. We
shall also expect other interested nadons to help insure that the agreement is car-

ried out and peace is maintained....

Now that we have achieved an honorable agreement, let us be proud that Amer-
ica did not settle for a peace that would have betrayed our allies, that would have

abandoned our prisoners of war or that would have ended the war for us but would
have continued the war for the 50 million people of Indochina.

Let us be proud of the two and a half million young Americans who served in

Vietnam, who served with honor and distinction in one of the most selfless enter-

prises in the history of nadons.

And let us be proud of those who sacrificed, who gave their lives, so that the

people of South Vietnam might live in freedom, and so that the world might live in

peace....
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B. THE PARIS PEACE ACCORDS, JANUARY 27, 1973

The parties participating in the Paris conference on Vietnam,
With a view to ending the war and restoring peace in Vietnam on the basis of

respect for the Vietnamese people's fundamental national rights and the South Viet-

namese people's right to self-determination, and to contributing to the consolida-

tion of peace in Asia and the world,

Have agreed on the following provisions and undertake to respect and to imple-

ment them:

ARTICLE 1

The United States and all other countries respect the independence, sovereignty,

unity and territorial integrity of Vietnam as recognized by the 1954 Geneva Agree-

ments on Vietnam.

ARTICLE 2

A cease-fire shall be observed throughout South Vietnam as of 2400 hours g.m.t. on
Jan. 27, 1973. At the same hour, the United States will stop all its military activities

against the territory of the Democratic Republic of Vietnam [North Vietnam] by

ground, air and naval forces, wherever they may be based, and end the mining of

the territorial waters, ports, harbors and waterways of the Democratic Republic of

Vietnam. The United States will remove, permanently deactivate or destroy all the

mines in the territorial waters, ports, harbors and waterways of North Vietnam as

soon as this agreement goes into effect.

The complete cessation of hostilities mentioned in this article shall be durable

and without limit of time.

ARTICLE 3

The parties undertake to maintain the cease-fire and to insure a lasting and stable

peace....

ARTICLE 4

The United States will not continue its military involvement or intervene in the inter-

nal affairs of South Vietnam.

ARTICLE 5

Within 60 days of the signing of this agreement, there will be a total withdrawal from

South Vietnam of troops, military personnel, including technical military personnel

and military personnel associated with the pacification program, armaments, muni-

tions and war material of the United States...!

ARTICLE 6

The dismantlement of all military bases in South Vietnam of the United States

and. . .other foreign countries. . .shall be completed within 60 days of the signing of this

agreement....
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ARTICLE 8

(a) The return of captured military personnel and foreign Chilians of the par-

ties shall be carried out simultaneously with and completed not later than the same
day as the troop withdrawal mentioned in Article 5. . .

.

(b) The parties shall help each other to get information about those military per-

sonnel and foreign Chilians of the parties missing in action....

ARTICLE 9

The Goyernment of the United States of America and the Government of the Demo-
cratic Republic ofVietnam undertake to respect the following principles for the exer-

cise of the South Vietnamese people's right to self-determination:

(a) The South Vietnamese people's right to self-determination is sacred, inalien-

able and shall be respected by all countries.

(b) The South Vietnamese people shall decide themselves the political future

of South Vietnam through genuinely free and democratic general elections under
international supervision.

(c) Foreign countries shall not impose any political tendency or personality on
the South Vietnamese people....

ARTICLE 15

The reunification of Vietnam shall be carried out step by step through peaceful

means on the basis of discussions and agreements between North and South Viet-

nam, without coercion or annexation by either party, and without foreign interference.

The time for reunification will be agreed upon by North and South Vietnam....

Done in Paris this 27th dav ofJanuary, 1973, in Vietnamese and English. The
Vietnamese and English texts are official and equally authentic.

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

Based on your reading of Nixon's speech, how did he define "peace with honor"?

2. What sort of settlement would the South Vietnamese government, and Nixon himself,

have regarded as dishonorable?

3. What commitments made by America to South Vietnam are explicitly reaffirmed in the

speech?

4. What did Nixon expect the North Vietnamese to do after the conclusion of the Paris

Peace Accords?

5. Did Nixon find any reasons to be proud of America's role in Vietnam? If so, what were

they?

6. In Article 1 of the Paris accords, what was the significance of U.S. acceptance of the

1954 Geneva agreements (#24)?

7. Which of the signatories would have insisted on Articles 4 and 6? Which would have

insisted on Articles 8 and 9? Why?

8. How did the Paris accords handle the question of the eventual reunification of

Vietnam?



1 70 THE ERA OF DETENTE, 1 969-1 979

55 The Vladivostok Summit, 1974

In the wake of the 1972 Moscow summit, the spirit of detente seemed to flourish. In October,

a comprehensive trade agreement was reached between Moscow and Washington, and in

December a "Basic Treaty" was concluded between East and West Germany. In January

1973, negotiations toward mutual and balanced force reductions (MBFR) between NATO
and the Warsaw Pact opened in Vienna, and the Paris Peace accords brought an end to

U.S. combat in Vietnam. In June Brezhnev traveled to America for his second summit with

Nixon, and in July the long-awaited Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe

(CSCE) finally began in Helsinki.

However, by the time Nixon and Brezhnev met again, in June of 1974 in Moscow, the

glow of detente had faded. A dangerous confrontation during the Middle East war in fall of 1 973

had exposed the limits of superpower cooperation. The SALT II discussions had drifted into

deadlock, and key provisions of the trade accord had stalled in the U.S. Congress. And the

Watergate scandal, having ruined Nixon's presidency, would soon force him to resign.

Shortly after Nixon left office in August 1974, a summit conference was arranged

between his successor, Gerald R. Ford, and Soviet leader Brezhnev. Their meeting, at Vladi-

vostok in Soviet East Asia, exceeded most expectations, and helped breathe new life into

detente. The two leaders, assisted by Foreign Minister Gromyko and Secretary of State

Kissinger, managed to overcome the SALT impasse by agreeing to establish "ceilings" for

the sum total of missiles and bombers each side could have and for the number of these

that could be fitted with multiple warheads. They also discussed a wide range of other issues

and agreed to meet again the following year.

A. AGREEMENT CONCLUDED AT VLADIVOSTOK,
NOVEMBER 24, 1974

During their working meeting in the area of Vladivostok on Nov. 23-24, 1974, the

President of the U.S.A., Gerald R. Ford, and General Secretary of the Central Com-
mittee of the CPSU, L. I. Brezhnev, discussed in detail the question of further limi-

tations of strategic offensive arms.

They reaffirmed the great significance that both the United States and the

USSR attach to the limitation of strategic offensive arms. They are convinced that a

long-term agreement on this question would be a significant contribution to improv-

ing relations between the U.S. and the USSR, to reducing the danger of war and to

enhancing world peace. Having noted the value of previous agreements on this ques-

tion, including the interim agreement of May 26, 1972, they reaffirm the intention to

conclude a new agreement on the limitation of strategic offensive arms to last through

1985.

As a result of the exchange of views on the substance of such a new agreement,

the President of the United States ofAmerica and the General Secretary of the Cen-

tral Committee of the CPSU concluded that favorable prospects exist for complet-

ing the work on this agreement in 1975.

Agreement was reached that further negotiations will be based on the following

provisions:
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1. The new agreement will incorporate the relevant provisions of the interim

agreement of Mav 26, 1972, which will remain in force until October, 1977.

2. The new agreement will cover the period from October, 1977, through Dec.

31, 1985.

3. Based on the principle of equality and equal security, the new agreement
will include the following limitations:

A. Both sides will be entitled to have a certain agreed aggregate number of

strategic deliverv vehicles.

B. Both sides will be entitled to have a certain agreed aggregate number of

ICBM's and SLBM's equipped with multiple independentlv targetable warheads

(MIRV's).

4. The new agreement will include a provision for further negotiations begin-

ning no later than 1980-1981 on the question of further limitations and possible

reductions of strategic arms in the period after 1985.

5. Negotiations between the delegations of the U.S. and USSR to work out the

new agreement incorporating the foregoing points will resume in Geneva in Januarv,

1975.

B. EXCERPT FROM PRESIDENT FORD'S STATEMENT,
DECEMBER 2, 1974

My meetings at Vladivostok with General Secretary Brezhnev were a valuable oppor-

tunity to review Soviet-American relations and chart their future course. Although

this was our original purpose, Secretary Brezhnev and I found it possible to go beyond

this get-acquainted stage. Building on the achievements of the past three years wTe

agreed that prospects were favorable for more substantial, and may I say, very inten-

sive negotiations on the primary issue of limitation of strategic arms. In the end, we
agreed on the general framework for a new agreement that will last through 1985.

We agreed it is realistic to aim at completing this agreement next year. This is

possible because we made major breakthroughs on two critical issues.

(1) We agreed to put a ceiling of 2,400 each on the total number of intercon-

tinental ballistic missiles, submarine-launched missiles and heavy bombers.

(2) We agreed to limit the number of missiles that can be armed with multi-

ple warheads (MIRV's). Of each side's total of 2,400, 1,320 can be so armed.

These ceilings are well below the force levels which would otherwise have been

expected over the next 10 years, and verv substantially below: the forces which would

result from an all-out arms race over that same period.

What we have done is to set firm and equal limits on the strategic forces of each

side, thus preventing an arms race with all its terror, instability, war-breeding tension

and economic waste. We have in addition created the solid basis from which future

arms reductions can be...and hopefully will be... negotiated.

It will take more detailed negotiations to convert this agreed framework into

a comprehensive accord. But we have made a long step forward toward peace, on a

basis of equality, the only basis on which agreement was possible....
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DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

Why were the Soviet leaders anxious to restore and maintain the momentum of detente

following Nixon's resignation?
4

2. Why were the American leaders anxious to continue their dialogue with Moscow?

3. What were the basic features of nuclear arms agreement concluded at Vladivostok? How
did they differ from SALT I?

4. How did the Vladivostok arms "ceilings" finesse the restrictions set by the Jackson

Amendment (#53C)?

5. According to President Ford, what expectations did he have going into this meeting?

6. What expectations did he have as a result of it?

56 The Jackson^Vanik Amendment

The optimism generated by the Vladivostok summit of November 1974 did not last very long.

Only two months later, in January of 1975, a severe blow was dealt to East-West relations

when Moscow formally repudiated the Soviet-American Trade Agreement of 1972. This trade

pact, negotiated in the wake of the first Nixon-Brezhnev summit, had been one of the cor-

nerstones of detente.

Moscow's rejection had less to do with trade than it did with Soviet emigration policy and

U.S. congressional politics. For the Russians, one of the key features of the agreement had

been a provision whereby the United States would grant them most favored nation (MFN)

status, thus ensuring nondiscriminatory treatment and giving them the same rights as Amer-

ica's best trade partners. However, in 1973-74, as Congress considered a new trade bill, it

sought to use the occasion to pressure Moscow to ease its emigration restrictions, espe-

cially for Soviet Jews.

In 1973, Representative Charles Vanik secured passage of an amendment in the

House that would preclude MFN status for any communist country unless the president

attested that it did not unduly limit emigration. In 1974, Senator Henry Jackson proposed a

similar amendment in the Senate. This provision, cleverly crafted to win support of anti-com-

munists, humanitarians, and Jewish-Americans, tied up the bill for most of 1974. It also

aroused the ire of the Kremlin, which saw it as a gratuitous intrusion in its internal affairs.

The bill finally passed, after a compromise was reached whereby the president could grant

MFN status if he assured Congress that doing so would advance the cause of freer emigra-

tion, as described below in Title IV of the resulting trade act. But this, along with limits placed

on the amount of credit to be granted the USSR, was too much for the Kremlin, which sub-

sequently withdrew from the entire trade agreement.
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PUBLIC LAW 93-618: TRADE ACT OF 1974. TITLE IV—TRADE
RELATIONS WITH COUNTRIES NOT CURRENTLY RECEIVING
NONDISCRIMINATORY TREATMENT

SEC. 402. FREEDOM OF EMIGRATION IN EAST-WEST TRADE

(a) To assure the continued dedication of the United States to fundamental
human rights, and notwithstanding any other provision of law, on or after the date of

the enactment of this Act products from any nonmarket economy country shall not

be eligible to receive nondiscriminatory treatment (most-favored-nation treatment)

,

such country- shall not participate in any program of the Government of the United

States which extends credits or credit guarantees or investment guarantees, direcdy

or indirectly, and the President of the United States shall not conclude any com-
mercial agreement with any such country, during the period beginning with the date

on which the President determines that such country

—

(1) denies its cidzens the right or opportunity to emigrate;

(2) imposes more than a nominal tax on emigration or on the visas or other

documents required for emigration, for any purpose or cause whatsoever; or

(3) imposes more than a nominal tax, levy, fine, fee, or other charge on any

citizen as a consequence of the desire of such citizen to emigrate to the country of his

choice,

and ending on the date on which the President determines that such country is no
longer in violation of paragraph (1), (2), or (3).

(b) After the date of the enactment of this Act,

(A) products of a nonmarket economy country may be eligible to receive

nondiscriminatory treatment (most-favored-nation treatment),

(B) such country may participate in any program of the Government of the

United States which extends credits or credit guarantees or investment guarantees, and
(C) the President may conclude a commercial agreement with such

country,

only after the President has submitted to the congress a report indicating that

such country is not in violation of paragraph (1), (2), or (3) of subsection (a). Such
report with respect to such country shall include information as to the nature and
implementation of emigration laws and policies and restrictions or discrimination

applied to or against persons wishing to emigrate. The report required by this sub-

section shall be submitted initially as provided herein and, with current information,

on or before each June 30 and December 31 thereafter so long as such treatment is

received, such credits or guarantees are extended, or such agreement is in effect.

(c)(1) During the 18-month period beginning on the date of the enactment

of this Act, the President is authorized to waive by Executive order the application of

subsection (a) and (b) with respect to any country, if he reports to the Congress

that

—

(A) he has determined that such waiver will substantially promote the

objectives of this section; and
(B) he has received assurances that the emigration practices of that

country will henceforth lead substantially to the achievement of the objectives of this

section.

(2) During any period subsequent to the 18-month period referred to in

paragraph (1), the President is authorized to waive by Executive order the application
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of subsections (a) and (b) with respect to any country, if the waiver authority granted
by this subsection continues to apply to such country...and if he reports to the Con-
gress that

—

* (A) he has determined that such waiver will substantially promote the

objectives of this section; and
(B) he has received assurances that the emigration practices of that

country will henceforth lead substantially to the achievement of the objectives of this

section....

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

Why were some members of Congress anxious to link MFN status to Soviet emigration

policy?

2. Why did the Jackson-Vanik amendment attract such widespread support?

3. Why were the Soviets so resentful of this amendment?

4. Why did the Nixon and Ford administrations consider this amendment unwise? Why did

they finally agree to accept a compromise?

5. What impact was this amendment likely to have on Soviet emigration policies? What
impact was it likely to have on detente?

57 The Helsinki Final Act, 1975

In summer of 1975, the sagging spirit of detente received a badly needed boost when lead-

ers of thirty-five nations gathered in Helsinki, Finland to sign a document known as the

Helsinki Final Act. This was a crowning achievement of the Conference on Security and

Cooperation in Europe (CSCE), which had been organized in 1972 after the first Nixon-

Brezhnev summit and had begun meeting in July of 1973. It represented the centerpiece of

European detente, the ultimate peace settlement of World War II in Europe, and the culmination

of Moscow's efforts to gain international agreement that postwar frontiers were permanent and

inviolable.

It also provided a convenient opportunity for face-to-face discussions between Presi-

dent Ford and General Secretary Brezhnev. By this time, Moscow's repudiation of the Soviet-

American trade agreement in January, followed in April by the communist triumph in Vietnam,

had scuttled the hopes for a Washington summit that had been raised at Vladivostok. So
when the two men travelled to Helsinki for the signing ceremony, they took advantage of the

occasion to meet and renew their commitment to improving East-West relations and pursu-

ing a SALT II accord.

Along with its provisions relating to European security, economic cooperation, and sci-

entific collaboration, the Helsinki Final Act also established guidelines regarding humanitar-

ianism and human rights. These guidelines, grouped together in the segment known as

"Basket Three," provided specific standards concerning freedom of emigration and freedom

of information. In future years, Soviet failure to comply with these standards would be mon-

itored carefully by Western governments, human rights advocates, and dissident groups

within the USSR, creating serious headaches for Moscow.
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EXCERPTS FROM DECLARATION SIGNED AT HELSINKI,
AUGUST 1, 1975

QUESTIONS RELATING TO SECURITY IN EUROPE

The states participating in the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe.. .

.

Declare their determination to respect and put into practice the following prin-

ciples, which all are of primary significance, guiding their mutual relations:

The participating states will respect each other's sovereign equality and indi-

viduality as well as all the rights inherent in and encompassed by its sovereignty,

including in particular the right of every state to juridical equality, to territorial

integrity and to freedom and political independence. They will also respect each

other's right freely to choose and develop its political, social, economic and cultural

systems as well as its right to determine its laws and regulations.. .

.

The participating states will refrain in their mutual relations, as well as in their

international relations in general, from the threat or use of force against the territorial

integrity or political independence of any state. No considerations may be invoked to

serve to warrant resort to the threat or use of force in contravention of this principle.. .

.

The participating states regard as inviolable all one another's frontiers as well

as the frontiers of all states in Europe, and therefore they will refrain now and in the

future from assaulting these frontiers. . .

.

The participating states will settle disputes among them by peaceful means in

such a manner as not to endanger international peace and security and justice. They
will endeavor in good faith and a spirit of cooperation to reach a rapid and equi-

table solution on the basis of international law....

The participating states will refrain from any intervention, direct or indirect, indi-

vidual or collective, in the internal or external affairs falling within the domestic

jurisdiction of another participating state, regardless of their mutual relations.

The participating states will refrain from direct or indirect assistance to ter-

rorist activities or to subversive or other activities directed towards the violent over-

throw of the regime of another participating state.

The participating states will respect human rights and fundamental freedoms,

including the freedom of thought, conscience, religion or belief, for all without dis-

tinction as to race, sex, language or religion.

Within this framework the participating states will recognize and respect the

freedom of the individual to profess and practice, alone or in community with oth-

ers, religion or belief acting in accordance with the dictates of his own conscience.

The participating states on whose territory national minorities exist will respect

the right of persons belonging to such minorities to equality before the law, will

afford them the full opportunity for the actual enjoyment of human rights and fun-

damental freedoms and will, in this manner, protect their legitimate interests in this

sphere.

The participating states recognize the universal significance of human rights

and fundamental freedoms, respect for which is an essential factor for the peace,

justice and well-being necessary to insure the development of friendly relations and
cooperation among themselves as among all states.
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They will constantly respect these rights and freedoms in their mutual rela-

tions....

DOCUMENTS ON CONFIDENCE-BUILDING MEASURES AND CERTAIN
ASPECTS OF SECURITY AND DISARMAMENT

The participating states...

Recognizing the need to contribute to reducing the dangers of armed conflict

and of misunderstanding or miscalculation of military activities which could give rise

to apprehension, particularly in a situation where the participating states lack clear

and timely information about the nature of such activities,

Recognizing that this measure deriving from political decision rests upon a vol-

untary basis, have adopted the following:

They will notify their major militarv maneuvers to all other participating states

through usual diplomatic channels in accordance with the following provisions:

Notification will be given of major militarv maneuvers exceeding a total of

25,000 troops, independently or combined with any possible air or naval compo-
nents. In the case of independent maneuvers of amphibious or airborne troops, or

of combined maneuvers involving them, these troops will be included in this total. Fur-

thermore, in the case of combined maneuvers which do not reach the above total

but which involve land forces together with significant numbers of either amphibious

or airborne troops, or both, notification can also be given.

Notification will be given of major military maneuvers which take place on the

territory, in Europe, of any participating state as well as, if applicable, in the adjoin-

ing sea area and airspace. . .

.

Notification will be given 21 days or more in advance of the start of the maneu-
ver, or in the case of a maneuver arranged at shorter notice, at the earliest possible

opportunity prior to its starting date.

Notification will contain information of the designation, if any, of the general

purpose of and the states involved in the maneuver, the type or types and numeri-

cal strength of the forces engaged, the area and estimated time frame of its conduct.

The participating states will also, if possible, provide additional relevant informa-

tion, particularly that related to the components of the forces engaged and the period

of involvement of these forces. . .

.

The participating states will invite other participating states, voluntarily and on
a bilateral basis, in a spirit of reciprocity and goodwill towards all participating states,

to send observers to attend military maneuvers....

COOPERATION IN THE FIELD OF ECONOMICS, OF SCIENCE
AND TECHNOLOGY, AND OF THE ENVIRONMENT

The participating states will encourage the expansion of trade on as broad a multi-

lateral basis as possible, thereby endeavoring to utilize the various economic and
commercial possibilities.

They will endeavor to reduce or progressively eliminate all kinds of obstacles to

the development of trade; will foster a steady growth of trade while avoiding as far as

possible abrupt fluctuations in their trade.

The participating states will promote the publication and dissemination of eco-

nomic and commercial information at regular intervals and as quickly as possible....
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COOPERATION IN HUMANITARIAN AND OTHER FIELDS

The participating sta*

Will make it their aim to facilitate freer movement and contacts, indhidnalh

and colleetiveh. whether privately or officially, among persons, institutions and orga-

nizations of the participating states.

In order to promote further development of contacts on the basis of family ties

the participating states will favorably consider applications for travel with the pur-

pose of allowing persons to enter or leave their territory temporarih and on a regu-

lar basis if desired, in order to visit members of their families

The participating states will deal in a positive and humanitarian spirit with the

applications ofpersons who wish to be reunited with members of their family, with spe-

cial attention given to requests ofan urgent character They will deal with applications

in this field as expeditiously as possible.. .

.

The participating states will examine favorably and on the basis ofhumanitar-

ian considerations requests for exit or entry permits from persons who have decided

to marry a citizen from another participating state.. .

.

The participating states intend to facilitate wider travel by their citizens for per-

sonal or professional reasons and to this end they intend in particular:

• Gradually to simplify and to administer flexibly the procedures for exit and entry.

• To ease regulations concerning movement of citizens from the other participating

states in their territory with due regard to securitv requirements.. .

.

Bv wav of further developing contacts among governmental institutions and
nongovernmental organizations and associations, including women's organizations,

the participating states will facilitate the convening of meetings as well as travel by

delegations, groups and individuals.

The participating states,

Make it their aim to facilitate the freer and wider dissemination of information

of all kinds, to encourage cooperation in the field of information and the exchange
of information with other countries, and to improve the conditions under which
journalists from one participating state exercise their professions in another partic-

ipating state, and express their intention in particular:

• To facilitate the dissemination of oral information through the encouragement of

lectures and lecture tours by personalities and specialists from the other partici-

pating states, as well as exchanges ofopinions at round-table meetings, seminars, svm-

posia. summer schools, congresses and other bilateral and multilateral meetings.

• To facilitate the improvement of the dissemination, on their territory, of newspa-

pers and printed publications, periodical and nonperiodical, from the other par-

ticipating states. For this purpose they will encourage their competent firms and
organizations to conclude agreements and contracts designed gradually to increase

the quantities and the number of tides of newspapers and publications imported

from the other participating states.

The participating states express the intention to promote the improvement of

the dissemination of filmed and broadcast information.

The participating states note the experience in the dissemination of informa-
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tion broadcast by radio and express the hope for the continuation of this process so

as to meet the interest of mutual understanding among peoples and the aims set

forth by this conference.

To encourage cooperation in the field of information on the basis of short or

long term agreements or arrangements, in particular:

They will favor increased cooperation among mass media organizations, includ-

ing press agencies, as well as among publishing houses and organizations.

They will favor cooperation among public or private national or international

radio and television organizations, in particular through the exchange of both live and
recorded radio and television programs....

The participating states are disposed to increase substantially their cultural

exchanges, with regard both to persons and to cultural works, and to develop among
them an active cooperation, both at the bilateral and the multilateral level, in all

fields of culture.

The participating states express their intention to promote wider dissemina-

tion of books and artistic works, in particular by facilitating, while taking full account

of the international copyright conventions to which they are a party, international

contacts and communications between authors and publishing houses as well as

other cultural institutions, with a view to a more complete mutual access to cultural

achievements.

The participating states express their intention to contribute, by appropriate

means, to the development of contacts and cooperation in the various fields of cul-

ture, especially among creative artists and people engaged in cultural activities.

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

In what sense could the Helsinki Final Act be regarded as the ultimate peace settlement

of World War II in Europe?

2. How did this document seek to improve European security and cooperation?

3. Why would the USSR have reason to be pleased with this document?

4. Why would the nations of Western Europe have reason to be pleased with this docu-

ment?

5. Why was the USSR so anxious to have the current frontiers in Europe recognized as

permanent and inviolable?

6. Why did the provisions on human rights present such potential problems for Moscow?

7. In the climate of 1975, why was it possible for Ford and Brezhnev to meet in Helsinki,

but not in Washington?

58 Carter on Human Rights, 1977

The Soviet government got along reasonably well with the Republican presidents who suc-

ceeded Lyndon Johnson. Richard Nixon, despite his strident anti-Communism, was a realistic

politician who was always willing to put pragmatism above principle. When Nixon was forced
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to resign in 1974, General Secretary Leonid Brezhnev was at first alarmed, but was quickly

reassured when Nixon's successor, Gerald Ford, proved equally practical. The election of

Jimmy Carter in 1 976 changed the rules of the game and left the Soviets uncertain of how to

proceed.

Carter, an enigma to many of his countrymen as well as to governments around the

world, was a born-again Christian peanut farmer from Georgia who held a degree in nuclear

engineering from the United States Naval Academy. As if his background was not sufficiently

unusual, he proceeded to introduce a new variable into American foreign policy. Since the

Declaration of Independence in 1776, American politics had been filled with references to

inalienable human rights. Those rights had not always been honored at home and had seldom

been emphasized in Washington's dealings abroad. Now, as the United States completed

the celebrations of the bicentennial of its independence, Carter proposed to create a "human

rights" standard by which the United States would judge the conduct of other nations. A gov-

ernment wishing to remain friendly with Washington would have to meet that standard. The

USSR was both perplexed and annoyed, given its own problems with the human rights pro-

visions of the Helsinki Final Act (#57). It would not be the only nation to feel that way about

Carter's human rights policy.

CARTER'S ADDRESS TO THE UNITED NATIONS,
MARCH 17, 1977

Thank you, Mr. Secretary General.

Last night I was in Clinton, Massachusetts, at a town hall meeting where people

of that small town decide their political and economic future.

Tonight I speak to a similar meeting where people representing nations all

over the world come here to decide their political and economic future.

I am proud to be with you tonight in this house where the shared hopes of the

world can find a voice.

I have come here to express my own support, and the continuing support of

my country, for the ideals of the United Nations.. .

.

It's now eight weeks since I became President. I've brought to office a firm

commitment to a more open foreign policy. And I believe that the American peo-

ple expect me to speak frankly about the policies that we intend to pursue and it is

in that spirit that I speak to you tonight about our own hopes for the future.

I see a hopeful world, a world dominated by increasing demands for basic free-

doms, for fundamental rights, for higher standards of human existence. We are eager

to take part in the shaping of that world.

But in seeking such a better world, we are not blind to the reality of disagree-

ment nor to the persisting dangers that confront us all. Every headline reminds us of

bitter divisions, of national hostilities, of territorial conflicts, of ideological competition.

In the Middle East peace is a quarter century overdue. A gathering racial conflict

threatens Southern Africa, new tensions are rising in the horn of Africa; disputes in

the eastern Mediterranean remain to be resolved.

Perhaps even more ominous is the staggering arms race. The Soviet Union and
the United States have accumulated thousands of nuclear weapons. Our two nations

have almost five times as many missile warheads today as we had eight years ago. Yet
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we are not five times more secure! On the contrary, the arms race has only increased

the risk of conflict.

We can only improve this world ifwe are realistic about its complexities. The dis-

agreements we face are deeply rooted, and they often raise difficult philosophical

as well as territorial issues. They will not be solved easily; they will not be solved

quickly. The arms race is now embedded in the very fabric of international affairs

and can only be contained with the greatest difficulty. Poverty, inequality are of such
monumental scope that it will take decades of deliberate and determined effort even
to improve the situation substantially.

I stress these dangers and these difficulties because I want all of us to dedicate

ourselves to a prolonged and persistent effort designed:

First, to maintain peace and to reduce the arms race;

Second, to build a better and more cooperative international economic system;

And third, to work with potential adversaries as well as our close friends to

advance the cause of human rights....

The search for peace and justice also means respect for human dignity. All the

signatories of the UN Charter have pledged themselves to observe and to respect

basic human rights. Thus, no member of the United Nations can claim that mis-

treatment of its citizens is solely its own business. Equally, no member can avoid its

responsibilities to review and to speak when torture or unwarranted deprivation

occurs in any part of the world.

The basic thrust of human affairs points toward a more universal demand for

fundamental human rights. The United States has a historical birthright to be asso-

ciated with this process.

We in the United States accept this responsibility in the fullest and the most
constructive sense. Ours is a commitment, and not just a political posture. I know
perhaps as well as anyone that our own ideals in the area of human rights have not

always been attained in the United States, but the American people have an abiding

commitment to the full realization of these ideals. We are determined, therefore, to

deal with our deficiencies quickly and openly. We have nothing to conceal....

The United Nations is the global forum dedicated to the peace and well-being

of every individual—no matter how weak or how poor. But we have allowed its human
rights machinery to be ignored and sometimes politicized. There is much that can be

done to strengthen it....

Strengthened international machinery will help us to close the gap between

promise and performance in protecting human rights. When gross or widespread

violation takes place—contrary to international commitments—it is of concern to

all. The solemn commitments of the UN Charter, of the UN's Universal Declaration

of Human Rights, of the Helsinki Accords and of many other international instru-

ments must be taken just as seriously as commercial or security agreements....

These then are our basic priorities as we work with other members to strengthen

and improve the United Nations:

First, we will strive for peace in the troubled areas of the world.

Second, we will aggressively seek to control the weaponry of war.

Third, we will promote a new system of international economic progress and

cooperation.

And fourth, we will be steadfast in our dedication to the dignity and well-being

of people throughout the world....
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DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

President Carter asserted that no nation could claim that "mistreatment of its citizens

is solely its own business." Why not? Why would any nation make such a claim?

2. Why did he claim the United States had a "historical birthright to be associated with

this process"? What did he mean by this?

3. When Carter said that the United States had not always lived up to its ideals in the

area of human rights, to what might he have been referring?

4. What difficulties might Carter expect to encounter in attempting to implement his human
rights policy?

5. What counter-arguments might other members of the United Nations have used against

Carter?

59 Peace Between Egypt and Israel, 1977-1979

Although he signed a Treaty of Peace and Friendship with Moscow in 1971, and accepted large

amounts of Soviet aid in preparation for the Arab-Israeli War of 1973, Egypt's President

Anwar el-Sadat increasingly grew dissatisfied with Soviet support and concluded that only

Washington had enough clout to pressure the Israelis into making real concessions. In 1972

he expelled Soviet advisors from Egypt, and in 1976 he abrogated the Peace and Friend-

ship Treaty with the USSR. The following year, in a dramatic break with precedent, he flew to

Israel and made a historic speech on November 20th to the Israeli parliament (the Knesset).

It is difficult to exaggerate the emotional impact of Sadat's action. No leader of an Arab

state had ever visited Israel. No Arab state had granted diplomatic recognition to Israel. Since

1948, most Arabs had refused to recognize Israel's right to exist as an independent nation.

Sadat's bold and dramatic gesture astounded Israelis and enraged much of the Arab world.

His initiative led to a return visit by Israeli prime minister Menachem Begin later that

same year. Extensive diplomatic contacts then took place behind the scenes. In September

1978, President Carter invited both Sadat and Begin to come to the United States to nego-

tiate a framework for an eventual peace treaty. The choice of the U.S.A. as a location for

these talks underscored America's importance as a power broker in the Middle East.

Sadat and Begin met for twelve days at Camp David, the presidential retreat in Mary-

land's Catoctin Mountains. Carter was present for much of that period, and saved the con-

ference from collapse on September 16th, when he prevailed upon the two antagonists to

make one last attempt to reach agreement with himself as mediator. The effort proved suc-

cessful, and the historic Camp David Agreements were announced the next day.

Although the Camp David Framework envisioned a treaty within three months, sev-

eral issues, including that of the Palestinian Arabs living in Israeli-occupied territory on the West

Bank and in the Gaza Strip, delayed its conclusion until March 1979. Finally the two parties

agreed to leave the Palestinian problem for another day, and were able to reach agreement

on issues affecting themselves. The final document, signed on a bright spring day in Wash-

ington, afforded one of the great photo opportunities of the twentieth century, with Sadat and

Begin joining hands that were clasped by a beaming Jimmy Carter standing between them,

as the flags of Egypt, Israel, and the United States rippled in a stiff breeze. It remained to

be seen if this would constitute the beginning of a general Middle Eastern peace, or would
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remain an isolated example of what can be accomplished when statesmen set out deliberately

to break the chains of past ideas and animosities.

A. EXCERPT FROM SADAT'S SPEECH IN ISRAEL,
NOVEMBER 20, 1977

I have chosen to set aside all precedents and traditions known by warring countries.

In spite of the fact that occupation of Arab territory is still there, the declaration of

my readiness to proceed to Israel came as a great surprise that stirred many feelings

and confounded many minds. Some of them even doubted its intent. . .

.

I have chosen to come to you with an open heart and an open mind. I have
chosen to give this great impetus to all international efforts exerted for peace. I have

chosen to present you in your own home, the realities, devoid of any scheme or

whim. Not to maneuver, to win a round, but for us to win together, the most dan-

gerous of rounds embatded in modern history, the batde of permanent peace based

on justice.

It is not my battle alone. Nor is it the batde of the leadership in Israel alone. It

is the batde of all and every citizen in our territories, whose right it is to live in peace.

It is the commitment of conscience and responsibility in the hearts of millions.

When I put forward this initiative, many asked what is it that I conceived as pos-

sible to achieve during this visit and what my expectations were. And as I answer
these questions, I announce before you that I have not thought of carrying out this

initiative from the precepts of what could be achieved during this visit. I have come
here to deliver a message. I have delivered the message and may God be my witness.

I repeat with Zacharia: Love right and justice. From the holy Qu'ran I quote

the following verses: "We believe in God and in what has been revealed to us and
what was revealed to Abraham, Ishmael, Isaac,Jacob and the 13Jewish tribes. And in

the books given to Moses and Jesus and the prophets from their Lord, who made
no distinction between them." So we agree, Salam Aleikum—peace be upon you.

B. FRAMEWORK FOR PEACE AGREED TO AT CAMP DAVID,
SEPTEMBER 17, 1978

Muhammad Anwar el-Sadat, president of the Arab Republic of Egypt, and Menachem
Begin, prime minister of Israel, met withJimmy Carter, President of the United States

of America, at Camp David from September 5 to September 17, 1978, and have

agreed on the following framework for peace in the Middle East. They invite other

parties to the Arab-Israeli conflict to adhere to it.

...The parties are determined to reach ajust, comprehensive, and durable set-

tlement of the Middle East conflict.... Their purpose is to achieve peace and good
neighborly relations. They recognize that for peace to endure, it must involve all

those who have been most deeply affected by the conflict. They therefore agree that

this framework as appropriate is intended by them to constitute a basis for peace not

only between Egypt and Israel, but also between Israel and each of its other neighbors
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which is prepared to negotiate peace with Israel on this basis. With that objective in

mind, they have agreed to proceed as follows:

A. WEST BANK AND GAZA

1. Egypt, Israel, Jordan and the representatives of the Palestinian people should

participate in negotiations on the resolution of the Palestinian problem in all its

aspects. To achieve that objective, negotiations relating to the West Bank and Gaza
should proceed in three stages:

(a) Egypt and Israel agree that, in order to ensure a peaceful and orderly

transfer of authority, and taking into account the security concerns of all the parties,

there should be transitional arrangements for the West Bank and Gaza for a period

not exceeding five years. In order to provide full autonomy to the inhabitants, under
these arrangements the Israeli military government and its civilian administration

will be withdrawn as soon as a self-governing authority has been freely elected by the

inhabitants of these areas to replace the existing military government. To negotiate

the details of a transitional arrangement, the government ofJordan will be invited to

join the negotiations on the basis of this framework. These new arrangements should

give due consideration both to the principle of self-government by the inhabitants of

these territories and to the legitimate security concerns of the parties involved....

B. EGYPT-ISRAEL

1

.

Egypt and Israel undertake not to resort to the threat or the use of force to

settle disputes. Any disputes shall be settled by peaceful means in accordance with the

provisions of Article 33 of the Charter of the United Nations.

2. In order to achieve peace between them, the parties agree to negotiate in

good faith with a goal of concluding within three months from the signing of this

framework a peace treaty between them, while inviting the other parties to the con-

flict to proceed simultaneously to negotiate and conclude similar peace treaties with

a view to achieving a comprehensive peace in the area. The Framework for the Con-

clusion of a Peace Treaty Between Egypt and Israel will govern the peace negotia-

tions between them. The parties will agree on the modalities and the timetable for the

implementation of their obligations under the treaty.

C. ASSOCIATED PRINCIPLES

1. Egypt and Israel state that the principles and provisions described below

should apply to peace treaties between Israel and each of its neighbors—Egypt, Jor-

dan, Syria and Lebanon.
2. Signatories shall establish among themselves relationships normal to states at

peace with one another. To this end, they should undertake to abide by all the pro-

visions of the Charter of the United Nations. Steps to be taken in this respect include:

(a) full recognition;

(b) abolishing economic boycotts;

(c) guaranteeing that under theirjurisdiction the citizens of the other par-

ties shall enjoy the protection of the due process of law....

Signed by Sadat and Begin, with Carter signing as a witness.
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C. TREATY BETWEEN EGYPT AND ISRAEL, MARCH 26, 1979

ARTICLE I

1. The state of war between the parties will be terminated and peace will be
established between them upon the exchange of instruments of ratification of this

treaty.

2. Israel will withdraw all its armed forces and civilians from the Sinai behind the

international boundary between Egypt and mandated Palestine..., and Egypt will

resume the exercise of its full sovereignty over the Sinai.

3. Upon completion of the interim withdrawal. . ., the parties will establish nor-

mal and friendly relations, in accordance with Article III (3).

ARTICLE II

The permanent boundary between Egypt and Israel is the recognized international

boundary between Egypt and the former mandated territory of Palestine...without

prejudice to the issue of the status of the Gaza Strip. The parties recognize this bound-
ary as inviolable. Each will respect the territorial integrity of the other, including

their territorial waters and airspace.

ARTICLE III

1. The parties will apply between them the provisions of the Charter of the

United Nations and the principles of international law governing relations among
states in time of peace. In particular:

A. They recognize and will respect each other's sovereignty, territorial integrity

and political independence.

B. They recognize and will respect each other's right to live in peace within

their secure and recognized boundaries.

C. They will refrain from the threat or use of force, directly or indirectly,

against each other and will settle all disputes between them by peaceful means.

2. Each party undertakes to insure that acts or threats of belligerency, hostility

or violence do not originate from and are not committed from within its territory, or

by any forces subject to its control or by any other forces stationed on its territory,

against the population, citizens or property of the other party. Each party also under-

takes to refrain from organizing, instigating, inciting, assisting or participating in

acts or threats of belligerency, hostility, subversion or violence against the other party,

anywhere, and undertakes to insure that perpetrators of such acts are brought to

justice.

3. The parties agree that the normal relationship established between them
will include full recognition, diplomatic, economic and cultural relations, termination

of economic boycotts and discriminatory barriers to the free movement of people

and goods, and will guarantee the mutual enjoyment by citizens of the due process

of law. . .

.

Done at Washington this 26th day of March 1979, in duplicate in the Arabic, Eng-

lish and Hebrew languages, each text being equally authentic. In case of any diver-

gence of interpretation, the English text shall prevail.



THE ERA OF DETENTE. 1 969-1 979 1 85

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1 . Why would many Israelis have distrusted Sadat? In his address, how did Sadat attempt

to overcome this distrust?

2. Why did Sadat think it would be both difficult and dangerous to achieve "permanent

peace based on justice"?

3. Why would Sadat have concluded that Soviet support was less valuable to him than

American support?

4. Why did Carter work so hard for peace between Egypt and Israel? What benefits might

such a peace bring to the U.S.A.?

5. Where in the Camp David Framework is there an implicit recognition by Egypt of Israel's

right to exist?

6. Why were the West Bank and Gaza such difficult situations for Egypt and Israel to set-

tle?

7. What concessions to Egypt were made by Israel? What concessions did Egypt make
to Israel in return?

8. Why did negotiations take place in the U.S.A., rather than Egypt or Israel? What sig-

nificance did this have for Moscow?

9. Why was possession of the Sinai peninsula such an important issue in the conclusion

of the treaty?

10. How did the treaty settle the issue of the Gaza Strip?

1 1

.

Why was Article 3. part 2, so important to Israel?

12. What did the treaty mean by a "normal relationship" between the two nations? Why
did such a relationship not exist already?

1 3. In what ways was the treaty a setback for Moscow and a victory for Washington? What

potential problems might it entail for each of the superpowers?

60 The Normalization of U.S.-Chinese Relations,

1978-1979

In December of 1978, President Carter made the dramatic announcement that, as of Janu-

ary 1, 1979. the United States would establish formal diplomatic relations with the People's

Republic of China. This marked the culmination of the process that had begun with Presi-

dent Nixon's trip to China in 1972. It also represented a conscious decision by the Carter

administration to strengthen its hand against Moscow by improving U.S. ties with Beijing.

From the time of Nixon's visit, the main obstacle to normalized relations had been the

Taiwan issue. For decades the United States had maintained close ties with the Nationalist

regime ("Republic of China"), and had continued to recognize it as China's official govern-

ment, even though since 1949 it had only controlled Taiwan. From the perspective of Bei-

jing, however. Taiwan was part of China, and U.S. support for the Nationalists was blatant

interference in Chinese internal affairs. In the Shanghai Communique of 1972 (#52), the

Nixon administration had agreed to acknowledge the fact that Taiwan was considered part of



1 86 THE ERA OF DETENTE, 1 969-1 979

China by both Communists and Nationalists, and gradually to decrease the U.S. military

presence there. But it had been unwilling to terminate its diplomatic relations with the Tai-

wan government.

* By 1978, however, the Carter administration was willing to take that step. Nationalist

leader Chiang Kai-shek, America's old wartime ally, had died in 1975, and had been followed

to the grave the following year by his nemesis Mao Zedong. Since then, under the leader-

ship of Deng Xiaoping (Teng Hsiao-ping), the Chinese Communists had moved away from

Mao's frenetic radicalism, and had adopted a more moderate and pragmatic approach to

domestic and foreign affairs. They also had joined the United States in vehement denuncia-

tions of the USSR. So, in return for unspecified assurances from Beijing that the Taiwan issue

would be resolved by peaceful means, the United States agreed to extend formal recognition

to the People's Republic and to cut its diplomatic ties with Taiwan.

This created both political and legislative problems for the Carter administration. Con-

servative critics and members of Congress denounced what they saw as the betrayal of a

longtime friend and ally, especially since it meant the cessation of a mutual defense treaty that

had been in force since 1955. Senator Barry Goldwater even took the administration to court,

arguing that, since the treaty was ratified by the U.S. Senate, the administration had no right

to terminate it without Senate consent. Goldwater's claim was upheld by a district court, but

later rejected on appeal.

In order to transform U.S. relations with Taiwan from a formal to an informal basis, in Jan-

uary 1979 the administration submitted to Congress legislation providing for unofficial ties

with the Nationalist government. This gave its foes a chance to put forth amendments which

would strengthen support for Taiwan. The most extreme measure, which would have declared

that an attack on Taiwan was a threat to American security, and thus virtually dictated a U.S.

military response, was voted down after intense debate. But lesser amendments, which

pledged to sell advanced weapons to Taiwan, were approved and incorporated in the bill,

committing the United States to a higher level of support than the administration would have

liked. The resulting legislation, known as the Taiwan Relations Act, was approved by the Con-

gress on March 28-29 and signed by the president on April 10.

A. CARTER'S STATEMENT ON OPENING TIES WITH CHINA,
DECEMBER 15, 1978

Good evening. I would like to read a joint communique which is being simultane-

ously issued in Peking at this very moment by the leaders of the People's Republic of

China:

AJoint Communique on the Establishment of Diplomatic Relations Between the United

States of America and the People's Republic of China, January 1, 1979.

The United States of America and the People's Republic of China have agreed to

recognize each other and to establish diplomatic relations as ofJanuary 1, 1979. The
United States recognizes the Government of the People's Republic of China as the sole

legal Government of China. Within this context the people of the United States will

maintain cultural, commercial and other unofficial relations with the people of Taiwan.

The United States of America and the People's Republic of China reaffirm the prin-

ciples agreed on by the two sides in the Shanghai Communique of 1972 and empha-

size once again that both sides wish to reduce the danger of international military

conflict. Neither should seek hegemony—that is the dominance of one nation over oth-
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ers—in the Asia-Pacific region or in any other region of the world and each is opposed
to efforts by any other country or group of countries to establish such hegemony Nei-

ther is prepared to negotiate on behalf of any other third part)- or to enter into agree-

ments or understandings with the other directed at other states.

The Government of the United States of America acknowledges the Chinese posi-

tion that there is but one China and Taiwan is part of China. Both believe that normal-

ization of Sino-American relations is not only in the interest of the Chinese and American
people but also contributes to the cause of peace in Asia and in the world. The United
States of America and the People's Republic of China will exchange ambassadors and
establish embassies on March 1, 1979.

Yesterday, our country and the People's Republic of China reached this final

historic agreement. On Jan. 1, 1979, a little more than two weeks from now, our two

Governments will implement full normalization of diplomatic relations.

As a nation of gifted people who comprise about one-fourth of the total pop-

ulation of the Earth, China plays, already, an important role in world affairs—a role

that can only grow more important in the years ahead.

We do not undertake this important step for transient tactical or expedient

reasons. In recognizing the People's Republic of China—that it is a single Government
of China, we're recognizing simple reality. But far more is involved in this decision than

just the recognition of a fact.

Before the estrangement of recent decades, the American and the Chinese
people had a long history of friendship. We've already begun to rebuild some of the

previous ties.

Now our rapidly expanding relationship requires a kind of structure that only

full diplomatic relations will make possible.

The change that I'm announcing tonight will be of great long-term benefit to

the peoples of both our country' and China and I believe for all the peoples of the

world.

Normalization and expanded commercial and cultural relations that it will

bring will contribute to the well-being of our nation to our own national interest.

And it will also enhance the stability of Asia.

These more positive relations with China can beneficially affect the world in

which we live and the world in which our children will live.

We have already begun to inform our allies and other nations and the mem-
bers of the Congress of the details of our intended action, but I wish also tonight to

convey a special message to the people of Taiwan.

I have already communicated with the leaders in Taiwan, with whom the Amer-
ican people have had, and will have, extensive, close and friendly relations. This is

important between our two peoples. As the United States asserted in the Shanghai

Communique of 1972, issued on President Nixon's historic visit, we will continue to

have an interest in the peaceful resolution of the Taiwan issue.

I have paid special attention to insuring that normalization of relations between

our country and the People's Republic will notjeopardize the well-being of the peo-

ple of Taiwan.

The people of our country will maintain our current commercial, cultural,

trade and other relations with Taiwan through nongovernmental means. Many other

countries of the world are already successfully doing this.

These decisions and these actions open a new and important chapter in our

country's history and also in world affairs. To strengthen and to expedite the bene-
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fits of this new relationship between China and the United States, I am pleased to

announce that Vice Premier Teng has accepted my invitation and will visit Wash-
ington at the end ofJanuary. His visit will give our Governments the opportunity to

, consult with each other on global issues and to begin working together to enhance
the cause of world peace.

These events are the final result of long and serious negotiations begun by Pres-

ident Nixon in 1972 and continued under the leadership of President Ford. The
results bear witness to the steady, determined, bipartisan effort of our own country to

build a world in which peace will be the goal and the responsibility of all nations.

The normalization of relations between the United States and China has no
other purpose than the advancement of peace. It is in this spirit, at this season of

peace, that I take special pride in sharing this good news with you tonight.

Thank you very much.

B. STATEMENT BY THE PEOPLED REPUBLIC OF CHINA

As ofJan. 1, 1979, the People's Republic of China and the United States ofAmerica
recognize each other and establish diplomatic relations, thereby ending the pro-

longed abnormal relationship between them. This is an historic event in Sino-United

States relations.

As is known to all, the Government of the People's Republic of China is the

sole legal Government of China and Taiwan is a part of China. The question of Tai-

wan was the crucial issue obstructing the normalization of relations between China
and the United States. It has now been resolved between the two countries in the

spirit of the Shanghai Communique and through theirjoint efforts, thus enabling the

normalization of relations so ardently desired by the people of the two countries.

As for the way of bringing Taiwan back to the embrace of the motherland and
reunifying the country, it is entirely China's internal affair.

At the invitation of the U.S. Government, Teng Hsiao-ping, Deputy Prime Min-

ister of the State Council of the People's Republic of China, will pay an official visit

to the United States in January 1979, with a view to further promoting the friend-

ship between the two peoples and good relations between the two countries.

C. PUBLIC LAW 96^8: TAIWAN RELATIONS ACT, APRIL 10, 1979

SEC. 3301. CONGRESSIONAL FINDINGS AND DECLARATION OF POLICY

(a) Findings. The President having terminated governmental relations between

the United States and the governing authorities on Taiwan recognized by the United

States as the Republic of China prior toJanuary 1, 1979, the Congress finds that the

enactment of this chapter is necessary

—

(1) to help maintain peace, security, and stability in the Western Pacific; and

(2) to promote the foreign policy of the United States by authorizing the

continuation of commercial, cultural, and other relations between the people of the

United States and the people of Taiwan.

(b) Policy. It is the policy of the United States

—
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(1) to preserve and promote extensive, close, and friendly commercial, cul-

tural, and other relations between the people of the United States and the people

on Taiwan, as well as the people on the China mainland and all other peoples of the

Western Pacific area;

(2) to declare that peace and stability in the area are in the political, security,

and economic interests of the United States, and are matters of international concern;

(3) to make clear that the United States' decision to establish diplomatic

relations with the People's Republic of China rests upon the expectation that the

future of Taiwan will be determined by peaceful means;

(4) to consider any effort to determine the future of Taiwan by other than

peaceful means, including by boycotts or embargoes, a threat to the peace and secu-

rity of the Western Pacific area and of grave concern to the United States;

(5) to provide Taiwan with arms of a defensive character; and

(6) to maintain the capacity of the United States to resist any resort to force

or other forms of coercion that would jeopardize the security, or the social or eco-

nomic system, of the people on Taiwan.

(c) Human rights. Nothing contained in this chapter shall contravene the inter-

est of the United States in human rights, especially with respect to the human rights

of all the approximately eighteen million inhabitants of Taiwan. The preservation

and enhancement of the human rights of all the people on Taiwan are hereby reaf-

firmed as objectives of the United States.

SEC. 3302. IMPLEMENTATION OF UNITED STATES POLICY
WITH REGARD TO TAIWAN

(a) Defense articles and services. In furtherance of the policy set forth in section

3301 of this title, the United States will make available to Taiwan such defense articles

and defense services in such quantity as may be necessary to enable Taiwan to main-

tain a sufficient self-defense capability.

(b) Determination of Taiwan's defense needs. The President and the Congress shall

determine the nature and quantity of such defense articles and services based solely

upon theirjudgment of the needs of Taiwan, in accordance with procedures estab-

lished by law. Such determination of Taiwan's defense needs shall include review by

United States military authorities in connection with recommendations to the Pres-

ident and the Congress.

(c) United States response to threats to Taiwan or dangers to United States interests. The
President is directed to inform the Congress promptly of any threat to the security or

the social or economic system of the people on Taiwan and any danger to the inter-

ests of the United States arising therefrom. The President and the Congress shall

determine, in accordance with constitutional processes, appropriate action by the

United States in response to any such danger....

SEC 3303. APPLICATION TO TAIWAN OF LAWS
AND INTERNATIONAL AGREEMENTS

(a) Application of United States laws generally. The absence of diplomatic relations

or recognition shall not affect the application of the laws of the United States with

respect to Taiwan, and the laws of the United States shall apply with respect to Taiwan
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in the manner that the laws of the United States applied with respect to Taiwan prior

toJanuary 1, 1979.

(b) Application of United States laws in specific and enumerated areas. The application

t
of subsection (a) of this section shall include, but shall not be limited to, the fol-

lowing:

(1) Whenever the laws of the United States refer or relate to foreign coun-
tries, nations, states, governments, or similar entities, such terms shall include and such
laws shall apply with respect to Taiwan.

(2) Whenever authorized by or pursuant to the laws of the United States to

conduct or carry out programs, transactions, or other relations with respect to foreign

countries, nations, states, governments, or similar entities, the President or any agency
of the United States Government is authorized to conduct and carry out, in accor-

dance with section 3305 of this title, such programs, transactions, and other rela-

tions with respect to Taiwan (including, but not limited to, the performance of
services for the United States through contracts with commercial entities on Tai-

wan), in accordance with the applicable laws of the United States.

(3) (A) The absence of diplomatic relations and recognition with respect

to Taiwan shall not abrogate, infringe, modify, deny, or otherwise affect in anyway any
rights or obligations (including but not limited to those involving contracts, debts, or

property interests of any kind) under the laws of the United States heretofore or
hereafter acquired by or with respect to Taiwan.

(B) For all purposes under the laws of the United States, including actions

in any court in the United States, recognition of the People's Republic of China shall

not affect in any way the ownership of or other rights or interests in properties, tan-

gible and intangible, and other things of value, owned or held on or prior to Decem-
ber 31, 1978, or thereafter acquired or earned by the governing authorities on
Taiwan....

(c) Treaties and other international agreements. For all purposes, including actions

in any court in the United States, the Congress approves the continuation in force of

all treaties and other international agreements, including multilateral conventions,

entered into by the United States and the governing authorities on Taiwan recog-

nized by the United States as the Republic of China prior toJanuary 1, 1979, and in

force between them on December 31, 1978, unless and until terminated in accor-

dance with law. . .

.

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1. What reasons did Carter give for establishing diplomatic relations with China? What
other reasons might he have had?

2. Why were the Chinese interested in establishing diplomatic relations with the United

States?

3. What concessions did the Americans make in order to establish ties with China? What

concessions did the Chinese make?

4. Why was the Taiwan issue so important to the Chinese?

5. Why was it so difficult for the U.S. government to break off its diplomatic relations with

Taiwan?

6. Why was it necessary for Congress to pass legislation concerning relations with Taiwan?
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7. Why was the administration anxious to prevent amendments which would commit the

U.S.A. to the military defense of Taiwan?

8. What sorts of relations would be maintained between the U.S.A. and Taiwan following

the cessation of formal diplomatic ties? What commitments would the U.S.A. still have

toward Taiwan?

61 The SALT II Agreement, 1979

The SALT I agreement signed by Nixon and Brezhnev in 1972 was an interim treaty, intended

only to restrain the arms race for five years, during which the superpowers would negotiate

a more comprehensive accord. After the 1974 Vladivostok summit, at which agreement was
reached on the main issues, it seemed as if a new treaty was readily within reach. However,

due to the worsening international climate and the complexity of the remaining issues, things

took longer than expected. They were further delayed in 1977, when President Carter took

office and insisted on pushing for extensive arms reductions, far beyond what was agreed

to at Vladivostok. As a result, the treaty was not completed until 1979.

The SALT II agreement, signed by Carter and Brezhnev during their Vienna summit

meeting of June 1979, followed the Vladivostok guidelines. It placed a ceiling of 2,400 (to be

reduced to 2,250 in 1981) on the overall number of strategic missiles and bombers each

side could possess, with a sublimit of 1 ,320 on the number of those which could have mul-

tiple warheads. As a result, although the arms race was slowed, each side retained vast

quantities of ICBMs (intercontinental ballistics missiles), SLBMs (submarine-launched ballistics

missiles), ASBMs (air-to-surface ballistics missiles), and MIRVs (multiple independently-tar-

geted reentry vehicles).

Ironically, the SALT II accord was destined to remain unratified. In the U.S. Senate, a

determined opposition was led by Henry Jackson, who had blasted the treaty as "appease-

ment" even before it was signed. Moscow's continuing deployment of its new SS-20, a mobile

triple-warhead intermediate-range missile that was not covered under SALT, raised concerns

among many senators. So did the 1979 revolution in Iran, which cost the U.S. some of its

best facilities for monitoring Russian compliance. In January 1980, following the Soviet inva-

sion of Afghanistan, Carter asked the Senate to postpone further action on the treaty. Still,

although it did not have Senate approval, both Washington and Moscow professed to obey

it up to and beyond its stated expiration at the end of 1985.

TREATY ON THE LIMITATION OF STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE ARMS
(SALT II), JUNE 18, 1979

ARTICLE I

Each Part\- undertakes, in accordance with the provisions of this Treaty, to limit strate-

gic offensive arms quantitatively and qualitatively, to exercise restraint in the devel-

opment of new types of strategic offensive arms, and to adopt other measures provided

for in this Treaty. . .

.
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ARTICLE III

1

.

Upon entry into force of this Treaty, each Party undertakes to limit ICBM
launchers, SLBM launchers, heavy bombers, and ASBMs to an aggregate number
not to exceed 2,400.

2. Each Party undertakes to limit, fromJanuary 1, 1981, strategic offensive arms
referred to in paragraph 1 of this Article to an aggregate number not to exceed
2,250, and to initiate reductions of those arms which as of that date would be in

excess of this aggregate number.
3. Within the aggregate numbers provided for in paragraphs 1 and 2 of this

Article and subject to the provisions of this Treaty, each Party has the right to deter-

mine the composition of these aggregates

ARTICLE V

1

.

Within the aggregate numbers provided for in paragraphs 1 and 2 of Arti-

cle III, each Party undertakes to limit launchers of ICBMs and SLBMs equipped with

MIRVs, ASBMs equipped with MIRVs, and heavy bombers equipped for cruise missiles

capable of a range in excess of 600 kilometers to an aggregate number not to exceed
1,320.

2. Within the aggregate number provided for in paragraph 1 of this Article,

each Party undertakes to limit launchers of ICBMs and SLBMs equipped with MIRVs
and ASBMs equipped with MIRVs to an aggregate number not to exceed 1,200.

3. Within the aggregate number provided for in paragraph 2 of this Article,

each Party undertakes to limit launchers of ICBMs equipped with MIRVs to an aggre-

gate number not to exceed 820....

ARTICLE XIV

The Parties undertake to begin, promptly after the entry into force of this Treaty,

active negotiations with the objective of achieving, as soon as possible, agreement
on further measures for the limitation and reduction of strategic arms. It is also the

objective of the Parties to conclude well in advance of 1985 an agreement limiting

strategic offensive arms to replace this Treaty upon its expiration.

ARTICLE XV

1

.

For the purpose of providing assurance of compliance with the provisions

of this Treaty, each Party shall use national technical means of verification at its dis-

posal in a manner consistent with generally recognized principles of international

law.

2. Each Party undertakes not to interfere with the national technical means of

verification of the other Party operating in accordance with paragraph 1 of this

Article.

3. Each Party undertakes not to use deliberate concealment measures which

impede verification by national technical means of compliance with the provisions of

this Treaty. This obligation shall not require changes in current construction, assem-

bly, conversion, or overhaul practices.
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ARTICLE XVI

1. Each Party undertakes, before conducting each planned ICBM launch, to

notify the other Party well in advance on a case-by-case basis that such a launch will

occur, except for single ICBM launches from test ranges or from ICBM launcher

deployment areas, which are not planned to extend beyond its national territory...

Done at Vienna on June 18, 1979, in two copies, each in the English and Russ-

ian languages, both texts being equally authentic.

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

Why did it take so long to negotiate the SALT II agreement?

2. What were the similarities and differences between this treaty and the SALT I agreement

(#53B)?

3. What impact would this treaty have on the arms race? What impact would it have on the

size of the arsenals of the superpowers?

4. Why was there so much opposition to this treaty in the United States?

5. Why did the treaty itself call for further negotiations to limit and reduce strategic arms?

6. Why would both superpowers adhere to the treaty even though it was not ratified?



PartV

The Renewal of the Cold War,
1979-1985

62 The Euromissile Controversy, 1979

In 1977, the strategic balance of forces in Europe was tested when the Soviet Union deployed

new SS-20 nuclear missiles. These intermediate-range missiles each carried three war-

heads and could be moved from one place to another and fired at Western European tar-

gets from mobile launchers. Since the SS-20 could not reach the United States, Moscow
contended that its deployment did nothing to alter the balance of forces between the super-

powers. Privately, many American leaders agreed. But the Soviet move was viewed less

complacently by Europeans who might be the targets of those missiles, and this gave Wash-

ington an opportunity to reassert its leadership of NATO after more than a decade of Amer-

ican absorption in Southeast Asian affairs. The United States suggested that outmoded

Pershing IA missiles deployed in West Germany be replaced by modern two-stage Persh-

ing Ms and Tomahawk cruise missiles, both of which were capable of reaching targets in the

Soviet Union.

The Soviet reaction was swift and negative. From Moscow's perspective, a NATO deci-

sion to station nuclear missiles in West Germany which could reach the USSR in 6-12 min-

utes would destabilize the strategic balance. NATO might argue that since both SS-20s and

Pershing Ms were intermediate-range missiles, the balance remained, but to the Soviets this

ignored the simple fact that Pershing missiles in Germany would be able to hit them, while their

SS-20s could not hit America. Soviet leader Brezhnev thus denounced the impending NATO
deployment in a speech in East Berlin in October 1979. Two months later, NATO announced

a "dual track" policy: the missiles would be deployed as planned, but not until 1983; in the

meantime, negotiations could begin with the objective of reducing not only intermediate-

range but intercontinental nuclear systems. However, in the hostile climate engendered by the

Soviet invasion of Afghanistan (#63), those talks went nowhere, and the NATO missiles were

deployed as scheduled in 1983.

194
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A. BREZHNEV'S CONDEMNATION OF NATO'S PLANS,
OCTOBER 6, 1979

The dangerous plans for the deployment of new types of American missile nuclear

weapons in the territory of Western Europe—about which Western propaganda is

trumpeting already now—give cause for serious concern. To put it straight, imple-

mentation of these designs would change essentially the strategic situation on the

continent. Their aim is to upset the balance of forces that has taken shape in Europe
and to try to insure military superiority for the NATO bloc.

As to military superiority—that we shall see. The Socialist countries would not,

of course, watch indifferently the efforts of the NATO militarists. We would have in

such a case to take the necessary extra steps to strengthen our security. There would
be no other way out left for us. But one thing is absolutely clear: realization ofNATO
plans would inevitably aggravate the situation in Europe and vitiate in many respects

the international atmosphere in general.

It is no secret that the Federal Republic of Germany, alongside of the U.S.A., is

assigned not the least part in the preparation of these dangerous plans.

Frankly speaking, those who shape the policy of that country are facing a very

dangerous choice. They will have to decide which is the best for the FRG: to help

strengthen peace in Europe and develop peaceful, mutually beneficial cooperation

among European states in the spirit of good neighborliness and growing mutual
confidence, or to contribute to a new aggravation of the situation in Europe and the

world by deploying in its territory American missile nuclear arms spearheaded against

the USSR and its allies.

It is clear that in this latter case, the position of the FRG itselfwould consider-

ably worsen. It is not hard to see what consequences the FRG would have in store

for itself if these new weapons were to be put to use by their owners one day.

The above said also applies, of course, to other European NATO countries

which would be "lucky" enough to have American medium-range missile nuclear

arms deployed in their territories.

As for the Soviet Union, I repeat again and again that we do not seek military

superiority. We have never intended and do not intend to threaten any state or a

group of states. Our strategic doctrine is purely defensive in nature. The assertions that

the Soviet Union is building up its military might in the European continent above

its defense needs have nothing in common with realitv. This is a deliberate decep-

tion of the broad public.

As chairman of the Defense Council of the USSR, I am most definitely stating

that the number of medium-range carriers of nuclear arms on the territory of the

European part of the Soviet Union has not been increased by a single missile, by a sin-

gle plane during the past 10 years. On the contrary, the number of launchers of

medium-range missiles and also the yield of the nuclear charges of these missiles

have even been somewhat decreased. The number of medium-range bombers, too,

has diminished. As to the territory of other states, the Soviet Union does not deploy

such means there at all. It is already for a number of years that we are not increasing

the number of our troops stationed in Central Europe as well.

I will say more. We are prepared to reduce the number of medium-range nuclear

means deployed in western areas of the Soviet Union as compared to the present
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level, but of course, only in the event if no additional medium-range nuclear means
are deployed in Western Europe.

I also want to confirm solemnly that the Soviet Union will never use nuclear
4 arms against those states that renounce the production and acquisition of such arms

and do not have them on their territory.

Motivated by a sincere desire to take out of the impasse the efforts of many
years to achieve military detente in Europe, to show an example of transition from
words to real deeds, we have decided, in agreement with the leadership of the GDR
and after consultations with other member-states of the Warsaw Treaty, to unilaterally

reduce the number of Soviet troops in Central Europe. Up to 20,000 Soviet service-

men, 1,000 tanks and also a certain amount of other military hardware will be with-

drawn from the territory of the German Democratic Republic in the course of the next

12 months.

We are convinced that this new concrete manifestation of the peaceableness

and good will of the Soviet Union and its allies will be approved by the peoples of

Europe and the whole world. We call upon the governments of NATO countries to

properly assess the initiatives of Socialist states and to follow our good example.

The Soviet Union comes out for a further expansion of measures of trust in

Europe. In particular, we are prepared to reach agreement that notification about
big exercises of ground forces, provided for by the Helsinki Final Act, be made even

earlier and not from the level of 25,000 men, as is the case now, but from a smaller

one, for instance, from the level of 20,000 men. We also are prepared, on the basis of

reciprocity, not to conduct military exercises involving more than 40,000 to 50,000

men....

Consideration could be given also to other ideas directed at strengthening trust

between states, at lessening the danger of the outbreak of war in Europe. We con-

tinue to regard a European conference held on the political level as the most suitable

place for discussing a broad complex of measures of military detente in Europe. It is

a very pressing and, it can be said, a ripe task to prepare and convene such a

conference.

Lying ahead, as is known, are also important talks on SALT III. We are for com-

mencing them immediately after the entry into force of the SALT II treaty. Within the

framework of these talks we agree to discuss the possibilities of limiting not only

intercontinental but also other types of armaments, but with due account, of course,

for all related factors and strict observance of the principle of the equal security of the

sides.

B. NATO COMMUNIQUE ON "DUAL TRACK" APPROACH,
DECEMBER 12, 1979

1. At a special meeting of the Foreign and Defense Ministers in Brussels on 12

December 1979:

2. Ministers recalled the May 1978 Summit where governments expressed the

political resolve to meet the challenges to their security posed by the continuing

momentum of the Warsaw Pact military build-up.
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3. The Warsaw Pact has over the years developed a large and growing capabil-

ity in nuclear systems that direcdy threaten Western Europe and have a strategic sig-

nificance for the Alliance in Europe. This situation has been especially aggravated

over the last few years by Soviet decisions to implement programs modernizing and
expanding their long-range nuclear capability substantially. In particular, they have

developed the SS-20 missile, which offers significant improvements over previous

svstems in providing greater accuracy, more mobility, and greater range, as well as

having multiple warheads, and the Backfire bomber, which has a much better per-

formance than other Soviet aircraft deployed hitherto in a theater role. During this

period, while the Soviet Union has been reinforcing its superiority in LRTNF [long

range theatre nuclear forces] both quantitatively and qualitatively, Western LRTNF
capabilities have remained static. Indeed these forces are increasing in age and vul-

nerability and do not include land-based, long-range theater nuclear missile systems.

4. At the same time, the Soviets have also undertaken a modernization and
expansion of their shorter-range TNT [theatre nuclear forces] and greatly improved
the overall quality of their conventional forces. These developments took place against

the background of increasing Soviet inter-continental capabilities and achievement
of parity in inter-continental capability with the United States.

5. These trends have prompted serious concern within the Alliance, because, if

thev were to continue, Soviet superiority in theater nuclear systems could under-

mine the stability achieved in inter-continental systems and cast doubt on the cred-

ibility of the Alliance's deterrent strategy by highlighting the gap in the spectrum of

NATO's available nuclear response to aggression.

6. Ministers noted that these recent developments require concrete actions on
the part of the Alliance if NATO's strategy of flexible response is to remain credible.

After intensive consideration, including the merits of alternative approaches, and
after taking note of the positions of certain members, Ministers concluded that the

overall interest of the Alliance would best be served by pursuing two parallel and
complementary approaches of TNT modernization and arms control.

7. Accordingly Ministers have decided to modernize NATO's LRTNF by the

deployment in Europe of U.S. ground-launched systems comprising 108 Pershing II

launchers, which would replace existing U.S. Pershing I-A, and 464 Ground Launched
Cruise Missiles (GLCM), all with single warheads....

9. Ministers consider that,... taking account of the expansion of Soviet LRTNF
capabilities of concern to NATO, arms control efforts to achieve a more stable over-

all nuclear balance at lower levels of nuclear weapons on both sides should there-

fore now include certain U.S. and Soviet long-range theater nuclear systems. This

would reflect previous Western suggestions to include such Soviet and U.S. systems in

arms control negotiations and more recent expressions by Soviet President Brezh-

nev of willingness to do so. Ministers fully support the decision taken by the United

States following consultations within the Alliance to negotiate arms limitations on
LRTNF and to propose to the USSR to begin negotiations as soon as possible along

the following lines which have been elaborated in intensive consultations within the

Alliance:

A. Any future limitations on U.S. systems principally designed for theater

missions should be accompanied by appropriate limitations on Soviet theater systems.

B. Limitations on U.S. and Soviet long-range theater nuclear systems should

be negotiated bilaterally in the SALT III framework in a step-by-step approach.

C. The immediate objective of these negotiations should be the establish-
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ment of agreed limitations on U.S. and Soviet land-based long-range theater nuclear

missile systems.

D. Any agreed limitations on these systems must be consistent with the prin-
' ciple of equality between the sides. Therefore, the limitations should take the form

of dejure equality both in ceilings and in rights.

E. Any agreed limitations must be adequately verifiable....

11. The Ministers have decided to pursue these two parallel and complementary
approaches in order to avert an arms race in Europe caused by the Soviet TNF build-

up, yet preserve the viability of NATO's strategy of deterrence and defense and thus

maintain the security of its member states. A modernization decision, including a

commitment to deployments, is necessary to meet NATO's deterrence and defense

needs, to provide a credible response to unilateral Soviet TNF deployments, and to

provide the foundation for the pursuit of serious negotiations on TNF. Success of

arms control in constraining the Soviet build-up can enhance Alliance security, mod-
ify the scale of NATO's TNF requirements, and promote stability and detente in

Europe in consonance with NATO's basic policy of deterrence, defense and detente....

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

Did the Soviet deployment of SS-20s represent an alteration of the strategic balance

between the USSR and the United States? Why or why not?

2. Moscow considered the NATO deployment equivalent to Khrushchev's decision to

place missiles in Cuba in 1962. Do you consider this a reasonable comparison? Why
or why not?

3. When Brezhnev spoke of possible "consequences" for West Germany, to what was he

referring?

4. What did Brezhnev offer to do in return for a NATO decision not to deploy Pershing II

missiles?

5. What reasons did the NATO declaration give in support of its contention that the SS-20

deployment altered the strategic balance?

6. Why might NATO's policy of flexible response have lost credibility if the Soviet deploy-

ment had gone unanswered?

63 The Soviet Invasion of Afghanistan,

December 1979

By late 1979, detente was in critical condition. In Europe, NATO's decision to upgrade its

missiles in response to Moscow's SS-20 deployment cast a pall over East-West relations. In

Iran, the seizure of American hostages triggered a drawn-out crisis that would distract and

dominate Washington for the next fourteen months. In the U.S. Senate, hopes faded for

approval of the SALT II agreement. But the death blow came in late December, when the

USSR began a massive invasion of neighboring Afghanistan.
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The crisis in Afghanistan had been in the making for months. In April 1978, a Com-
munist coup there had brought to power a pro-Soviet regime led by Nur Muhammad Taraki.

By fall of 1979, however, an extremist faction under Hafizullah Amin had overthrown Taraki and,

in trying to force radical socialism upon the Muslim Afghans, had triggered an anti-Commu-

nist rebellion. As the situation deteriorated, Moscow decided to move. During the last week
of 1 979, Soviet troops invaded Afghanistan and stormed the government headquarters. Amin
was killed, and a moderate socialist regime led by Babrak Karmal was installed. By January

1980, over 85,000 Soviet troops were in Afghanistan, and for the next nine years the USSR
found itself bogged down in a debilitating war against the fiercely independent mujaheddin

rebels.

The Soviet intervention triggered a vehement reaction in the West. President Carter, who
had dedicated much effort to improving relations with Moscow, had cautioned Americans

against excessive fear of communism, and had spent much political capital in support of

SALT II, felt outraged and betrayed. His response was thus forceful and swift. First he issued

a statement denouncing the invasion and dispatched a protest note to Soviet leader Brezh-

nev. Then, in a revealing interview with Frank Reynolds of ABC News, he declared that events

in Afghanistan had caused him to rethink his entire attitude toward the USSR. In January

1980, he effectively withdrew the SALT II agreement from Senate consideration, and
announced an embargo on shipments of grain and transfers of electronic technology to the

USSR. He would soon take other steps, including an increase in U.S. defense spending and

an international boycott of the 1980 Moscow Olympics. His actions and words, and Brezhnev's

angry response, left little doubt that the era of detente was over.

A. CARTER'S STATEMENT ON IRAN AND AFGHANISTAN,
DECEMBER 28, 1979

Thank you. Secretary of State Vance will proceed to the United Nations tomorrow
to press the world's case against Iran in order to obtain the speediest possible release

ofAmerican hostages in accordance with demands which have already been made ear-

lier by the United Nations Security Council and the International Court ofJustice....

Another serious development which has caused increased concern about peace

and stability in the same region of the world is the recent Soviet military interven-

tion in Afghanistan, which has now resulted in the overthrow of the established Gov-

ernment and the execution of the President of that country.

Such gross interference in the internal affairs of Afghanistan is in blatant vio-

lation of accepted international rules of behavior. This is the third occasion since

World War II that the Soviet Union has moved militarily to assert control over one of

its neighbors, and this is the first such venture into a Moslem country by the Soviet

Union since the Soviet occupation of Iranian Azerbaijan in the 1940's. The Soviet

action is a major matter of concern to the entire international community.
Soviet efforts to justify this action on the basis of the United Nations Charter are

a perversion of the United Nations. They should be rejected immediately by all its

members. I have discussed this serious matter personally today with several other

heads of government, all of whom agree that the Soviet action is a grave threat to

peace. I will be sending the Deputy Secretary of State to Europe this weekend to

meet with representatives of several other nations to discuss how the world commu-
nity might respond to this unwarranted Soviet behavior.



200 THE RENEWAL OF THE COLD WAR, 1 979-1 985

Soviet military action beyond its own borders gives rise to the most fundamental
questions pertaining to international stability, and such close and extensive consul-

tation [s] between ourselves and with our allies are urgently needed.
' Thank you very much.

B. CARTER'S INTERVIEW CONCERNING THE SOVIET RESPONSE
TO HIS PROTEST NOTE ON THE INVASION OF AFGHANISTAN,
DECEMBER 31, 1979

A. He [Brezhnev] responded in what I consider to be an inadequate way. He
claimed that he had been invited by the Afghan Government to come in and pro-

tect Afghanistan from some outside third nation threat. This was obviously false

because the person that he claimed invited him in, President Amin, was murdered or

assassinated after the Soviets pulled their coup. He also claimed that they would
remove their forces from Afghanistan as soon as the situation should be stabilized

and the outside threat to Afghanistan was eliminated. So that was the tone of his

message to me, which, as I say, was completely inadequate and completely misleading.

Q. Well, he's lying, isn't he, Mr. President?

A He is not telling the facts accurately, that's correct.

Q. Have you changed your perception of the Russians in the time that you've

been here? You started out, it seemed to a great many people, believing that if you
expressed your good will and demonstrated it that they would reciprocate.

A. My opinion of the Russians has changed most drastically in the last week
than even the previous two and a half years before that. It's only now dawning on
the world the magnitude of the action that the Soviets undertook in invading

Afghanistan. This is a circumstance that I think is now causing even former close

friends and allies of the Soviet Union to re-examine their opinion of what the Sovi-

ets might have in mind.

And I think it's imperative, Frank, that in the next few days when we, after we
consult with one another, that the leaders of the world make it clear to the Soviets that

they cannot have taken this action to violate world peace not only in that region but

throughout the world without paying severe political consequences. And what we
will do about it I cannot yet say.

But to repeat myself, this action of the Soviets has made a more dramatic change

in my own opinion of what the Soviets' ultimate goals are than anything they've done

in the previous time I've been in office.

Q. But what we and the other nations allied with us do will involve more than

stiff notes of protest?

A. Yes it will.

Q. It will? Action will be taken?

A. Yes....
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C. BREZHNEV'S EXPLANATION OF THE SOVIET ROLE
IN AFGHANISTAN, JANUARY 12, 1980

It has been clear for some time that the leading circles of the United States and of

some other NATO countries have embarked on a course hostile to the cause of

detente, a course of spiraling the arms race and leading to a growth of the war
danger. . .

.

Today the opponents of peace and detente are trying to speculate on the events

in Afghanistan. Mountains of lies are being built up around these events and a shame-

less anti-Soviet campaign is being mounted. What has really happened in Afghanistan?

A revolution took place there in April 1978. The Afghan people took its des-

tiny into its hands and embarked on the road of independence and freedom. As it has

always been in history, the forces of the past ganged up against the revolution. The
people of Afghanistan, of course, could have coped with them itself. But from the

very first days of the revolution it encountered an external aggression, rude inter-

ference from outside into its internal affairs.

Thousands and tens of thousands of insurgents, armed and trained abroad,

whole armed units were sent into the territory of Afghanistan. In effect, imperialism

together with its accomplices launched an undeclared war against revolutionary

Afghanistan.

Afghanistan persistently demanded an end to the aggression, that it be allowed

to build its new life in peace. Resisting the external aggression, the Afghan leadership,

already during the lifetime of President Taraki and then later, had repeatedly asked

the Soviet Union for assistance. On our part, we warned those concerned that if the

aggression would not be stopped we would not abandon the Afghan people at a time

of trial. As is known, we stand by what we say.

The actions of the aggressors against Afghanistan were assisted by Amin, who,
on seizing power, launched cruel repressions against broad segments of the Afghan
society, against party and military cadres, against representatives of the intelligentsia

and the Moslem clergy, that is exactly against those segments on which the April Rev-

olution relied. And the people under the leadership of the People's Democratic
Party headed by Babrak Karmal rose against this Amin tyranny and put an end to it.

Now in Washington and some other capitals they are mourning over Amin.
And this exposes their hypocrisy with particular clarity. Where were these weepers

when Amin was conducting his mass repressions, when he forcibly removed and
unlawfully physically exterminated Taraki, the founder of the new Afghan state?

The unceasing armed intervention, the well advanced plot by external forces of

reaction created a real threat that Afghanistan would lose its independence and be

turned into an imperialist military bridgehead on our country's southern border.

In other words, the time came when we no longer could fail to respond to the

friendly request of the Government of friendly Afghanistan. To have acted otherwise

would have meant leaving Afghanistan a prey to imperialism, allowing the aggres-

sive forces to repeat in that country what they had succeeded in doing, for instance,

in Chile where the people's freedom was drowned in blood. To act otherwise would
have meant to watch passively the origination on our southern border of a seat of

serious danger to the security of the Soviet state....

It was no simple decision for us to send Soviet military contingents to

Afghanistan. But the Party's Central Committee and the Soviet Government acted
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in full awareness of their responsibility and took into account the entire sum total

of circumstances. The only task set to the Soviet contingents is to assist the Afghans
in repulsing the aggression from outside. They will be fully withdrawn from

* Afghanistan once the causes that made the Afghan leadership request their intro-

duction disappear.

It goes without saying that there has been no Soviet "intervention" or "aggres-

sion" at all. There is another thing: we are helping the new Afghanistan on the request

of its Government to defend the national independence, freedom and honor of its

country from armed aggressive actions from outside....

Finally, the entire sum total of the American Administration's steps in con-

nection with the events in Afghanistan—the freezing of the SALT II treaty, refusal

to deliver to the USSR a whole number of commodities, including grain, in accordance

with some already concluded contracts, the termination of talks with the Soviet Union
on a number of questions of bilateral relations, and so on, shows that Washington
again, like decades ago, is trying to speak with us in the language of the Cold War.. .

.

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

Why was Carter so outraged by the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan? What were his

main concerns?

2. How did his description of events in Afghanistan contrast with Brezhnev's version?

3. Why did Carter consider Brezhnev's response inaccurate and inadequate?

4. What impact did the invasion of Afghanistan have on Carter's attitude toward the

USSR? Why?

5. Why did Carter respond so forcefully to the Soviet intervention? To what extent were his

actions justified?

6. Why was Moscow so concerned about the situation in Afghanistan prior to Soviet inter-

vention?

7. According to Brezhnev, what were the causes of this situation?

8. What reasons did Brezhnev give for sending in Soviet troops? How did he justify this

decision?

9. What other concerns, not mentioned by Brezhnev, might have prompted Soviet actions?

1 0. Why was the invasion of Afghanistan such a fatal blow to detente?

64 The Carter Doctrine, January 1980

President Carter's response to the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan was dictated, not only by

his personal feelings of outrage and betrayal, but also by his fear that it represented a new

departure in Soviet global strategy. In particular, he worried that Moscow was boldly moving

to establish a presence on the Indian Ocean and the Persian Gulf. Then, in the event of an

international confrontation, the USSR would be in position to threaten the vital oil shipments

on which the West depended.

Since his tenure in office had been marked by energy shortages and rising oil prices,
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Carter was particularly sensitive to anything that might endanger America's energy supplies.

He therefore moved resolutely to preclude any possible Soviet expansion into southwest

Asia. On January, 23, 1980, in his annual state of the union address, he declared that the

Persian Gulf would henceforth be considered a vital American interest, and that the United

States would use military force if necessary to prevent an outside power from gaining control

there.

This declaration, which came to be known as the Carter Doctrine, effectively served

notice that the United States would go to war to protect the Persian Gulf from outside inter-

ference by anyone, including the USSR. It was followed by a concerted American effort to

thwart the Soviets in Afghanistan, including a global buildup of U.S. forces, increased military

aid to the neighboring state of Pakistan, and surreptitious assistance to the Afghan rebels

themselves.

EXCERPT FROM CARTER'S STATE OF THE UNION ADDRESS,
JANUARY 23, 1980

...Since the end of the Second World War, America has led other nations in meet-

ing the challenge of mounting Soviet power. This has not been a simple or a static rela-

tionship. Between us there has been cooperation—there has been competition

—

and at times there has been confrontation....

But now the Soviet Union has taken a radical and an aggressive new step. It's

using its great military power against a relatively defenseless nation. The implica-

tions of the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan could pose the most serious threat to the

peace since the second World War.

The vast majority of nations on earth have condemned this latest Soviet attempt

to extend its colonial domination of others and have demanded the immediate with-

drawal of Soviet troops. The Moslem world is especially andjustifiably outraged by this

aggression against an Islamic people. No action of a world power has ever been so

quickly and so overwhelmingly condemned.
But verbal condemnation is not enough. The Soviet Union must pay a con-

crete price for their aggression. While this invasion continues, we and the other

nations of the world cannot continue business as usual with the Soviet Union.

That's why the United States has imposed stiff economic penalties on the Soviet

Union. I will not issue any permits for Soviet ships to fish in the coastal waters of the

United States. I've cut Soviet access to high technology equipment and to agricul-

tural products. I've limited other commerce with the Soviet Union, and I've asked our

allies and friends to join with us in restraining their own trade with the Soviets and
not to replace our own embargoed items. And I have notified the Olympic Com-
mittee that with Soviet invading forces in Afghanistan, neither the American people

nor I will support sending an Olympic team to Moscow.
The Soviet Union is going to have to answer some basic questions: Will it help

promote a more stable international environment in which its own legitimate, peace-

ful concerns can be pursued? Or will it continue to expand its military power far

beyond its genuine security needs, and use that power for colonial conquest?

The Soviet Union must realize that its decision to use military force in

Afghanistan will be cosdy to every political and economic relationship it values.

The region which is now threatened by Soviet troops in Afghanistan is of great
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strategic importance. It contains more than two-thirds of the world's exportable oil.

The Soviet effort to dominate Afghanistan has brought Soviet military forces to within

300 miles of the Indian Ocean and close to the Straits ofHormuz—a waterway through
• which most of the world's oil must flow. The Soviet Union is now attempting to con-

solidate a strategic position therefore that poses a grave threat to the free movement
of Middle East oil.

The situation demands careful thought, steady nerves and resolute action

—

not only for this year, but for many years to come. It demands collective efforts to

meet this new threat to security in the Persian Gulf and in Southwest Asia. It demands
the participation of those who rely on oil from the Middle East and who are con-
cerned with global peace and stability. And it demands consultation and close coop-
eration with countries in the area which might be threatened.

Meeting this challenge will take national will, diplomatic and political wisdom,
economic sacrifice and, of course, military capability. We must call on the best that is

in us to preserve the security of this crucial region.

Let our position be absolutely clear: An attempt by any outside force to gain

control of the Persian Gulf region will be regarded as an assault on the vital inter-

ests of the United States of America. And such an assault will be repelled by any
means necessary, including military force....

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

What motives did Carter see behind the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan?

2. What justification did Carter give for the steps he was taking against Moscow?

3. Why was Carter so concerned about a potential threat to the Persian Gulf? Why did he

consider it a vital American interest?

4. How did the Carter Doctrine compare to the Nixon Doctrine of 1969 (#50)? How do

you account for the differences?

5. To what extent was Carter justified in his concerns that the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan

was a threat to the Persian Gulf?

6. How would you expect the Soviet Union to react to the measures announced by Carter?

Why would they react that way?

65 Reagan's Anti-Soviet Rhetoric, 198 1- 1983

In November 1980, against the backdrop of the Soviet-Afghan war, the ongoing hostage cri-

sis in Iran, and a faltering U.S. economy, Americans went to the polls. Rejecting the reelec-

tion bid of Jimmy Carter, whom many blamed for the apparent decline of U.S. power and

prestige, they instead chose as their president a committed cold warrior and outspoken oppo-

nent of detente.

The inauguration of Ronald Reagan in January 1981 thus brought to power a man
who was not only passionately anti-Communist, but who also tended to characterize the

superpower contest as a moral conflict between the forces of good and evil. As a result, the

international climate became even more contentious during his first few years in office. Deeply
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distrustful of Moscow, the new president intensified the global arms race, and used his rhetor-

ical skills to depict the U.S. buildup as a crusade against the powers of darkness. In his very

first press conference. Reagan complained that the Americans were at a disadvantage

because the Soviets were ready to "commit any crime; to lie; to cheat" in order to advance their

cause. Two years later, in the most widely quoted speech of his presidency, directed to a

group of Protestant ministers, he characterized the USSR as an "evil empire" and the "focus

of evil in the modern world." He went on to proclaim, almost prophetically, that "Communism
is another sad, bizarre chapter in history whose last pages even now are being written...."

A. EXCERPT FROM PRESIDENT REAGAN'S FIRST PRESS
CONFERENCE, JANUARY 29, 1981

Q. Mr. President, what do you see as the long-range intentions of the Soviet

Union? Do you think, for instance, the Kremlin is bent on world domination that

might lead to a continuation of the cold war? Or do you think that under other cir-

cumstances detente is possible?

A. Well, so far detente s been a one-way street the Soviet Union has used to

pursue its own aims. I don't have to think of an answer as to what I think their inten-

tions are: They have repeated it. I know of no leader of the Soviet Union, since the

revolution and including the present leadership, that has not more than once repeated

in the various Communist Congresses they hold, their determination that their goal

must be the promotion of world revolution and a one world Socialist or Communist
state—whichever word you want to use.

Now. as long as they do that and as long as they, at the same time, have openly

and publicly declared that the only moralitv thev recognize is what will further their

cause: meaning they reserve unto themselves the right to commit anv crime: to lie; to

cheat, in order to obtain that and that is moral, not immoral, and we operate on a dif-

ferent set of standards, I think when you do business with them—even at a detente

—

you keep that in mind.

B. EXCERPT FROM REAGAN'S "EVIL EMPIRE" SPEECH,
MARCH 8, 1983

During mv first press conference as president... I pointed out that as good Marxist-

Leninists the Soviet leaders have openly and publicly declared that the only morality

they recognize is that which will further their cause, which is world revolution. I think

I should point out I was only quoting Lenin, their guiding spirit, who said in 1920

that they repudiate all morality that proceeds from supernatural ideas or ideas that

are outside class conceptions; morality is entirely subordinate to the interests of class

war: and everything is moral that is necessary for the annihilation of the old exploit-

ing social order and for uniting the proletariat.

I think the refusal of many influential people to accept this elementary fact of

Soviet doctrine illustrates a historical reluctance to see totalitarian powers for what they

are. We saw this phenomenon in the 1930s; we see it too often today.

This does not mean we should isolate ourselves and refuse to seek an under-
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standing with them. I intend to do everything I can to persuade them of our peace-

ful intent; to remind them that it was the West that refused to use its nuclear monop-
oly in the forties and fifties for territorial gain and which now proposes fifty percent

, cuts in strategic ballistic missiles and the elimination of an entire class of land-based,

intermediate-range nuclear missiles.

At the same time, however, they must be made to understand we will never
compromise our principles and standards. We will never give away our freedom. We
will never abandon our belief in God. And we will never stop searching for a gen-

uine peace. But we can assure none of these things America stands for through the

so-called nuclear freeze solutions proposed by some. The truth is that a freeze now
would be a very dangerous fraud, for that is merely the illusion of peace. The reality

is that we must find peace through strength.. .

.

Let us pray for the salvation of all those who live in totalitarian darkness, pray

they will discover the joy of knowing God. But until they do, let us be aware that

while they preach the supremacy of the state, declare its omnipotence over individ-

ual man, and predict its eventual domination of all peoples of the earth—they are the

focus of evil in the modern world. . .

.

If history teaches anything, it teaches: simple-minded appeasement or wishful

thinking about our adversaries is folly—it means the betrayal of our past, the squan-

dering of our freedom. So, I urge you to speak out against those who would place

the United States in a position of military and moral inferiority.... In your discus-

sions of the nuclear freeze proposals, I urge you to beware the temptation of pride

—

the temptation of blithely declaring yourselves above it all and label both sides equally

at fault, to ignore the facts of history and the aggressive impulses of an evil empire,

to simply call the arms race a giant misunderstanding and thereby remove yourself

from the struggle between right and wrong, good and evil....

I believe we shall rise to the challenge. I believe that Communism is another

sad, bizarre chapter in history whose last pages even now are being written.. .

.

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

How did Reagan's approach to the Cold War differ from that of the previous three pres-

idents?

2. From Reagan's perspective, what had been wrong with detente?

3. Why was Reagan's rhetoric so appealing to many Americans?

4. According to Reagan, why were Americans at a disadvantage in dealing with the

USSR? What might they do to overcome this?

5. What implications did Reagan's rhetoric have for U.S foreign policy?

6. What were the advantages and disadvantages of Reagan's anti-Soviet rhetoric?
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66 Reagan's Arms Control Proposals,

November 1981

Arms control was not one of Ronald Reagan's priorities when he first took office. Unlike his

immediate predecessors, the new president was deeply skeptical of the value of weapons
treaties. Indeed, he and his advisors saw them as harmful to U.S. interests, claiming they

reduced Western vigilance, solidified Moscow's gains, fostered Soviet cheating, and eased

pressure on the overstressed Russian economy. Reagan focused instead on enlarging the U.S.

arsenal, investing billions in new weapons systems like the Trident submarine, the B-1

bomber, the cruise missile, and the MX ICBM.

The resulting escalation of the arms race, however, combined with the president's stri-

dent rhetoric, heightened anxieties among Americans and their allies and led to widespread

criticism of the new administration. Before long, in order to alleviate the fears and objections,

Reagan felt compelled to advance his own arms proposals.

These proposals, first set forth in November 1981, went beyond anything previously

advanced. In the arena of intermediate-range nuclear forces (INF), the president offered

what came to be known as the "zero option": NATO would cancel its installation of new mis-

siles in Europe if Moscow would eliminate all of its intermediate-range missiles, especially the

SS-20s. In the realm of strategic arms, he proposed replacing SALT with START (strategic

arms reduction talks), thus changing the focus from mere limitation to deep and sweeping cuts.

Both the Kremlin and Reagan's critics saw these as public relations gimmicks rather than

serious proposals, since they required the Russians to make disproportionate sacrifices.

Still, in the long run, they would help pave the way for the INF Treaty of 1 987 and the START
agreement of 1991.

EXCERPT FROM REAGAN'S ADDRESS ON ARMS REDUCTION,
NOVEMBER 18, 1981

...Now let me turn now to our hopes for arms control negotiations. There's a ten-

dency to make this entire subject overly complex; I want to be clear and concise. I told

you of the letter I wrote to President Brezhnev last April? Well, I've just sent another

message to the Soviet leadership.

It's a simple, straightforward yet historic message. The United States proposes

the mutual reduction of conventional, intermediate-range nuclear and strategic

forces. Specifically, I have proposed a four-point agenda to achieve this objective in

my letter to President Brezhnev.

The first and most important point concerns the Geneva negotiations. As part

of the 1979 two-track decision, NATO made a commitment to seek arms control

negotiations with the Soviet Union on intermediate-range nuclear forces. The United

States has been preparing for these negotiations through close consultation with our

NATO partners. We're now ready to set forth our proposal.

I have informed President Brezhnev that when our delegation travels to the

negotiations on intermediate-range land-based nuclear missiles in Geneva on the

30th of this month, my representatives will present the following proposal:
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The United States is prepared to cancel its deployment of Pershing 2 and
ground-launched missiles if the Soviets wall dismantle their SS-20, SS-4 and SS-5
missiles. This would be an historic step. With Soviet agreement, we could together sub-

, stantially reduce the dread threat of nuclear war which hangs over the people of
Europe. This, like the first footstep on the moon, would be a giant step for mankind.

Now we intend to negotiate in good faith and go to Geneva willing to listen to

and consider the proposals of our Soviet counterparts. But let me call to your atten-

tion the background against which our proposal is made. During the past six years,

while the United States deployed no new intermediate-range missiles and withdrew
1,000 nuclear warheads from Europe, the Soviet Union deployed 750 warheads on
mobile, accurate ballistic missiles. They now have 1,100 warheads on the SS-20's, SS-

4's and 5's. And the United States has no comparable missiles. Indeed, the United
States dismantled the last such missile in Europe over 15 years ago.

As we look to the future of the negotiations, it's also important to address cer-

tain Soviet claims which, left unrefuted, could become critical barriers to real progress

in arms control. The Soviets assert that a balance of intermediate-range nuclear

forces already exists; that assertion is wrong. By any objective measure...the Soviet

Union has developed an increasing, overwhelming advantage. They now enjoy a

superiority on the order of 6 to 1 . . .

.

Now Soviet spokesmen have suggested that moving their SS-20's behind the

Ural Mountains will remove the threat to Europe. Well,. . .the SS-20's, even if deployed

behind the Urals, will have a range that puts almost all ofWestern Europe—the great

cities, Rome, Athens, Paris, London, Brussels, Amsterdam, Berlin and so many more,

all of Scandinavia, all of the Middle East, all of Northern Africa—all within range of

these missiles, which, incidentally, are mobile and can be moved on shorter notice....

The second proposal that I've made to President Brezhnev concerns strategic

weapons. The United States proposes to open negotiations on strategic arms as soon

as possible next year. I have instructed Secretary Haig to discuss the timing of such

meetings with Soviet representatives. Substance, however, is far more important

than timing. As our proposal for the Geneva talks this month illustrate, we can make
proposals for genuinely serious reductions but only if we take the time to prepare

carefully.

The United States has been preparing carefully for resumption of strategic

arms negotiations because we don't want a repetition of past disappointments. We
don't want an arms control process that sends hopes soaring only to end in dashed

expectations.

Now I have informed President Brezhnev that we will seek to negotiate sub-

stantial reductions in nuclear arms, which would result in levels that are equal and ver-

ifiable. Our approach with verification will be to emphasize openness and creativity

rather than the secrecy and suspicion which have undermined confidence in arms con-

trol in the past.

While we can hope to benefit from work done over the past decade in strategic

arms negotiations, let us agree to do more than simply begin where these previous

efforts left off. We can and should attempt major qualitative and quantitative progress.

Only such progress can fulfill the hopes of our own people and the rest of the world.

And let us see how far we can go in achieving truly substantial reductions in our

strategic arsenals.

To symbolize this fundamental change in direction, we will call these negotia-

tions START—Strategic Arms Reduction Talks.
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The third proposal I've made to the Soviet Union is that we act to achieve equal-

in at lower levels of conventional forces in Europe. The defense needs of die Soviet

Union hardlv call for maintaining more combat divisions in East Germany today

than were in the whole allied invasion force that landed in Xormandv on D-Dav The
Soviet Union could make no more convincing contribution to peace in Europe and
in the world than bv agreeing to reduce its conventional forces significantlv and con-

strain the potential for sudden aggression.

Finalh. I have pointed out to President Brezhnev that to maintain peace we
must reduce the risks of surprise attack and the chance of war arising out of uncer-

tainty or miscalculation. I am renewing our proposal for a conference to develop

effective measures that would reduce these dangers.

At the current Madrid meeting of the Conference on Securitv and Coopera-
tion in Europe we're laving the foundation for a western-proposed conference on
disarmament in Europe. This conference would discuss new measures to enhance
stabilitv and securitv in Europe. Agreement in this conference is within reach.

I urge the Soviet Union to join us and manv other nations who are readv to

launch this important enterprise.

All of these proposals are based on the same fair-minded principles: substantial.

militarily significant reduction in forces, equal ceiling for similar tvpes of forces, and
adequate provisions for verification.

My Administration, our countrv and I are committed to achieving arms reduc-

tions agreements based on these principles.

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

Why was Reagan reluctant to enter arms control talks with Moscow?

2. Why did he want to build up the U.S. arsenal before holding such talks?

3. How did Reagan's approach to arms control differ from that of his predecessors?

4. Why did he advance the "zero-option"? Why would Moscow object?

5. Why did he want to change SALT to START? Why would Moscow object?

6. Why did he propose making sweeping cuts in conventional forces in Europe? Why
would Moscow object?

7. To what extent were Reagan's proposals serious, and to what extent were they mere

propaganda ploys? Explain.

67 The Polish Imposition of Martial Law,

December 1981

As the Reagan revolution was transforming U.S. policy, and as Brezhnev's declining years

were being blighted by economic stagnation and the Afghan war. a dangerous crisis devel-

oped in Poland. In 1980. a series of strikes there, triggered by a severe economic crisis, led

to the formation of a genuine worker's trade union movement known as Solidarity. In 1981 . as

the union grew in size and audacity, it began organizing mass demonstrations and pushing

for political as well as economic changes.
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As the situation deteriorated, and the communist government began to lose control,

the Soviet military started staging maneuvers near the Polish border. For awhile it looked as

if the USSR would invade, as it had in Hungary in 1956 and Czechoslovakia in 1968, to

restore order and preserve its hegemony. But in December, the Polish regime, led by General

Wojciech Jaruzelski, took matters into its own hands and declared martial law. Curfews were
imposed, liberties were suspended, and public demonstrations were outlawed. Solidarity

leaders were arrested, and the union itself eventually was banned.

The Polish declaration of martial law helped to ease the crisis and prevent a possible

bloodbath, but it did not really solve the problem. Indeed, as the United States imposed sanc-

tions to protest the crackdown, and as trade and tourism suffered under military rule, the

economy of Poland continued to decline. And the outlawed Solidarity movement simply went

underground, only to reemerge at the decade's end and help lead Poland to full indepen-

dence and freedom from Russian control.

A. GENERAL JARUZELSKI'S RADIO ADDRESS,
DECEMBER 13, 1981

Citizens of the Polish People's Republic, I address you today as a soldier, as the chief

of the Polish Government. I address you on the most important matters.

V W- j_Our country is on the edge of the abyss. Achievements of many generations,

Q> a ^ . raised from the ashes, are collapsing into ruin. State structures no longer function.

WvjlJ^ New blows are struck each day at our flickering economy. Living conditions are bur-

dening people more and more^
Through each place of work, many Polish people's homes, there is a line of

painful division. The atmosphere of unending conflict, misunderstanding and hatred

^.sows mental devastation and damages the tradition of tolerance.

(y\^ /.Strikes, strike alerts, protest actions have become standard. Even studentsjire

dragged into it]

Last night, many public institutions were occupied. There are calls for physi-

^ cal debate with "Reds," with people of different opinions. There are more and more
fV pj^ examples of terror, threats, moral lynching and direct assaults. Crimes, robberies

and break-ins are spreading like a wave through the country. Fortunes of millions

are being made by the sharks of the economic underground.
Chaos and demoralization have reached the level of defeat. The nation has

reached the borderline of mental endurance, many people are desperate. Now, not

days but hours separate us from a nationwide catastrophe. Honesty demands a ques-

tion: Must it come to that?...

We have to declare today, when we know the forthcoming day of mass politi-

cal demonstrations, including the ones in the center ofWarsaw called in connection

$ with the anniversary of the December events—that tragedy cannot be repeated. It

must not. We cannot let these demonstrations be a spark causing a fire in the country.

The self-preservation instinct of the nation must be taken into account.iWe

must bind the hands of adventurers before they push the country into civil waj^Cit-

izens of Poland, heavy is the burden of responsibility which lies upon me at this very

dramatic moment in Polish history. But it is my duty to take it....

I declare that today the Martial Council for National Redemption has been
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constituted, and the Council of State obeying the Polish Constitution declared a state

of emergency at midnight on the territory of Poland.

I want everybody to understand my motives and aims for action. We do not aim
at a military takeover, a military dictatorship. The nation is strong and wise enough
to develop a democratic system of socialist government. And in such a system, mili-

tary forces could stay where their place isfJNone of Poland's problems can be solved j
by force.~J

The Martial Council for National Redemption is not a substitute for the con-

stitutional government. Its only task is to protect law in the country, to guarantee re-

establishment of order and discipline. That is the way to start coming out of the

crisis, to save the country from collapsing. The committee for the country's defense

nominated army military commissars on every level of state administration and in

certain economic units.

They are granted a law for supervising the activity of the state administrative

organs from the ministry down to the local government level. The declaration of the

Martial Council for National Redemption and other decrees published today define

the terms and standards of public order for the duration of the state of emergency.

The military council would be disbanded when law governs the country and when
the conditions for the functioning of civilian administration and representative bod-

ies are created. As the situation stabilizes itself gradually, the limits on freedom in

public life will be overruled. But nobody can count on weakness or indecision....

In the name of national interests, a group of people threatening the safety of the
J

country has been interned. The extremists of Solidarity are included in this group asj

well as other members of illegal organizations.

On the demand of the military council, several people responsible personally

for pushing the country into crisis during the 1970's and abusing the posts for per-

sonal profit have been interned.... The full list will be published. We will conse-

quently clean Polish life from evil no matter where it arises. . .

.

B. EXCERPTS FROM THE DECREE IMPOSING MARTIAL LAW

The convening and holding of all kinds of gatherings, processions and demonstrations

is banned, as well as the organizing and conducting of public gatherings and artistic,

entertainment and sports events without first obtaining the consent of the appro-

priate regional organ of the state administration. Excepted are religious services and

rites taking place on the premises of churches, chapels or other places designated

exclusively for these purposes.

The dissemination of all kinds of publications or information by any means is

banned. The public performance of works of art and the use of any kind of print-

ing equipment, without first obtaining the permission of the appropriate organ is

also banned.

In connection with the introduction of martial law, the Interior Minister has

introduced a ban on movement by citizens in public places during the hours from

2200 to 0600. The curfew has been introduced throughout the country.

Persons who spend the daytime in public places must carry personal identity

documents.
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People wanting to change their permanent residence or their temporary resi-

dence for a period longer than 48 hours must first obtain permission from the

regional authorities. On arrival in a given locality they must report to the authori-
* ties within 12 hours....

All citizens are asked to restrict to a minimum their movements in public places

so as to prevent violations of public order.

Civil, military and other public-order officials may use direct coercion with

regard to persons failing to observe the above restrictions.

The introduction of martial law entails the temporary suspension of basic civil

rights defined in the Polish Constitution, in particular those of personal liberty.

Polish citizens over the age of 1 7 whose behavior in the past gives rise to the

justified suspicion that, if left free, they would not observe the legal order or that

they would engage in activity that threatens the interest, security or defense of the state,

may be interned at centers of isolation for the duration of martial law....

In connection with the exacerbation of the political situation caused by forces

hostile to the socialist state seeking to take over the radio and television, conditions

arose that made it impossible to carry out normal work and that endangered the

safety of the employees of Polish radio and television. In order to insure the correct

and essential functioning of the radio and television, the Council of Ministers orders

the following:

1

.

One central radio program and one central television program will be broad-

cast.

2. The remaining radio programs and the second television channel will cease

broadcasting.

3. The regional broadcasting stations and regional television centers will be
switched off and the activity of the television center and the central radio station in

Warsaw will be restricted to the essential minimum....

All firearms, ammunition and explosives must be handed in to the civic militia

within 24 hours.

The carrying of all potentially dangerous weapons is banned....

State organs are also authorized to introduce limitation of freedom of move-

ment of inhabitants in specified times and places through the introduction of a cur-

few or prohibition of movement to and from specified provinces, towns and
parishes....

From today the sale of engine fuels is suspended immediately at all public fuel

stations for all private motor vehicles. All users of private cars are asked not to drive

up to fuel stations because these stations will not fill tanks for an indefinite period.

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

What reasons did General Jaruzelski give for declaring martial law in Poland?

2. What other reasons might he have had for taking this step? Why did he not mention

these other reasons in his address?

3. Why were the Soviets pleased by the imposition of martial law? Why did they want to

avoid an invasion of Poland?

4. What sorts of restrictions did martial law entail? How were these restrictions intended

to restore order and ease the crisis?

5. Why were the Solidarity leaders arrested? How did Jaruzelski justify this?
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6. Why did the United States impose trade sanctions? Why did the West not do more to

help the Polish people in this crisis?

7. Should General Jaruzelski be considered a traitor who did Moscow's dirty work or a

patriot who saved his country from invasion? Explain.

68 Andropov's Peace Offensive, 1982

In November of 1982, after 18 years as Soviet leader, Leonid Brezhnev died. His successor

was lurii V. Andropov, who had served as Soviet ambassador to Hungary during the 1956

rebellion (#29) and had later become head of the KGB, or state security police. Andropov

believed that the USSR had stagnated in Brezhnev's declining years, and that new insights

and approaches were required if its security was to be maintained. Apprehensive about the

increasing risk of nuclear war since the collapse of detente in 1979, and mindful of the fact

that public concern about that danger was mounting, he embarked upon a skillfully designed

public relations campaign aimed not only at the U.S.A. but also at America's allies in Europe.

In December of 1982, as part of this "peace offensive," he delivered a speech calling for mea-

sures to reduce the threat of nuclear war, including substantial reductions in the numbers of

nuclear missiles deployed by both sides in Europe.

EXCERPTS FROM ANDROPOV'S SPEECH ON REDUCTIONS
IN NUCLEAR MISSILES, DECEMBER 21, 1982

A nuclear war, whether big or small, whether limited or total, must not be allowed to

break out. That is why the unilateral commitment of the Soviet Union not to use

nuclear weapons first was received with approval and hope all over the world. If our

example is followed by the other nuclear powers, this will be a truly momentous con-

tribution to the efforts of preventing nuclear war. . .

.

Of course, one of the main avenues leading to a real scaling down of the threat

of nuclear war is that of reaching a Soviet-American agreement on limitation and
reduction of strategic nuclear armaments....

We are prepared to reduce our strategic arms by more than 25 percent. U.S.

arms, too, must be reduced accordingly, so that the two states have the same number
of strategic deliver)7 vehicles. We also propose that the number of nuclear warheads

should be substantially lowered and that improvement of nuclear weapons should

be maximally restricted. . .

.

And, while the negotiations are under way, we offer what is suggested by com-

mon sense: to freeze the strategic arsenals of the two sides. The US Government does

not want this and now everyone can understand why: it has embarked on a new, con-

siderable buildup of nuclear armaments.. .

.

The Soviet Union is prepared to go very far. As everybody knows, we have sug-

gested an agreement renouncing all types of nuclear weapons... designed to strike

targets in Europe. But this proposal has come up against a solid wall of silence. Evi-

dendy they do not want to accept it, but are afraid to reject it openly....
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We have also suggested... that the USSR and the NATO countries reduce their

medium-range weaponry by more than two-thirds. So far, the United States will not
have it. For its part, it has submitted a proposal that, as if in mockery, is called a "zero

' option." It envisages elimination of all Soviet medium-range missiles not only in the

European but also in the Asiatic part of the Soviet Union, while NATO's nuclear-

missile arsenal in Europe is to remain intact and may even be increased. Does anyone
really think that the Soviet Union can agree to this?...

We are prepared, among other things, to agree that the Soviet Union should
retain in Europe only as many missiles as are kept there by Britain and France—and
not a single one more. This means that the Soviet Union would reduce hundreds of

missiles, including dozens of the latest missiles known in the West as SS-20. In the case

of the USSR and the U.S.A. this would be a really honest "zero option" as regards

medium-range missiles....

Along with this there must also be an accord on reducing to equal levels on
both sides the number of medium-range nuclear-delivery aircraft stationed in this

region by the USSR and the NATO countries.

We call on the other side to accept these clear and fair terms, to take this oppor-

tunity while it still exists. But let no one delude himself: we will never let our security

or the security of our allies be jeopardized. It would also be a good thing if thought

were given to the grave consequences that the stationing of new U.S. medium-range
weapons in Europe would entail for all further efforts to limit nuclear armaments
in general. In short, the ball is now in the court of the U.S.A.

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

Why did Andropov launch a "peace offensive" in 1982? How did his proposals differ

from Ronald Reagan's (#66)?

2. Why did he object to the "zero option" proposed by the United States?

3. Why did Andropov stress the Soviet pledge not to use nuclear weapons first? Why
might the U.S.A. not want to make such a pledge?

4. Why did he propose freezing strategic arsenals at current levels during negotiations?

Why might the U.S.A. refuse to go along?

5. Why did he suggest that the USSR should retain in Europe "only as many missiles as

are kept there by Britain and France"?

6. How would Andropov's proposals have reduced tensions between the superpowers?

7. What objections might the United States raise to these proposals?

8. What aspects of these proposals would have seemed attractive to NATO countries in

western Europe?

69 Reagan's "Star Wars" Speech, 1983

Early in 1983, as Andropov achieved some success in identifying Moscow with peace and

Washington with militarism, the Reagan administration began to look for ways to respond.

Indeed, the president's "evil empire" speech (#65B), delivered in early March, was largely
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an attempt to justify his hardline approach by depicting it as a crusade against the forces

of evil.

A few weeks later, however, Reagan went on to announce his own unique peace pro-

gram. Rather than basing his nation's security on negotiations with an adversary he deeply

distrusted or on the deterrent threat of massive nuclear retaliation, he instead placed his

faith in the wonders of U.S. technology. On March 23rd, in a nationally televised address that

surprised even some of his advisors, he shared his vision of a futuristic space-based "shield"

that would protect the United States from Soviet attack by shooting down incoming missiles,

and announced that he was initiating a program to develop and build such a shield. Although

Reagan would come to call this his Strategic Defense Initiative, or SDI, it was widely referred

to as "Star Wars," after a popular movie series in which the forces of good used fantastic

space technology to battle an evil empire.

There were all sorts of problems with the SDI. Much of the needed technology had

not yet been developed, and the cost of producing it would be very high indeed. Even then,

most scientists agreed that it could never be made foolproof, and that a clever foe could

eventually create weapons to thwart and overcome it. The Kremlin quickly condemned it as

a first strike weapon, pointing out that, once America had a shield in place to protect it from

retaliation, it would be free to launch a nuclear attack upon the USSR. Nevertheless, the

Strategic Defense Initiative remained an article of faith with Ronald Reagan throughout the

rest of his presidency, severely complicating the arms control negotiations, but allowing him

to portray himself as a peaceful man who was working to lessen the threat of nuclear war.

EXCERPTS FROM REAGAN'S TELEVISED SPEECH,
MARCH 23, 1983

My fellow Americans, thank you for sharing your time with me tonight. The subject

I want to discuss with you, peace and national security, is both timely and impor-

tant—timely because I have reached a decision that offers new hope for our chil-

dren in the 21st century....

We are engaged right now in several negotiations with the Soviet Union to

bring about a mutual reduction of weapons.... If the Soviet Union willjoin us in our

effort to achieve major arms reduction we will have succeeded in stabilizing the

nuclear balance. Nevertheless, it will be necessary to rely on the specter of retalia-

tion—on mutual threat, and that is a sad commentary on the human condition.

Wouldn't it be better to save lives than to avenge them? Are we not capable of

demonstrating our peaceful intentions by applying all our abilities and our ingenu-

ity to achieving a truly lasting stability? I think w-e are—indeed, we must!

After careful consultation with my advisors, including the Joint Chiefs of Staff,

I believe there is a way. Let me share with you a vision of the future which offers

hope. It is that we embark on a program to counter the awesome Soviet missile threat

with measures that are defensive. Let us turn to the very strengths in technology that

spawned our great industrial base and that have given us the quality of life we enjoy

today.

What if free people could live secure in the knowledge that their security did not

rest upon the threat of instant U.S. retaliation to deter a Soviet attack; that we could

intercept and destroy strategic ballistic missiles before they reached our own soil or

that of our allies?
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I know this is a formidable, technical task, one that may not be accomplished
before the end of this century. Yet, current technology has attained a level of sophis-

tication where it is reasonable for us to begin the effort. It will take years, probably
< decades, of effort on many fronts. There will be failures and setbacks just as there

will be successes and breakthroughs. And as we proceed, we must remain constant in

preserving the nuclear deterrent and maintaining a solid capability for flexible

response. But isn't it worth every investment necessary to free the world from the

threat of nuclear war? We know it is. . .

.

I clearly recognize that defensive systems have limitations and raise certain

problems and ambiguities. If paired with offensive systems, they can be viewed as fos-

tering an aggressive policy, and no one wants that.

But with these considerations in mind, I call upon the scientific community in

our country, those who gave us nuclear weapons, to turn their great talents now to the

cause of mankind and world peace: to give us the means of rendering these nuclear

weapons impotent and obsolete.

Tonight, consistent with our obligations under the ABM Treaty and recognizing

the need for closer consultation with our allies, I am taking an important first step.

I am directing a comprehensive and intensive effort to define a long-term research

and development program to begin to achieve our ultimate goal of eliminating the

threat posed by strategic nuclear missiles. This could pave the way for arms control

measures to eliminate the weapons themselves. We seek neither military superiority

nor political advantage. Our only purpose—one all people share—is to search for

ways to reduce the danger of nuclear war.

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

What was the essence of Reagan's "Star Wars" vision? Why was it so appealing to

many people?

2. From Reagan's perspective, what advantages did SDI have over current methods to pro-

tect national security?

3. What political benefits might Reagan derive from initiating SDI?

4. What were the potential disadvantages of SDI for the United States? Why might many

people be skeptical of its value?

5. Why would Moscow respond negatively to SDI? What fears and concerns might it

arouse in Soviet leaders?

70 The Nuclear Freeze Resolution, 1983

In the early 1980s, as the Cold War and the arms race intensified, an extensive grass-roots

"peace movement" emerged in Europe and North America. In his 1982 peace offensive (#68),

lurii Andropov sought to associate himself with this movement, hoping thereby to bring pres-

sure on the Reagan administration to halt its weapons buildup and cancel its planned deploy-

ments of new missiles in Europe.

Meanwhile, in the United States, an innovative "nuclear freeze" campaign captured the



THE RENEWAL OF THE COLD WAR, 1 979-1 985 21

7

public imagination. Proposing to end the arms race by negotiating a prompt cessation of all

weapons testing and production, it called for an "immediate, mutual and verifiable freeze" on

the arsenals of both sides. As the movement picked up steam, the politicians climbed on

board. Despite President Reagan's efforts to counter it, including his "evil empire" and "Star

Wars" speeches (#65B and #69), a nuclear freeze resolution was actually approved by the

House of Representatives in May of 1983. Although the resolution had no binding force, it

did serve as a public call to Reagan to moderate his policies and reach an agreement with

Moscow.

HIGHLIGHTS OF THE NUCLEAR WEAPONS FREEZE RESOLUTION
PASSED BY THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
MAY 4, 1983

Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of Amer-
ica in Congress assembled, that, consistent with the maintenance of essential equiv-

alence in overall nuclear capabilities now and in the future, the Strategic Arms
Reduction Talks between the United States and the Soviet Union should have the

following objectives:

1. Pursuing the objective of negotiating an immediate, mutual and verifiable

freeze, then pursuing the objective of negotiating immediate, mutual and verifiable

reductions in nuclear weapons.

2. Deciding when and how to achieve a mutual verifiable freeze on testing, pro-

duction, and further deployment of nuclear warheads, missiles, and other delivery sys-

tems, and systems which would threaten the viability of sea-based nuclear deterrent

forces, and to include all air defense systems designed to stop nuclear bombers. Sub-

marines are not delivery systems as used herein.

3. Consistent with pursuing the objective of negotiating an immediate, mutual

and verifiable freeze, giving special attention to destabilizing weapons, especially

those which give either nation capabilities which confer upon it even the hypothet-

ical advantage of a first strike.

4. Providing the cooperative measures of verification, including provisions for

on-site inspection as appropriate to complement national technical means of verifi-

cation and to ensure compliance.

5. Proceeding from this mutual and verifiable freeze, pursuing substantial, equi-

table and verifiable reductions through numerical ceilings, annual percentages, or any

other equally effective and verifiable means of strengthening strategic stability, with

such reductions to be achieved within a reasonable, specified period of time as deter-

mined by negotiations.

6. Preserving present limitations and controls on nuclear weapons and nuclear

deliver)' systems.

7. Incorporating ongoing negotiations in Geneva on intermediate-range nuclear

systems into the START negotiations.

8. Discussing the impact of comprehensive defensive systems consistent with

all provisions of the Treaty on the Limitation of Anti Ballistic-Missile Systems.

In those negotiations, the United States shall make even effort to reach a com-

mon position with our North Atlantic Treaty Organization allies on any element of an
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agreement which would be inconsistent with existing United States commitments to

those allies.

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

Why did the freeze movement become so popular in America in 1983?

2. Why was Andropov supportive of this movement?

3. How did Reagan's policies and rhetoric contribute to the growth of this movement?

4. What were the key provisions of this resolution?

5. What might its sponsors have hoped to accomplish in getting it approved by the House
of Representatives?

71 The KAL 007 Incident, 1983

Throughout 1983 the international climate worsened, thanks to the continuing weapons
buildup on both sides, the deadlock in the arms talks, the tensions aroused by SDI, the

impending deployment of new U.S. missiles in Europe, and various other factors. Ostensi-

ble efforts to improve things, such as Andropov's peace offensive and the nuclear freeze

movement, had little long term impact.

Then, on September 1, a tragic incident in the northeastern skies damaged relations

still further. A South Korean Airliner, on a scheduled flight from New York to Korea (KAL flight

007), strayed off course and flew through Soviet air space for several hours, passing over

sensitive military installations on the Kamchatka peninsula. Finally, after it had flown over

Sakhalin Island and was about to leave Soviet air space, it was shot down with a missile

fired by a Soviet pilot, killing all 269 persons aboard.

The event resulted in a wave of international outrage against the USSR, and in a series

of charges and countercharges that brought superpower relations to an impasse. Moscow
asserted that the Boeing 747 had been mistaken for a U.S. spy plane and that the Ameri-

cans had provoked the incident by using a passenger plane for aerial reconnaissance. Wash-

ington responded by accusing the Soviets of barbarism and demanding compensation for

the victims' families. In this atmosphere, hopes for progress in the arms talks dimmed and

soon disappeared. In November, the United States began installing its new missiles in Europe

as planned, and the Kremlin responded by breaking off the weapons negotiations.

STATEMENT BY SECRETARY OF STATE GEORGE SCHULTZ
ON SOVIET DOWNING OF KOREAN JETLINER,
SEPTEMBER 1, 1983

At 1400 hours Greenwich mean time yesterday, a Korean Air Lines Boeing 747 en

route from New York to Seoul, Korea, departed Anchorage, Alaska. Two-hundred

sixty-nine passengers and crew were on board, including Congressman Lawrence P.

McDonald.
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At approximately 1600 hours Greenwich mean time, the aircraft came to the

attention of Soviet radar. It was tracked constandy by the Soviets from that time.

The aircraft strayed into Soviet airspace over the Kamchatka Peninsula and
over the Sea of Okhotsk and over the Sakhalin Islands. The Soviets tracked the com-
mercial airliner for some two and a half hours.

A Soviet pilot reported visual contact with the aircraft at 1812 hours. The Soviet

plane was, we know, in constant contact with its ground control.

At 1821 hours the Korean aircraft was reported by the Soviet pilot at 10,000

meters. At 1826 hours the Soviet pilot reported that he fired a missile and the tar-

get was destroyed. At 1830 hours the Korean aircraft was reported by radar at 5,000

meters. At 1838 hours the Korean plane disappeared from the radar screen.

We know that at least eight Soviet fighters reacted at one time or another to

the airliner. The pilot who shot the aircraft down reported after the attack that he had
in fact fired a missile, that he had destroyed the target, and that he was breaking

away.

About an hour later, the Soviet controllers ordered a number of their search air-

craft to conduct search and rescue activities in the vicinity of the last position of the

Korean airliner as reflected by Soviet tracking. One of these aircraft reported finding

kerosene on the surface of the seas in that area.

During Wednesday night, United States State Department officials, particularly

Assistant Secretary [Richard] Burt, were in contact with Soviet officials seeking infor-

mation concerning the airliner's fate. The Soviets offered no information.

As soon as U.S. sources had confirmed the shooting down of the aircraft, the U.S.

on its own behalf and on behalf of the Republic of Korea called in the Soviet charge

d'affaires in Washington this morning to express our grave concern over the shoot-

ing down of an unarmed civilian plane earning passengers with a number of nation-

alities. We also urgently demanded an explanation from the Soviet Union.

The United States reacts with revulsion to this attack. Loss of life appears to be

heavy. We can see no excuse whatsoever for this appalling act.

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

Why would the Soviets feel compelled to shoot down a foreign aircraft that had flown

over their territory?

2. In his statement, why did Schultz provide such precise detail about the time and cir-

cumstances of the incident?

3. Why would Moscow accuse the United States of purposely provoking this incident?

4. Why did the United States accuse Moscow of a deliberate act of barbarism?

5. Why did this incident have such a devastating impact on international relations?
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72 The Soviet Olympic Boycott, 1984

The death of lurii Andropov in February 1984, and his replacement by Konstantin U. Chernenko

as General Secretary of the Soviet Communist Party, did not serve to improve relations

between East and West. Chernenko, an aging party functionary and former crony of Leonid

Brezhnev, pursued a foreign policy that was circumspect, inflexible, and unimaginative. The
war in Afghanistan persisted, the chill in superpower relations continued, and the arms con-

trol talks remained suspended throughout 1984.

The situation further deteriorated in May of that year when the Soviet National Olympic

Committee announced that athletes from the USSR would not participate in the 1984 Sum-
mer Olympic Games, slated to take place in Los Angeles, California. Other communist nations

eventually followed suit. In its public statement, which is reproduced below, the Soviet com-
mittee listed a number of reasons for this action, including concerns for the athletes' well-

being and alleged American efforts to politicize the games. Many saw it, however, as simple

retaliation for the American-led boycott of the 1980 Moscow games, or perhaps as retribution

for Reagan's flagrant hostility toward the USSR.

STATEMENT OF THE SOVIET NATIONAL OLYMPIC COMMITTEE,
MAY 8, 1984

The National Olympic Committee of the USSR made an all-round analysis of the sit-

uation around the games of the XXIII Olympiad in Los Angeles and studied the

question of participation of the Soviet sports delegation in them.

As is known, in its statement of April 10, 1984, the national Olympic Commit-
tee of the USSR voiced serious concern over the rude violations by the organizers

of the Games of the rules of the Olympic Charter and the anti-Soviet campaign
launched by reactionary circles in the United States with the connivance of the offi-

cial authorities, and asked the International Olympic Committee (IOC) to study the

obtaining situation.

At its meeting on April 24 this year the IOC found the stand of the USSR
National Olympic Committee to be just and substantiated. But, disregarding the

opinion of the IOC, the U.S. authorities continue rudely to interfere in affairs

belonging exclusively to the competence of the Los Angeles Olympic organizing

Committee.
It is known that from the very first days of preparations for the present Olympics

the American Administration has sought to set course at using the Games for its

political aims. Chauvinistic sentiments and anti-Soviet hysteria are being whipped

up in the country. Extremist organizations and groupings of all sorts, openly aiming

to create "unbearable conditions" for the stay of the Soviet delegation and for the

performance by Soviet sportsmen, have sharply stepped up their activity with direct

connivance of the American authorities. Political demonstrations hostile to the USSR
are being prepared, undisguised threats are made against the USSR National Olympic

Committee, Soviet sportsmen and officials. Heads of anti-Soviet, antisocialist orga-

nizations are received by U.S. Administration officials. Their activity is widely publi-
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cized bv the mass media. To justify this campaign, the U.S. authorities and Olympics
organizers constandy refer to legislative acts of all kinds.

Washington has made assurances of iate of the readiness to observe rules of

the Olympic Charter. The practical deeds bv the American side, however, show it

does not intend to insure the security of all sportsmen, respect their rights and human
dignitv and create normal conditions for holding the Games. The cavalier attitude of

the U.S. authorities to the Olvmpic Charter, the gross flouting of the ideals and tra-

ditions of the Olvmpic movement, are aimed directlv at undermining it. This line,

which appeared clearlv earlier, is being conducted now as well.

In these conditions the National Olvmpic Committee of the USSR is compelled

to declare that participation of Soviet sportsmen in the Games of the XXIII Olympiad
in Los Angeles is impossible. To act differently would be tantamount to approving

the anti-Olvmpian actions of the U.S. authorities and organizers of the Games.
Adopting this decision we have not the slightest wish to cast aspersions on the

American public, to cloud the good feelings linking sportsmen of our countries. The
National Olvmpic Committee of the USSR, the sports organizations of our country
will further support the efforts of the IOC, the Association of National Olvmpic Com-
mittees, international sports federations, the International Association of Sports Writ-

ers directed at strengthening the international Olympic movement, to struggle for the

preservation of its purity and unity.

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

How did the Soviet Olympic Committee justify its boycott of the 1 984 games?

2. What other reasons, not mentioned in the official statement, might Moscow have had

for taking this step?

3. What might Moscow have been trying to accomplish with this Olympic boycott?

4. What sorts of impacts was the boycott likely to have?

5. Why did the Olympics become a symbol and embodiment of the Cold War rivalry?



Part VI

The End of the Cold War,
1985-1991

73 The Geneva Summit, 1985

The death of Konstantin Chernenko in March 1985, and the rise of Mikhail Gorbachev to

leadership of the Soviet Communist Party, marked a generational shift in the Kremlin. It also

signaled an important change in the way that Moscow did business with the outside world.

Young, energetic, outgoing and articulate, Gorbachev looked and acted more like a West-

ern politician than a Communist bureaucrat. Anxious to improve the stagnant Soviet economy
and to reduce the immense costs of maintaining a mammoth military machine and a net-

work of client states, he began to look for ways to ease international anxieties and halt the

ruinous arms race.

In this effort he met with a favorable response from President Ronald Reagan, who
quickly invited him to come to America for an early summit conference. However, Gorbachev

preferred a neutral setting, so the two men agreed to meet at Geneva, Switzerland, in Novem-

ber 1985.

The Geneva summit conference produced no real diplomatic breakthroughs, but it did

generate significant progress on the personal relations front. During a break in the formal

talks, Gorbachev and Reagan even managed to hold a long private discussion, with no advi-

sors present, by a fireplace in a beach house near Lake Geneva. The dynamic young Com-
munist and the aging Cold Warrior, who differed so greatly in background and beliefs, shared

with each other their hopes and concerns, and developed a rapport and a mutual respect

that would help them make real headway during the next few years.

222
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A. EXCERPTS FROM JOINT SOVIET-AMERICAN STATEMENT
ON THE GENEVA SUMMIT,
NOVEMBER 21, 1985

By mutual agreement, the President of the United States, Ronald Reagan, and the

General Secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet

Union, Mikhail S. Gorbachev, met in Geneva November 19-21....

While acknowledging the differences in their systems and approaches to inter-

national issues, some greater understanding of each side's view was achieved by the

two leaders. They agreed about the need to improve U.S.-Soviet relations and the

international situation as a whole.

In this connection the two sides have confirmed the importance of an ongo-
ing dialogue, reflecting their strong desire to seek common ground on existing prob-

lems. They agreed to meet again in the nearest future. The General Secretary accepted

an invitation by the President of the United States to \isit the United States ofAmer-
ica, and the President of the United States accepted an invitation by the General
Secretary of the Central Committee of the CPSU to visit the Soviet Union. Arrange-

ments for the timing of the visits will be agreed upon through diplomatic channels.

In their meetings, agreement was reached on a number of specific issues....

SECURITY. The sides, having discussed key security issues, and conscious of

the special responsibility of the USSR and the U.S. for maintaining peace, have

agreed that a nuclear war cannot be won and must never be fought. Recognizing

that any conflict between the USSR and the U.S. could have catastrophic conse-

quences, they emphasized the importance of preventing any war between them,

whether nuclear or conventional. Thev will not seek to achieve militarv superiority.

NUCLEAR AND SPACE TALKS. The President and the General Secretary dis-

cussed the negotiations on nuclear and space arms. They agreed to accelerate the

work at these negotiations, with a view to accomplishing the tasks set down in the

Joint U.S.-Soviet Agreement ofJan. 8, 1985, namely to prevent an arms race in space

and to terminate it on earth, to limit and reduce nuclear arms and enhance strategic

stability. Noting the proposals recently tabled by the U.S. and the Soviet Union, they

called for early progress, in particular in areas where there is common ground, includ-

ing the principle of 50 percent reductions in the nuclear arms of the U.S. and the

L'SSR appropriately applied, as well as the idea of an interim I.N.F. agreement. Dur-

ing the negotiation of these agreements, effective measures for verification of com-
pliance with obligations assumed will be agreed upon.

RISK REDUCTION CENTERS. The sides agreed to study the question at the

expert level of centers to reduce nuclear risk taking into account the issues and devel-

opments in the Geneva negotiations. They took satisfaction in such recent steps in this

direction as the modernization of the Soviet-U.S. hot line.

NUCLEAR NONPROLIFERATION. General Secretary Gorbachev and Presi-

dent Reagan reaffirmed the commitment of the USSR and the U.S. to the Treaty on
the Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons and their interest in strengthening together

with other countries the nonproliferation regime, and in further enhancing the

effectiveness of the treaty, inter alia by enlarging its membership....

CHEMICAL WEAPONS. In the context of discussing security problems, the

two sides reaffirmed that they are in favor of a general and complete prohibition of
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chemical weapons and the destruction of existing stockpiles of such weapons. They
agreed to accelerate efforts to conclude an effective and verifiable international con-
vention on this matter. The two sides agreed to intensify bilateral discussions on the

* level of experts on all aspects of such a chemical weapons ban, including the question

of verification. They agreed to initiate a dialogue on preventing the proliferation of

chemical weapons. . .

.

PROCESS OF DIALOGUE. President Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev
agreed on the need to place on a regular basis and intensity dialogue at various lev-

els. Along with meetings between the leaders of the two countries, this envisages reg-

ular meetings between the USSR Minister of Foreign Affairs and the U.S. Secretary

of State, as well as between the heads of other ministries and agencies. They agree that

the recent visits of the heads of ministries and departments in such fields as agricul-

ture, housing and protection of the environment have been useful. Recognizing that

exchanges of views on regional issues on the expert level have proven useful, they

agreed to continue such exchanges on a regular basis. The sides intend to expand the

programs of bilateral cultural, educational and scientific-technical exchanges, and
also to develop trade and economic ties.... They agreed on the importance of resolv-

ing humanitarian cases in the spirit of cooperation. They believe that there should be

greater understanding among our peoples and that to this end they will encourage
greater travel and people-to-people contact. . .

.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION. Both sides agreed to contribute to the

preservation of the environment—a global task—through joint research and practical

measures. In accordance with the existing U.S.-Soviet agreement in this area, con-

sultations will be held next year in Moscow and Washington on specific programs of

cooperation....

FUSION RESEARCH. The two leaders emphasized the potential importance

of the work aimed at utilizing controlled thermo-nuclear fusion for peaceful pur-

poses and, in this connection, advocated the widest practicable development of inter-

national cooperation in obtaining this source of energy, which is essentially inex-

haustible, for the benefit for all mankind.

B. REMARKS BY GENERAL SECRETARY GORBACHEV

You've already been handed the joint statement. The President and I have done a

huge amount of work. We've gone into great detail; we've really done it in depth.

And we've done it totally openly and frankly.

We've discussed several most important issues. The relations between our two

countries and the situations in the world in general today—these are issues and prob-

lems the solving of which in the most concrete way is of concern both to our countries

and to the peoples of other countries in the world. We discussed these issues basing

our discussions on both sides' determination to improve relations between the Soviet

Union and the United States of America. We decided that we must help to decrease

the threat of nuclear war. We must not allow the arms race to move off into space

and we must cut it down on earth.

It goes without saying that discussions of these sorts we consider to be very use-

ful, and in its results you find a clear reflection of what the two sides have agreed

together. We have to be realistic and straightforward, and therefore the solving of
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the most important problems concerning the arms race and increasing hopes of

peace we didn't succeed in reaching at this meeting. So of course there are important
disagreements on matters of principle that remain between us. However, the President

and I have agreed that this work of seeking mutually acceptable decisions for these

questions will be continued here in Geneva by our representatives.

We're also going to seek new kinds of developing bilateral Soviet-American
relations. And also we're going to have further consultations on several important
quesuons where, for the most part, our positions again are completely different. All

this, we consider these forthcoming talks to be very, very useful.

But the significance of everything which we have agreed with the President can

only, of course, be reflected if we carry it on into concrete measures. Ifwe really want
to succeed in something, then both sides are going to have to do an awful lot ofwork
in the spirit of the joint statement which we have put out. And in this connection, I

would like to announce that the Soviet Union, for its part, will do all it can in this

cooperation with the United States ofAmerica in order to achieve practical results to

cut down the arms race, to cut down the arsenals which we've piled up and give—pro-

duce the conditions which will be necessary for peace on earth and in space.

We make this announcement perfectly aware of our responsibility both to our
own people and to the other peoples of the earth. And we would very much hope
that we can have the same approach from the Administration of the United States of

America. If that can be so, then the work that has been done in these days in Geneva
will not have been done in vain.

I would like to finish by thanking most profoundly the Government of Switzer-

land for the conditions which they've created for us to be able to work. Thank you for

your attention.

C. REMARKS BY PRESIDENT REAGAN

President Furgler, General Secretary Gorbachev, may I express Nancy's and my deep
personal appreciation and that of all Americans to the people of Switzerland for wel-

coming us so warmly and preparing the foundations for productive discussions. Yours

is a long and honorable tradition of promoting international peace and under-

standing. You should take pride in being the capital for international discussions.

So, again, to the Government of Switzerland and to the citizens of Geneva, many,

many thanks.

We've packed a lot into the last two days. I came to Geneva to seek a fresh start

in relations between the United States and the Soviet Union and we have done this.

General Secretary Gorbachev and I have held comprehensive discussions covering all

elements of our relationship. I'm convinced that we are heading in the right direc-

tion. We've reached some useful interim results which are described in thejoint state-

ment that is being issued this morning.

In agreeing to accelerate the work of our nuclear arms negotiators, Mr. Gor-

bachev and I have addressed our common responsibility to strengthen peace. I believe

that we have established a process for more intensive contacts between the United

States and the Soviet Union. These two days of talks should inject a certain momen-
tum into our work on the issues between us—a momentum we can continue at the

meeting that we have agreed on for next year.
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Before coming to Geneva, I spoke often of the need to build confidence in our
dealings with each other. Frank and forthright conversation at the summit are part

of this process. But I'm certain General Secretary Gorbachev would agree that real con-

fidence in each other must be built on deeds, not simply words. This is the thought
that ties together all the proposals that the United States has put on the table in the

past, and this is the criteria by which our meetings will be judged in the future.

The real report card on Geneva will not come in for months or even years. But
we know the questions that must be answered.

Will we join together in sharply reducing offensive nuclear arms and moving to

nonnuclear defensive strengths for systems to make this a safer world? Will we join

together to help bring about a peaceful resolution of conflicts in Asia, Africa and
Central America so that the peoples there can freely determine their own destiny

without outside interference? Will the cause of liberty be advanced, and will the

treaties and agreements signed—past and future—be fulfilled? The people ofAmer-
ica, the Soviet Union and throughout the world are ready to answer yes.

I leave Geneva today and our fireside summit determined to pursue every oppor-

tunity to build a safer world of peace and freedom. There's hard work ahead, but

we're ready for it. General Secretary Gorbachev, we ask you to join us in getting the

job done, as I'm sure you will. Thank you.

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

Why did Gorbachev prefer to meet Reagan in Geneva rather than in the United States?

2. Why was the establishment of a personal rapport between these two men such an

important breakthrough?

3. Judging from the Joint Soviet-American Statement, what was the nature and signifi-

cance of the formal agreements reached at Geneva?

4. In his concluding remarks, why did Gorbachev insist that "we must not allow the arms

race to move off into space"?

5. In his concluding remarks, why did Reagan call for "a peaceful resolution of conflicts in

Asia, Africa and Central America"?

6. Why did both leaders stress the importance of following up on the agreements with

concrete actions and accomplishments?

74 The Reykjavik Summit, 1986

Following the Geneva summit meeting of November 1985, Mikhail Gorbachev made a series

of striking proposals designed to jump start the moribund arms talks. He called for the elim-

ination of all nuclear weapons, in three stages, over the next fifteen years. He urged the with-

drawal of all U.S. and Soviet intermediate-range missiles from Europe, in effect supporting

Reagan's earlier zero-option proposal (#66). He proposed vast cuts in the conventional mil-

itary forces of NATO and the Warsaw Pact, and promoted a comprehensive ban on all nuclear

testing. Under his guidance, Moscow had clearly seized the initiative in superpower

negotiations.
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Scrambling to catch up, the Reagan administration began to refine its own positions and

push for a second summit. But Gorbachev, although he had agreed at Geneva to visit the

United States, now refused to come unless the arms talks made some headway. After some
discussion, he finally agreed to meet with Reagan at Reykjavik, Iceland, for preliminary talks.

Although the Reagan people saw Reykjavik as a preparatory meeting to discuss a

Washington summit, Soviet leader Gorbachev had something else in mind. He came ready

to talk turkey, bringing along specific and sweeping proposals calling for a 50 percent cut in

all strategic arms, the elimination of intermediate-range weapons from Europe, talks on a

total test ban, and mutual agreement to abide by the ABM Treaty for ten more years. The
Americans, struck by the staggering magnitude of these offerings, eventually replied with a

breathtaking counterproposal to abolish all strategic missiles in the next ten years. Not to be

outdone, Gorbachev came back with a plan to eliminate all nuclear weapons, and not just

missiles, by 1996. Excitement grew as the two sides worked to hammer out a tentative accord.

The whole thing finally collapsed, however, when Reagan refused to confine his Strategic

Defense Initiative (SDI) to laboratory testing during that period. Bitterly disappointed, the two

sides blamed each other, and Gorbachev made the following remarks while he was still in

Iceland.

EXCERPTS FROM GORBACHEV'S STATEMENT
IN REYKJAVIK, OCTOBER 12, 1986

About one hour has passed since our meeting with the President of the United States

ofAmerica ended. It lasted a little more than we had expected, had planned. Now the

meeting has ended. And sometimes they say when you stand face to face with some-

body you cannot see his face. So I have just left the place where we had that meeting

and particularly at the last stages of that meeting, the debates were vers" pointed and
I'm still very much under the influence of those debates.

The atmosphere at the meeting was friendly. We could discuss things freely and
without limitation, outlining our views as to various problems and this has made it pos-

sible for us to have a more in-depth understanding of many major issues of interna-

tional politics, bilateral relations and above all, the questions of war and peace, of

ending the nuclear arms race and the entire range of problems within that broad

topic...

We brought here a whole package of major proposals which, had they been
accepted, could genuinely within a short period of time make it possible to genuinely

avert the threat of nuclear war and would also make it possible to begin movement
toward a non-nuclear world. I proposed to the President that we should here in Reyk-

javik issue instructions to the agencies involved to prepare three draft agreements, that

we could then sign during my \isit to the United States.

On strategic weapons, we proposed that they should be reduced by 50 percent,

so that before the end of this century, this most deadly type of weapon would be

completely eliminated. It was our belief that the world was looking for major steps, that

it was expecting deep cuts rather than some cosmetic reductions, that bold and
responsible decisions were necessary on the part of the people of the Soviet Union
and the United States.

But when we began discussing that question, we felt in response that the pro-

posals which were given to us were not adequate. They were not really relevant
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because they only repeated what is already being bandied about, limits, sublimits,

arithmetic that only makes the substance of the question very confusing.

We said, we have this recognition of the triad of strategic offensive weapons:
' ICBMs, missiles carried by submarines and strategic missiles on bombers. Now let us

reduce that by one half, a 50 percent reduction in land-based missiles, including the

heavy missiles that so concerned the United States, a 50 percent reduction in sub-

marine-launched missiles and 50 percent reduction in missiles on strategic aircraft.

The American delegation agreed to that. We had an accord there.

We put forward a proposal to instruct delegations to prepare an agreement on
medium-range missiles. I proposed to the President to give up all the options that

had been discussed until then, and to really go back to the American proposals of

complete elimination of U.S. medium-range missiles in Europe and to eliminate also

the Soviet medium-range missiles in Europe. At this meeting, we decided to remove
from the agenda altogether the question of British and French nuclear missiles. Let

them remain, let them be upgraded.

The Americans did not expect that we would make such proposals. That was

not acceptable. The U.S. side again wanted us to accept interim solutions that would
preserve some American missiles in Europe and some Soviet missiles.

In the end, we made that last step. We said, in Europe we will eliminate U.S.

and Soviet medium-range missiles. In Asia, 100 warheads on missiles each. We agreed

that an agreement to that effect could be signed.

In this situation, when we are entering the stage of genuine cuts, [we proposed]

that in 10 years the nuclear arsenals of the Soviet Union and the United States would
be eliminated altogether. We said that within that period, the treaties that exist, like

the ABM treaty, should not only be preserved, but they should be strengthened. We
proposed that the ABM treaty should be strengthened, that both sides should under-

take within the next 10 years not to use their right to withdraw from that treaty.

I think this is logical. We said in our proposals that we should emphasize that

within those 10 years, all the requirements of the ABM treaty would be stricdy pre-

served, that the development and testing of space weapons would be banned and
that only research within laboratories would be permitted.

We know the commitment of the U.S. Administration and the President to SDI.

Our agreement to the possibility of lab testing makes possible for the President to

go through with the research and to see what is SDI and what it's all about. And this

is really where the real fight began. The President insisted until the end that the

United States retained the right to test, have experiments and to test things relating

to SDI not only in the laboratories but also out of the laboratories, including in space.

I said to the President that we were missing a historic chance. Never had our

positions been so close together. When we were saying goodbye, the President said

he was disappointed and that from the very beginning I, that is to say Gorbachev, had

come to Reykjavik with no willingness to reach agreement. Why, he said, because ofjust

one word are you so intransigent in your approach to SDI and as regards testing?

No, it's not one word that is the point here. It is the substance that is the key to

what the Administration really intends. If you make an inventory of things that have

happened, you will see that we have made very serious, unprecedented concessions

and compromises that are unprecedented. And still there has been no agreement. The
Americans came to this meeting empty-handed, with an entire set of mothballed

proposals that made the situation so bad, so stuffy at the Geneva negotiations.
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DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

Why was Gorbachev so anxious to move forward with sweeping arms cuts? What con-

ditions in the USSR may have contributed to his haste?

2. Why was the Reagan administration reluctant to move as quickly as Gorbachev wanted

to?

3. Why were the Soviets dissatisfied with the U.S. proposal to abolish all strategic missiles

in ten years?

4. Why did Gorbachev up the ante and propose the elimination of all nuclear weapons in

the next ten years?

5. Why did Gorbachev insist that both sides should agree to adhere to the ABM Treaty for

the next ten years?

6. Why did Reagan refuse to limit SDI testing to the laboratory during this period? Why was
this refusal unacceptable to Gorbachev?

7. What were the main achievements and failings of the Reykjavik summit?

75 Reagan's 1987 Berlin Speech:

"Tear Down This Wall"

President Reagan never claimed to be an expert on Germany, but that divided nation absorbed

much of his time. He visited Berlin for the first time in 1982. Two years later, when Reagan trav-

elled to France for ceremonies commemorating the fortieth anniversary of the Allied inva-

sion of Normandy, West German Chancellor Helmut Kohl objected to his country's exclusion

from the festivities. It was not entirely clear why Germans would wish to participate in an

observance of Europe's liberation from German rule, but Kohl was insistent, and Reagan

made it up to him with a visit to West Germany in 1 985, when he returned to Europe for cel-

ebrations of the fortieth anniversary of the end of World War II. Part of that visit included a

wreath-laying ceremony at a German military cemetery in Bitburg, portrayed by Kohl as a

gesture of reconciliation. Unfortunately, the cemetery also contained the graves of a num-

ber of officers in Hitler's dreaded bodyguard, the SS, many of whose members had partici-

pated actively in the Holocaust or had committed war crimes. Reagan went through with the

ceremony despite a firestorm of criticism in the American press, but he might have been for-

given had he never returned to Germany.

But two years later he was back, this time for another visit to Berlin. Many things had

changed since Bitburg. Gorbachev's liberalization of the Soviet Union was in full swing, and

Reagan took the opportunity to call attention to the accompanying relaxation of tensions in

Europe. In a stunning speech in the shadow of the Berlin Wall, he evoked memories of John

Kennedy's 1963 speech there (#40) and challenged the Soviet leader to "tear down this wall."

The wall remained standing for two more years, but Reagan's speech came to be viewed

as a harbinger of its collapse.
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HIGHLIGHTS OF REAGAN'S BERLIN WALL SPEECH,
JUNE 12, 1987

Behind me stands a wall that encircles the free sectors of this city, part of a vast system

of barriers that divides the entire continent of Europe. From the Baltic south, those

barriers cut across Germany in a gash of barbed wire, concrete, dog runs and guard
towers. Farther south, there may be no visible, no obvious, wall. But there remain
armed guards and checkpoints all the same—still a restriction on the right to travel,

still an instrument to impose upon ordinary men and women the will of a totalitar-

ian state.

Yet it is here in Berlin where the wall emerges most clearly; here, cutting across

your city, where the news photo and the television screen have imprinted this brutal

division of a continent upon the mind of the world. Standing before the Brandenburg
Gate, every man is a German, separated from his fellow men. Every man is a Berliner,

forced to look upon a scar.

President von Weizsacker has said: The German Question is open as long as

the Brandenburg Gate is closed. Today I say: As long as this gate is closed, as long as

this scar of a wall is permitted to stand, it is not the German Question alone that

remains open, but the question of freedom for all mankind. Yet I do not come here

to lament. For I find in Berlin a message of hope—even, in the shadow of this wall,

a message of triumph. . .

.

From devastation—from utter ruin—you Berliners have in freedom rebuilt a

city that once again ranks as one of the greatest on earth....

In the 1950s, Khrushchev predicted, "We will bury you." But in the West today,

we see a free world that has achieved a level of prosperity and well-being unprece-

dented in all human history. In the Communist world, we see failure. Technological

backwardness. Declining standards of health. Even want of the most basic kind—too

little food. Even today, the Soviet Union still cannot feed itself.

After these four decades, then, there stands before the entire world one great

and inescapable conclusion. Freedom leads to prosperity. Freedom replaces the

ancient hatreds among the nations with comity and peace. Freedom is the victor.

Now the Soviets themselves may in a limited way be coming to understand the

importance of freedom. We hear much from Moscow about a new policy of reform

and openness. Some political prisoners have been released. Certain foreign news

broadcasts are no longer beingjammed. Some economic enterprises have been per-

mitted to operate with greater freedom from state control.

Are these the beginnings of profound changes in the Soviet state? Or are they

token gestures, intended to raise false hopes in the West or to strengthen the Soviet

system without changing it? We welcome change and openness. For we believe free-

dom and security go together—that the advance of human liberty can only strengthen

the cause ofworld peace. There is one sign the Soviets can make that would be unmis-

takable, that would advance dramatically the cause of freedom and peace.

General Secretary Gorbachev, ifyou seek peace—ifyou seek prosperity for the

Soviet Union and Eastern Europe—ifyou seek liberalization, come here, to this gate.

Mr. Gorbachev, open this gate.

Mr. Gorbachev, tear down this wall.

I understand the fear of war and the pain of division that afflict this continent

—
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and I pledge to vou my country's efforts to help overcome these burdens. To be sure,

we in the West must resist Soviet expansion. So we must maintain defenses of unas-

sailable strength. Yet we seek peace. So we must strive to reduce arms on both sides.

Beginning 10 years ago. the Soviets challenged the Western alliance with a grave

new threat: hundreds of new and more deadly SS-20 nuclear missiles, capable of

striking even capital in Europe. The Western alliance responded bv committing itself

to a counterdeplovment unless the Soviets agreed to negotiate a better solution

—

namely, the elimination of such weapons on both sides.

For many months, the Soviets refused to bargain in earnestness. As the alliance

in turn prepared to go forward with its counterdeplovment. there were difficult

days—davs of protests like those during my 1982 visit to this citv—and the Soviets

later walked away from the table.

But through it all, the alliance held firm. .And I invite those who protested

then—I invite those who protest today—to mark this fact: Because we remained
strong, the Soviets came back to the table. Because we remained strong, todav we
have within reach the possibility not merelv of limiting the growth of arms, but of

eliminating, for the first time, an entire class of nuclear weapons from the face of

the earth....

In Europe, onlv one nation and those it controls refuse to join the community
of freedom. Yet in this age of redoubled economic growth, of information and inno-

vation, the Soviet Union faces a choice. It must make fundamental changes. Or it

wfll become obsolete.

Todav, thus, represents a moment of hope. We in the West stand readv to coop-

erate with the East to promote true openness—to break down the barriers that sep-

arate people, to create a safer, freer world. And surelv there is no better place than

Berlin, the meeting place of East and West, to make a start....

As I looked out a moment ago from the Reichstag, that embodiment of Ger-

man unitv. I noticed words crudelv sprav-painted upon the wall—perhaps bv a voung
Berliner. "This wall will fall. Beliefs become realitv." Yes. across Europe, this wall will

fall. For it cannot withstand faith. It cannot withstand truth. The wall cannot with-

stand freedom.

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1. In what ways was Reagan's speech reminiscent of Churchill's Iron Curtain speech

(#5A) and Kennedy's 1963 Berlin speech (#40)?

2. In what ways was Reagan's speech different from those mentioned in question 1?

3. How did Reagan use this speech to broaden the traditional interpretation of the German

Question?

4. To which aspects of Soviet liberalization did Reagan call attention?

5. To what basic human desire did Reagan link the idea of freedom?

6. How did Reagan argue in defense of his conviction that the division of Europe was

coming to an end?

7. Why did Reagan issue a personal appeal to Gorbachev? What impact might this have

had on the Soviet leader?
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76 Gorbachev's New Thinking on International

Relations

In his first few years as general secretary, Mikhail Gorbachev articulated a radical new out-

look that was very much at odds with traditional Soviet behavior. He encouraged a new spirit

of glasnost, or openness and candor, in political and cultural activities. He introduced pere-

stroika, or restructuring of the Soviet system, to decentralize decision making, institute profit

incentives, and create a more open economy. And he called for new thinking, a fresh way of

looking at the world in which war was no longer winnable, military solutions were no longer

acceptable, and the security of all nations was inextricably intertwined.

The ideas he espoused were not necessarily new; other people had been saying such

things for years. What made them unique was their source: for the first time a Soviet leader

was actively prepared to make drastic cuts in military spending and significant concessions

to the West in order to stop the arms race and end the Cold War. This was by no means self-

less idealism: Gorbachev knew that his economic reforms stood little chance of success

unless something was done to reduce Moscow's defense spending. But it was nonetheless

a breathtaking change in the Kremlin's approach to the world.

In 1987, in an effort to disseminate and win support for his ideas, Gorbachev pub-

lished a book entitled Perestroika: New Thinking for Our Country and the World. Reproduced

below are highlights from the section on "New Political Thinking."

EXCERPTS FROM "NEW POLITICAL THINKING,"
FROM PERESTROIKA BY MIKHAIL GORBACHEV*

In the two and a half years which have passed since April 1985, we have gone a long

way in comprehending the world situation and ways to change it for the better....

Yes, we remain different as far as our social system, ideological and religious

views and way of life are concerned. To be sure, distinctions will remain. But should

we duel because of them? Would it not be more correct to step over the things that

divide us for the sake of the interests of all mankind, for the sake of life on Earth?...

I realize that everything cannot change overnight. I also realize that the West and

we shall continue to have different approaches to specific situations. And still, as I

have already said, the nations of the world resemble today a pack of mountaineers tied

together by a climbing rope. They can either climb on together to the mountain

peak or fall together into an abyss. In order to prevent disaster, political leaders

should rise above their narrow interests and realize the drama of the situation. That

is why the need for a new comprehension of the situation and of its complacent fac-

tors is so urgent today.

It is no longer possible to draft a policy on the premises of the year 1947, the Tru-

Mikhail Gorbachev, "New Political Thinking" in Perestroika: New Thinkingfor Our Country and the World

(London, 1987), 139-144. Copyright © 1987 by Mikhail Gorbachev. Reprinted by permission of Harper-

Collins Publishers. Inc.
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man doctrine and Churchill's Fulton speech. It is necessary to think and act in a new
way. What is more, history cannot wait; people cannot afford to waste time. It may
be too late tomorrow, and the dav after tomorrow may never come.

The fundamental principle of the new political oudook is very simple: nuclear

war cannot be a means of achinnng political, economic, ideological or any other goals. This

conclusion is truly revolutionary, for it means discarding the traditional notions ofwar
and peace. It is the political function ofwar that has always been ajustification for war.

a "rational" explanation. Nuclear war is senseless: it is irrational. There would be nei-

ther winners nor losers in a global nuclear conflict: world civilization would ineritably

perish. It is a suicide, rather than a war in the conventional sense of the word....

For the first time in history, basing international politics on moral and ethical

norms that are common to all humankind, as well as humanizing interstate relations,

has become a vital requirement.

A new dialectic of strength and security follows from the impossibility of a mil-

itarv—that is, nuclear—solution to international differences. Security can no longer

be assured by military means—neither bv the use of arms or deterrence, nor by con-

tinued perfection of the "sword" and the "shield." Attempts to achieve military supe-

riority are preposterous. Now such attempts are being made in space. It is an
astonishing anachronism which persists due to the inflated role played by militarists

in politics. From the security point of view the arms race has become an absurdity

because its very logic leads to the destabilization of international relations and even-

tually to a nuclear conflict. Diverting huge resources from other priorities, the arms
race is lowering the level of security, impairing it. It is in itself an enemy of peace.

The only way to security is through political decisions and disarmament. In our age

genuine and equal securitv can be guaranteed bv constantly lowering the level of

the strategic balance from which nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction

should be completely eliminated....

The new political oudook calls for the recognition of one more simple axiom:

securitv is indivisible. It is either equal securitv for all or none at all. The only solid

foundation for security is the recognition of the interests of all peoples and coun-

tries and of their equality in international affairs. The security of each nation should

be coupled with the securitv for all members of the world community. Would it. for

instance, be in the interest of the United States if the Soviet Union found itself in a

situation whereby it considered it had less security than the U.S.A.? Or would we
benefit by a reverse situation? I can say firmly that we would not like this. So, adver-

saries must become partners and start lookingjoindy for a way to achieve universal

securitv.

We can see the first signs of new thinking in many countries, in different strata

of society. And this is only natural, because it is the way of mutually advantageous

agreements and reciprocal compromises on the basis of the supreme common inter-

est—preventing a nuclear catastrophe. Consequently, there should be no striving

for security for oneself at the expense of others.

The new oudooks influence equally strongly the character of military doctrines.

Those should be strictly the doctrines of defense. And this is connected with such

new or comparatively new notions as the reasonable sufficiency of armaments, non-

aggressive defense, the elimination of disbalance and asymmetries in various types

of armed forces, separation of the offensive forces of the two blocs, and so on and so

forth.
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Universal security in our time rests on the recognition of the right of every

nation to choose its own path of social development, on the renunciation of inter-

ference in the domestic affairs of other states, on respect for others in combination
with an objective self-critical view of one's own society. A nation may choose either cap-

italism or socialism. This is its sovereign right. Nations cannot and should not pat-

tern their life either after the United States or the Soviet Union. Hence, political

positions should be devoid of ideological intolerance.

Ideological differences should not be transferred to the sphere of interstate

relations, nor should foreign policy be subordinate to them, for ideologies may be

poles apart, whereas the interest of survival and prevention of war stand universal

and supreme.

On a par with the nuclear threat, the new political mode of thinking consid-

ers the solution of other global problems, including those of economic development

and ecology, as an indispensable condition for assuring a lasting and just peace. To
think in a new way also means to see a direct link between disarmament and
development....

There are serious signs that the new way of thinking is taking shape, that peo-

ple are coming to understand what brink the world has approached. But this process

is a very difficult one. And the most difficult thing is to ensure that this understand-

ing is reflected in the actions of the policy-makers, in their minds. But I believe that

the new political mentality will force its way through, for it was born of the realities

of our time.

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

According to Gorbachev, what was the central reality of the world situation in the 1 980s?

What steps did he suggest to deal with this reality?

2. How did Gorbachev's approach to world affairs differ from that of previous Soviet lead-

ers?

3. Why did Gorbachev insist that Soviet security and American security were closely

interconnected?

4. Why did he call for "renunciation of interference in the internal affairs of other states"?

What implications did this have for Soviet policy?

5. Why did he say that ideology should not be part of international relations? What impli-

cations did this have for Soviet policy?

6. What sort of a world did Gorbachev envision in the future? What were the implications

of his vision for Soviet policy?

7. What might Gorbachev have expected to gain by disseminating and explaining his

ideas in a book to ordinary people in the West?
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77 The INF Treaty, December 1987

The collapse of the Reykjavik summit, and Reagan's stubborn insistence on building his SDI.

seemed to doom any hope for arms control progress until a new U.S. president took office.

But early in 1987. faced with the continuing decline of the Soviet economy and slow pace

of perestroika, Gorbachev decided he could not wait that long. Even if progress in the strate-

gic arms reduction talks (START) was blocked by SDI, he concluded, it might still be useful

to reach an agreement on intermediate-range nuclear forces (INF). So he simply chose to

"unpack his package" and negotiate a separate INF accord. In February 1987 he unexpect-

edly announced that, no matter what happened with SDI or START, Moscow was ready to dis-

cuss the elimination of U.S. and Soviet intermediate-range missiles in Europe.

Suddenly, it seemed, there was hope. Since Reagan had already urged this in his 1981

zero-option proposal, it looked as if a deal was readily within reach. But Washington, con-

cerned that the Soviets would still have a large number of intermediate-range missiles in

Asia, pressed for a broader accord. Why not abolish all such weapons, on either side, wher-

ever they were located? This breathtaking proposal, known as "global zero-zero," was destined

to form the basis for a comprehensive new agreement, worked out through negotiations dur-

ing the course of 1987.

Finally, in December, Gorbachev traveled to Washington to meet with Ronald Reagan

and sign the new INF pact. The exhilaration was palpable as the two leaders formally agreed

to eliminate all missiles with ranges of 500 to 5500 kilometers (300 to 3400 miles), including

the American Pershing II and Soviet SS-20, within the next three years. Skeptics pointed

out that this would only reduce nuclear stockpiles by 4 percent, but that failed to dim the

glow. For the first time ever, the superpowers had decided not just to limit the arms race, but

actually to abolish a whole class of weapons!

TREATY ON INTERMEDIATE AND SHORTER RANGE NUCLEAR
FORCES, DECEMBER 8, 1987

The United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, here-

inafter referred to as the Parties:

CONSCIOUS that nuclear war would have devastating consequences for all

mankind,
GUIDED bv the objective of strengthening strategic stability,

CONVINCED that the measures set forth in this Treaty will help to reduce the

risk of outbreak of war and strengthen international peace and security. ..

HA\T AGREED AS FOLLOWS:

ARTICLE I

In accordance with the prorisions of this Treat)...each Party shall eliminate its inter-

mediate-range and shorter-range missiles, not ha\e such systems thereafter, and cany-

out the other obligations set forth in this Treaty . .

.
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ARTICLE II

For the purposes of this treaty:

(1) The term "ballistic missile" means a missile that has a ballistic trajectory

over most of its flight path. The term "ground launched ballistic missile (GLBM)"
means a ground launched ballistic missile that is a weapon-delivery vehicle.

(2) The term "cruise missile" means an unmanned, self-propelled vehicle that

sustains flight through the use of aerodynamic lift over most of its flight path. The term
"ground launched cruise missile (GLCM)" means a ground launched cruise missile

that is a weapon-delivery vehicle. . .

.

(5) The term "intermediate-range missile" means a GLBM or GLCM having a

range capacity in excess of 1000 kilometers but not in excess of 5500 kilometers.

(6) The term "shorter-range missile" means a GLBM or GLCM having a range

capacity equal to or in excess of 500 kilometers but not in excess of 1000 kilometers.. .

.

ARTICLE IV

(1) Each Party shall eliminate all its intermediate-range missiles and launch-

ers of such missiles, and all support structures and support equipment. . .associated with

such missiles and launchers, so that no later than three years after entry into force of

this Treaty and thereafter no such missiles, launchers, support structures or support

equipment shall be possessed by either Party.

(2) To implement paragraph 1 of this Article, upon entry into force of this

Treaty, both parties shall begin and continue throughout the duration of each phase,

the reduction of all types of their deployed and non-deployed intermediate-range

missiles and deployed and non-deployed launchers of such missiles and support

structures and support equipment associated with such missiles and launchers in

accordance with the provisions of this Treaty. These reductions shall be implemented
in two phases so that:

(a) by the end of the first phase, that is, no later than 29 months after entry

into force of this treaty. .

.

(ii) the number of deployed intermediate-range missiles for each Party

shall not exceed the number of such missiles considered by the Parties to carry 180

warheads. . .

.

(iv) the aggregate number of deployed and non-deployed intermediate-

range missiles for each Party shall not exceed the number of such missiles consid-

ered by the Parties to carry 200 warheads.. .

.

(b) by the end of the second phase, that is, no later than three years after

entry into force of this Treaty, all intermediate-range missiles of each Party, launch-

ers of such missiles and all support structures and support equipment...associated

with such missiles and launchers, shall be eliminated.

ARTICLE V

(1) Each Party shall eliminate all its shorter-range missiles and launchers of

such missiles, and all support equipment... associated with such missiles and launch-

ers, so that no later than 18 months after entry into force of the Treaty and there-

after no such missiles, launchers or support equipment shall be possessed by either

Party.
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(2) No later than 90 days after entry into force of the Treaty, each Part)' shall

complete the removal of all its deployed shorter-range missiles and deployed and
nonndeployed launchers of such missiles to elimination facilities and shall retain

them at those locations until they are eliminated.... No later than 12 months after

entry into force of the Treaty, each Party shall complete the removal of all its non-
deployed shorter-range missiles until they are eliminated....

ARTICLE XI

(1) For the purpose of ensuring verification of compliance with the provisions

of this Treaty, each Party shall have the right to conduct on-site inspections....

(2) Each Party' shall have the right to conduct inspections provided for by this

Article both within the territory of the other Party and within the territories of bas-

ing countries....

ARTICLE XII

(1) For the purpose of ensuring verification of compliance with the provisions

of the Treaty, each Party shall use national technical means of verification at its dis-

posal in a manner consistent with generally recognized principles of international

law.

(2) Neither Party shall:

(a) interfere with national technical means of verification of the other party

operating in accordance with paragraph 1 of this article; or

(b) use concealment measures which impede verification of compliance
with the provisions of the Treaty by national technical means of verification carried

out in accordance with paragraph 1 of this Article. This obligation does not apply

to cover or concealment practices, within a deployment area associated with normal

training, maintenance and operations, including the use of environmental shelters

to protect missiles and launchers....

ARTICLE XV

(1) This Treaty shall be of unlimited duration.

(2) Each Party' shall, in exercising its national sovereignty, have the right to

withdraw from this Treaty if it decides that extraordinary events related to the subject

matter of this Treaty have jeopardized its supreme interests. It shall give notice of its

decision to withdraw to the other Party six months prior to withdrawal from this

Treaty. . .

.

Done at Washington on December 8, 1987, in two copies, each in the English

and Russian languages, both texts being equally authentic...

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

Why was Gorbachev willing to negotiate an INF Treaty, but not a START treaty, without

progress on SDI?

2. Why were missiles with a range of less than 5500 kilometers considered "intermediate,"

while those with longer range were considered "strategic"?
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3. What was the most important accomplishment of the INF Treaty?

4. Why did the treaty call for the phased elimination of intermediate-range weapons,
rather than their immediate destruction?

' 5. Why did the treaty place so much emphasis on verification procedures?

6. Why did the signing of the treaty create such excitement?

78 The Soviet Withdrawal from Afghanistan,

1988-1989

A few months after the Washington summit of December 1987, which had showcased the

signing of the INF Treaty, came another very hopeful development. The USSR, frustrated by

an unwinnable war that was draining its limited resources and sapping its soldiers' morale,

finally decided to cut its losses and withdraw its troops from Afghanistan.

The Afghan war had been going badly for Moscow for quite some time. Despite their

massive firepower and superior equipment, the Soviet armed forces had been unable to get

the better of the primitive but rugged mujaheddin guerrillas. After some initial Soviet suc-

cesses, the conflict had bogged down into a long debilitating stalemate with no end in sight.

Since coming to power in 1985, Mikhail Gorbachev had been searching for a way to get

out. At first he had tried to end the conflict quickly by sending in additional forces to over-

whelm the insurgents. When that failed, he had begun to work toward a negotiated settle-

ment in Geneva, where peace talks had been going on since 1982. But the Afghan rebels, now

armed with American-supplied Stinger anti-aircraft missiles, saw little reason to compromise,

and the talks dragged on month after month with only modest progress.

Finally, in February of 1988, the Kremlin leader decided to take what he could get. In

an official statement which is excerpted below, he announced that, as long as an agreement

was reached barring outside interference, Soviet troops would begin pulling out in May of

that year. As it turned out, despite problems caused by U.S. insistence on continuing aid to

the rebels, the withdrawal proceeded on schedule, and was fully completed within the pre-

scribed ten months.

GORBACHEV'S STATEMENT ON SOVIET WITHDRAWAL
FROM AFGHANISTAN, FEBRUARY 8, 1988

The military conflict in Afghanistan has been going on for a long time now. It is one

of the most bitter and painful regional conflicts. Judging by everything, certain pre-

requisites have now emerged for its political settlement. In this context the Soviet

leadership considers it necessary to set forth its views and to make its position totally

clear.

In the near future, a new round of talks conducted by Afghanistan and Pak-

istan through the personal representative of the United Nations Secretary General will

be held in Geneva. There are considerable chances that this round will become a

final one.
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By now documents covering all aspects of a settlement have been almost fullv

worked out at the Geneva negotiations. Thev include agreements between .Afghanistan

and Pakistan on non-interference in each others internal affairs and on the return

of .Afghan refugees from Pakistan: international guarantees of non-interference in

.Afghanistan's internal affairs: a document on the interrelationship of all elements
of political settlement. There is also agreement on establishing a verification mech-
anism.

So what remains to be done? It is to establish a time frame for the withdrawal

of Soviet troops from .Afghanistan that would be acceptable to all. Precisely that—

a

time frame, since the fundamental political decision to withdraw Soviet troops from
.Afghanistan was adopted bv us. in agreement with the .Afghan leadership, some time

ago. and announced at that same time.

The question of time frame has both a technical and a political aspect. .As for the

technical aspect, it is clear that the actual withdrawal of troops will take a certain

amount of time. There is hardly any need to go into the details of that here.

.As for the political aspect of the matter, it is that the withdrawal of Soviet uoops
is. quite naturally, linked with precluding interference in Afghanistan's internal

affairs. Prerequisites for that have now been created to a mutual satisfaction.

Seeking to facilitate a speedv and successful conclusion of the Geneva talks

between .Afghanistan and Pakistan, the Government of the USSR and the Republic

of .Afghanistan have agreed to set a specific date for beginning the withdrawal of

Soviet troops—May 15. 1988—and to complete their withdrawal within 10 months. The
date is set based on the assumption that agreements on the settlement would be

signed no later than March 15. 1988. and that, accordinglv. thev would all enter into

force simultaneouslv two months after that. If the agreements are signed before

March 15. the withdrawal of troops will, accordinglv. begin earlier....

.And now about our bovs. our soldiers in .Afghanistan. They have been doing

their dim" honestlv. performing acts of self-denial and heroism.

Our people profoundlv respect those who were called to serve in .Afghanistan.

The state provides for them, as a matter of prioritv. good educational opportunities

and a chance to get interesting, worthv work.

The memorv of those who have died a hero's death in .Afghanistan is sacred to

us. It is the dun of party and Soviet authorities to make sure that their families and
relatives are taken care of with concern, attention and kindness.

.And. finallv. when the .Afghan knot is untied, it will have the most profound
impact on other regional conflicts too.

'Whereas the arms race, which we are working so hard—and with some suc-

cess—to stop, is mankind's mad race to the abvss. regional conflicts are bleeding

wounds which can result in gangrenous growth on the bodv of mankind.

The earth is literallv spotted with such wounds. Each of them means pain not

onlv for the nations directlv involved but for all—whether in .Afghanistan, in the Mid-

dle East, in connection with the Iran-Iraq war. in southern .Africa, in Kampuchea, or

in Central .America.

Who gains from those conflicts? No one except the arms merchants and various

reactionarv expansionist circles who are used to exploiting and turning a profit on peo-

ple's misfortunes and tragedies.

Implementing political settlement in .Afghanistan will be an important rupture

in the chain of regional conflicts.

Just as the agreement to eliminate intermediate- and short-range missiles is to
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be followed by a series of further major steps towards disarmament, with negotia-

tions on them already underway or being planned, likewise behind the political set-

tlement in Afghanistan already looms a question: which conflict will be settled next?

And it is certain that more is to follow.

States and nations have sufficient reserves of responsibility, political will and
determination to put an end to all regional conflicts within a few years. This is worth
working for. The Soviet Union will spare no effort in this most important cause.

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

Why was Gorbachev so anxious to end Soviet involvement in the Afghan war?

2. Why did he announce a timetable for withdrawal even before the peace talks were

done? How would this expedite the peace talks?

3. What impact might this announcement be expected to have on superpower relations?

4. Why did he wish to preclude outside interference in Afghanistan as a condition for

Soviet withdrawal?

5. Why did he think that Soviet withdrawal from Afghanistan would help bring an end to

other regional conflicts?

6. What factors might account for Soviet failure to win the Afghan war?

79 Gorbachev's UN Address, December 1988

In May 1988, a few weeks after Soviet troops had begun to pull out of Afghanistan, Ronald

Reagan travelled to Moscow for his third summit meeting with Gorbachev. Although no major

new agreements were reached, the trip itself symbolized how much things had changed in a

few short years, as the ardent old Cold Warrior was warmly received in the heart of the "evil

empire."

But the Reagan era was quickly approaching its end. In November of that year, Vice

President George Bush was elected to succeed him as president, and the world waited to see

what impact this would have on superpower relations.

Meanwhile, the pace of change continued to gather momentum. In early December,

after the elections but before Bush actually took office, Mikhail Gorbachev visited New York

to address the United Nations General Assembly. His speech, excerpts of which are given

below, reflected a momentous transformation in the Soviet approach. In this remarkable ora-

tion, the Soviet leader emphatically declared that all nations must have the freedom to choose

their own destiny, that ideology had no place in foreign affairs, and that great powers should

renounce the use of force in international relations. He went on to pledge substantive cuts in

Soviet troops and tanks, especially those stationed in Eastern Europe, and constructive

cooperation with the incoming Bush administration. He also met jointly with Reagan and

Bush, but his visit was cut short due to a tragic earthquake in Soviet Armenia. It would not be

long, however, before the impact of his words would begin to reverberate throughout the

Soviet bloc.
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EXCERPTS FROM GORBACHEV'S SPEECH TO THE UNITED
NATIONS, DECEMBER 7, 1988

We have come here to show our respect for the United Nations, which increasingly

has been manifesting its ability to act as a unique international center in the service

of peace and security....

The world in which we live today is radically different from what it was at the

beginning or even in the middle of this century. And it continues to change as do
all its components. The advent of nuclear weapons wasjust another tragic reminder
of the fundamental nature of that change. A material symbol and expression of
absolute military power, nuclear weapons at the same dme revealed the absolute lim-

its of that power. The problem of mankind's survival and self-preservation came to the

fore....

It is obvious, for instance, that the use or threat of force no longer can or must
be an instrument of foreign policy. This applies above all to nuclear arms, but that is

not the only thing that matters. All of us, and primarily the stronger of us, must exer-

cise self-restraint and totally rule out any outward-oriented use of force....

The new phase also requires de-ideologizing relations among states. We are

not abandoning our convictions, our philosophy or traditions, nor do we urge any-

one to abandon theirs. But neither do we have any intention to be hemmed in by

our values. That would result in intellectual impoverishment, for it would mean
rejecting a powerful source of development—the exchange of everything original

that each nation has independendy created.

In the course of such exchange, let everyone show the advantages of their social

system, way of life or values—and notjust by words or propaganda, but by real deeds.

That would be a fair rivalry of ideologies. But it should not be extended to relations

among states.

We are, of course, far from claiming to be in possession of the ultimate truth.

But, on the basis of a thorough analysis of the past and newly emerging realities, we
have concluded that it is on those lines that we should jointly seek the way leading to

the supremacy of the universal human idea over the endless multitude of centrifugal

forces, the way to preserve the vitality of this civilization, possibly the only one in the

entire universe.

Could this view be a little too romantic? Are we not overestimating the poten-

tial and the maturity of the world's social consciousness? We have heard such doubts

and such questions both in our country and from some of our Western partners. I am
convinced that we are not floating above reality....

Now let me turn to the main issue—disarmament, without which none of the

problems of the coming century can be solved....

Today, I can report to you that the Soviet Union has taken a decision to reduce

its armed forces. Within the next two years their numerical strength will be reduced

bv 500,000 men. The numbers of conventional armaments will also be substantially

reduced. This will be done unilaterally, without relation to the talks on the mandate
of the Vienna meeting.

By agreement with our Warsaw Treaty allies, we have decided to withdraw by

1991 six tank divisions from East Germany, Czechoslovakia and Hungary, and to dis-

band them. Assault landing troops and several other formations and units, includ-
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ing assault crossing units with their weapons and combat equipment, will also be
withdrawn from the groups of Soviet forces stationed in those countries. Soviet forces

stationed in those countries will be reduced by 50,000 men and their armaments, by
5,000 tanks.

All Soviet divisions remaining for the time being in the territory of our allies

are being reorganized. Their structure will be different from what it is now; after a

major cutback of their tanks it will become clearly defensive. At the same time, we
shall reduce the numerical strength of the armed forces and the numbers of arma-
ments stationed in the European part of the Soviet Union. In total, Soviet armed
forces in this part of our country and in the territories of our European allies will

be reduced by 10,000 tanks, 8,500 artillery systems and 800 combat aircraft.

Over these two years we intend to reduce significantly our armed forces in the

Asian part of our country, too. By agreement with the government of the Mongolian
People's Republic a major portion of Soviet troops temporarily stationed there will

return home.
In taking this fundamental decision the Soviet leadership expresses the will of

the people, who have undertaken a profound renewal of their entire socialist society.

We shall maintain our country's defense capability at a level of reasonable and reli-

able sufficiency so that no one might be tempted to encroach on the security of the

Soviet Union and our allies.

By this action, and by all our activities in favor of demilitarizing international rela-

tions, we wish to draw the attention of the international community to yet another

pressing problem—the problem of transition from the economy of armaments to

an economy of disarmament. Is conversion of military production a realistic idea? I

have already had occasion to speak about this. We think that, indeed, it is realistic. For

its part, the Soviet Union is prepared to do these things:

• In the framework of our economic reform we are ready to draw up and make pub-

lic our internal plan of conversion;

• In the course of 1989 to draw up, as an experiment, conversion plans for two or

three defense plants;

• To make public our experience in providing employment for specialists from mil-

itary industry and in using its equipment, buildings and structures in civilian

production.

It is desirable that all states, in the first place major military powers, should sub-

mit to the United Nations their national conversion plans. It would also be useful to

set up a group of scientists to undertake a thorough analysis of the problem of con-

version as a whole and as applied to individual countries and regions and report to

the secretary-general of the United Nations, and, subsequently, to have this matter con-

sidered at a session of the General Assembly.

And finally, since I am here on American soil, and also for other obvious reasons,

I have to turn to the subject of our relations with this great country. I had a chance

to appreciate the full measure of its hospitality during my memorable visit to Wash-

ington exactly a year ago.

The relations between the Soviet Union and the United States ofAmerica have

a history of five and a half decades. As the world changed, so did the nature, role

and place of those relations in world politics. For too long a time they developed

along the lines of confrontation and sometimes animosity—either overt or covert.
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But in the last few years the entire world could breathe a sigh of relief thanks to the

changes for the better in the substance and the atmosphere of the relationship

between Moscow and Washington.

No one intends to underestimate the seriousness of our differences and the

toughness of outstanding problems. We have, however, already graduated from the

primary school of learning to understand each other and seek solutions in both our
own and common interests. The Soviet Union and the United States have built the

largest nuclear and missile arsenals. But it is those two countries that, having become
specifically aware of their responsibility, were the first to conclude a treaty on the

reduction and physical elimination of a portion of their armaments which posed a

threat to both of them and to all others. Both countries possess the greatest and the

most sophisticated military secrets. But it is those two countries that have laid a basis

for and are further developing a system of mutual verification both of the elimination

of armaments and of the reduction and prohibition of their production. It is those

two countries that are accumulating the experience for future bilateral and multi-

lateral agreements.

We value this. We acknowledge and appreciate the contribution made by Pres-

ident Ronald Reagan and by the members of his administration, particularly Mr.

George Shultz. All this is our joint investment in a venture of historic importance.

We must not lose this investment, or leave it idle.

The next U.S. administration, headed by President-elect George Bush, will find

in us a partner who is ready—without long pauses or backtracking—to continue the

dialogue in a spirit of realism, openness and good will, with a willingness to achieve

concrete results working on the agenda which covers the main issues of Soviet-U.S.

relations and world politics. I have in mind, above all, these things:

• Consistent movement toward a treaty on 50 percent reductions in strategic offen-

sive arms while preserving the ABM treaty;

• Working out a convention on the elimination of chemical weapons—here, as we
see it, prerequisites exist to make 1989 a decisive year;

• And negotiations on the reduction of conventional arms and armed forces in Europe.

I also have in mind economic, environmental and humanistic problems in their

broadest sense....

I would like to believe that our hopes will be matched by ourjoint effort to put

an end to an era of wars, confrontation and regional conflicts, to aggressions against

nature, to the terror of hunger and poverty as well as to political terrorism.

This is our common goal and we can only reach it together. Thank you.

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1. How did the ideas expressed by Gorbachev in his UN speech compare with his new

thinking on international relations (#76)?

2. Why did Gorbachev choose the United Nations as his forum for this speech?

3. What did Gorbachev mean by "de-ideologizing relations among states"? What impli-

cations did this have for superpower relations?
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4. Why did he say that "force no longer can...be an instrument of foreign policy"? What
implications did this have for the Soviet bloc?

5. What did he mean by "transition... to an economy of disarmament"? How did he fore-

' see that such a transition could occur?

6. Why did he announce specific Soviet force and weapons reductions as part of this

speech?

7. What did he foresee as the future role of the superpowers in the world and the future

relationship between them?

8. How does this speech compare and contrast with Stalin's 1 946 "election" speech (#4)

and Khrushchev's 1 956 "co-existence" speech (#27)?

80 The Opening of the Berlin Wall,

November 1989

General Secretary Gorbachev's reforms in the Soviet Union led to increasing expectations of

liberalization in the Soviet satellites of Eastern Europe. Free elections and multiparty com-

petition could hardly be kept out of those nations for long once they had been installed in

the "Great Socialist Motherland." Nor was it Gorbachev's intention to limit his reforms to Rus-

sia: on the contrary, he encouraged the states of Eastern Europe to carry out similar reforms

and to chart their own courses for the first time in half a century. Hungary quickly took him up

on the offer, liberalizing its Communist Party and its electoral system while reburying with

full honors those political and military leaders executed after the abortive uprising of 1956.

While these events were taking place, Hungary began unobtrusively to dismantle its por-

tion of the Iron Curtain. Barbed wire, watch towers and guard dogs were removed from Hun-

gary's border with Austria in the late summer of 1 989. The word spread quickly throughout the

Soviet bloc, and by early September, a surprisingly large number of East Germans had

decided to take their yearly vacations in Hungary. Once there, they took trains westward,

crossed the border into neutral Austria, and asked for passage to West Germany. The Aus-

trians, overwhelmed by the numbers of refugees and lacking the facilities to process and

house them adequately, objected to the Hungarian and East German governments. West

Germany responded by running special trains to ferry the refugees to freedom.

It was clear to all that such a situation could not continue indefinitely. On November 9,

1989, following a series of massive demonstrations throughout East Germany, that coun-

try's new government dramatically announced that it was lifting all restrictions on travel

between East and West Germany and East and West Berlin. Within hours the Berlin Wall

was opened, and Berliners exuberantly began to dismantle the most powerful symbol of the

Cold War. Before long, inspired by these events, a series of revolutions would overthrow

Communist regimes throughout Eastern Europe. The lands which Stalin had fought so hard

to obtain and had guarded so jealously were soon to be free of Soviet control.
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STATEMENT ALLOWING EAST GERMANS TO TRAVEL ABROAD
OR EMIGRATE, NOVEMBER 9, 1989

. . .The Council of Ministers of East Germany has decided immediately to set in force

the following stipulations for privatejourneys and permanent emigration until a cor-

responding parliamentary law comes into effect:

1. Private journeys into foreign countries can be applied for without fulfilling

preconditions (reasons for travel, relatives). Permission will be given at short notice.

2. The relevant passport and registration offices of the regional offices of the Peo-

ple 's Police in East Germany have been ordered to issue visas for permanent emi-

gration immediately without the present preconditions for permanent emigration

having been fulfilled. Application for permanent emigration is also possible as before

at departments of internal affairs.

3. Permanent emigration is allowed across all border crossing points between
East Germany and West Germany and West Berlin.

4. Because of this the temporary issuing of permits in East German missions

abroad and permanent emigration using East German identity cards through third

countries will no longer apply.

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

What was the significance of this statement for citizens of Berlin? Why did it lead to

the dismantling of the Berlin Wall?

2. Why was it necessary to issue article 1 of this announcement in order to open the bor-

der between East and West Berlin?

3. Why was it impossible to keep the Berlin Wall closed once the Iron Curtain had been

dismantled in Hungary?

4. How did the announcement handle the subject of border crossings at points other than

the Berlin Wall?

5. How would the events in Berlin have helped to open the way for revolutions throughout

Eastern Europe?

6. How would these events have helped to pave the way for the future reunification of

Germany?

81 NATO's London Declaration on the End

of the Cold War, July 1990

On July 6, 1990, less than a year after the dismantling of the Soviet empire in Eastern Europe,

a summit conference of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization issued a statement in response

to these changing conditions. The Cold War had ended, according to this declaration, and a

new role was evolving for NATO and the Warsaw Pact. Recognizing this, the Soviet Union
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invited NATO Secretary General Manfred Wormer to visit Moscow, and NATO reciprocated with

an invitation to Gorbachev to address the Atlantic Council in Brussels.

Ironically, according to a survey conducted in 1991 , no more than one American in ten

4 thousand had ever heard of the London Declaration. People who were familiar with such
milestones as the Treaty of Versailles, the Yalta Conference, and the Nuclear Non-Prolifera-

tion Treaty remained ignorant of the conference and the document that proclaimed an end to

the Cold War. In a sense, that was fitting. The termination of the Cold War would be neither

marked nor remembered with celebrations like Armistice Day or V-E Day. At its end, as

throughout its life, the long, twilight struggle had truly lived up to its name.

THE LONDON DECLARATION, JULY 6, 1990

Europe has entered a new, promising era. Central and Eastern Europe is liberating

itself. The Soviet Union has embarked on the longjourney toward a free society. The
walls that once confined people and ideas are collapsing. Europeans are determin-

ing their own destiny. They are choosing freedom. They are choosing economic lib-

erty. They are choosing peace. They are choosing a Europe whole and free. As a

consequence, this Alliance must and will adapt.

The North Atlantic alliance has been the most successful defensive alliance in

history. As our alliance enters its fifth decade and looks ahead to a new century, it

must continue to provide for the common defense.... Yet our alliance must be even

more an agent of change. It can help build the structures of a more united conti-

nent, supporting security and stability with the strength of our shared faith in democ-
racy, the rights of the individual, and the peaceful resolution of disputes....

We recognize that, in the new Europe, the security of every state is inseparably

linked to the security of its neighbors. NATO must become an institution where
Europeans, Canadians and Americans work together not only for the common
defense, but to build new partnerships with all the nations of Europe. The Atlantic

Community must reach out to the countries of the East which were our adversaries

in the cold war, and extend to them the hand of friendship.

We will remain a defensive alliance and will continue to defend all the terri-

tory of all of our members. We have no aggressive intentions and we commit our-

selves to the peaceful resolution of all disputes. We will never in any circumstance

be the first to use force.

The member states of the North Atlantic Alliance propose to the member states

of the Warsaw Treaty Organization a joint declaration in which we solemnly state

that we are no longer adversaries and reaffirm our intention to refrain from the

threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or political independence of

any state, or from acting in any other manner inconsistent with the purpose and
principles of the United Nations Charter and with the CSCE [Conference on Secu-

rity and Cooperation in Europe] Final Act. We invite all other CSCE member states

to join us in this commitment to non-aggression.

In that spirit, and to reflect the changing political role of the Alliance, we today

invite President Gorbachev on behalf of the Soviet Union, and representatives of the

other Central and Eastern European countries, to come to Brussels and address the

North Atlantic Council. We today also invite the Governments of the Union of Soviet
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Socialist Republics, the Czech and Slovak Federal Republic, the Hungarian Repub-
lic, the Republic of Poland, the People's Republic of Bulgaria and Romania to come
to NATO, not just to visit, but to establish regular diplomatic liaison with NATO.
This will make it possible for us to share with them our thinking and deliberations in

this historic period of change.

Our alliance will do its share to overcome the legacy of decades of suspicion. We
are ready to intensify military contacts, including those ofNATO Military Comman-
ders, with Moscow and other Central and Eastern European capitals.

We welcome the invitation to NATO Secretarv General Manfred Wormer to

visit Moscow and meet with Soviet leaders....

The significant presence of North American conventional and U.S. nuclear

forces in Europe demonstrates the underlying political compact that binds North
America's fate to Europe's democracies. But, as Europe changes, we must profoundlv

alter the way we think about defense.

To reduce our militarv requirements, sound arms control agreements are essen-

tial. That is why we put the highest priority on completing this vear the first trearv

to reduce and limit conventional armed forces in Europe....

As Soviet troops leave Eastern Europe and a treaty limiting conventional armed
forces is implemented, the Alliance's integrated force structure and its strategy will

change fundamentally to include the following elements:

• NATO will field smaller and restructured active forces. These forces will be highlv

mobile and versatile so that Allied leaders will have maximum flexibility in decid-

ing how to respond to a crisis. It will rely increasingly on multinational corps made
up of national units.

• NATO will scale back the readiness of its active units reducing training require-

ments and the number of exercises.

• NATO \\ill relv more hea\ilv on the ability to build up larger forces if and when thev

might be needed.

To keep the peace, the Alliance must maintain for the foreseeable future an

appropriate mix of nuclear and conventional forces, based in Europe, and kept up
to date where necessary But, as a defensive Alliance. NATO has always stressed that

none of its weapons will ever be used except in self-defense and that we seek the

lowest and most stable level of nuclear forces needed to secure the prevention of

war.

The political and militarv changes in Europe, and the prospects of further

changes, now allow the Allies concerned to go further. They will thus modifv the size

and adapt the tasks of their nuclear deterrent forces. They have concluded that, as a

result of the new political and military conditions in Europe, there will be a signifi-

cantlv reduced role for sub-strategic nuclear systems of the shortest range. Thev have

decided specifically that, once negotiations begin on short-range nuclear forces, the

Alliance will propose, in return for reciprocal action by the Soviet Union, the elim-

ination of all its nuclear artillery shells from Europe....

Todav. our Alliance begins a major transformation. Working with all the coun-

tries of Europe, we are determined to create enduring peace on this continent.
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DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

Why did the NATO Alliance feel it necessary to redefine its mission in 1 990?

2. Why did the London Declaration invite members of the Warsaw Pact to visit NATO
headquarters and establish cordial relations?

3. What did the Declaration expect that the "new NATO" would become?

4. Why did NATO feel that further arms control agreements were still essential even after

the end of the Cold War?

5. How was NATO ready to respond to the withdrawal of Soviet forces from Eastern

Europe?

6. What sort of Europe did the London Declaration envisage in the aftermath of the Cold

War?

82 The Kohl-Gorbachev Agreement on German

Unification, July 1990

German reunification was one of the biggest surprises of the latter half of the twentieth cen-

tury. The primary responsibility for two world wars had been laid at the doorstep of Germany,

and the fragmentation of that nation in 1 945 seemed for decades the best guarantee of con-

tinued peace in Europe. But the division of Germany was actually the by-product of the fail-

ure of the Four Powers (Britain, France, U.S.A. and USSR) to reach agreement on a peace

treaty in the years following 1945. It was solidified by the Cold War, in which both sides hun-

kered down behind the borders of "their" Germany, and in which the Soviets built barbed-

wire fortifications and the Berlin Wall in an effort to render the partition permanent. If the

conditions which led to the division were substantively altered, German unity would once

again become possible.

That is what happened after 1989. Moscow's decision to jettison its empire in Eastern

Europe, coupled with East Germany's decision to breach the Berlin Wall, meant that the con-

ditions of German division were no longer insurmountable. In this atmosphere, both German

governments pressed the Four Powers to permit reunification. After an initial stage of hesitancy,

a framework for discussions was approved.

Problems, however, remained. West German chancellor Helmut Kohl, along with his

NATO allies, envisioned a unified Germany that was part of the Atlantic alliance, but Soviet

leader Gorbachev insisted it must be neutral. In July 1990, in an effort to break the impasse,

Kohl traveled to the USSR and persuaded Gorbachev to accept NATO membership for a

united Germany, in return for major economic concessions and a pledge that the NATO mil-

itary structure would not expand into eastern Germany until Soviet troops had left. This

removed the last major hurdle and, after appropriate treaties were completed and signed,

October 3, 1990 was proclaimed the "Day of German Unity."
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A. STATEMENT BY HELMUT KOHL, JULY 16, 1990

The. . .significance of our meeting lies in the results: We have agreed that significant

progress could be made in central questions. This breakthrough was possible because

both sides are aware that in Europe, in Germany and in the Soviet Union historic

changes are taking place that give us a special responsibilitv...

President Gorbachev and I have agreed that we have to face this historic chal-

lenge and that we have to try to be worthy of it. And we understand this task out of

a special duty to our own generation, which consciously saw and witnessed the war and
its consequences, and which has the great, maybe unique, chance to durablv create

the future of our Continent and our countries peacefullv. securelv and freelv.

It is clear to President Gorbachev and to me that German-Soviet relations have

a central significance for the future of our peoples and for the fate of Europe.
We want to express this and have agreed to conclude an all-encompassing bilat-

eral treats - immediately after unification, which shall organize our relations durably

and in good-neighborliness....

Today I can state the following with satisfaction and in agreement with President

Gorbachev:

• The unification of Germany encompasses the Federal Republic, the GDR and Berlin.

• When unification is brought about, all the rights and responsibilities of the Four
Powers will end. With that, the unified Germany, at the point of its unification,

receives its full and unrestricted sovereignty.

• The unified Germanv may. . .decide freely and bv itself if and which alliance it wants

to be a member of. . . . I have declared as the opinion of the West German Govern-

ment that the unified Germanv wants to be a member of the Atlantic Alliance, and
I am certain that this also complies with the opinion of the Government of the GDR.

• The unified Germany concludes a bilateral treat}' with the Soviet Union for the

reorganization of the troop withdrawal from the GDR, which shall be ended within

three to four vears. . .

.

• As long as Soviet troops will remain stationed on the territory of the GDR, NATO
structures will not be expanded to this part of Germany. . .

.

• A unified Germany will refrain from producing, holding or commanding of atomic,

biological and chemical weapons and will remain a member of the Xon-Prolifer-

ation Treatv....

B. STATEMENT BY MIKHAIL GORBACHEV, JULY 16, 1990

Chancellor Kohl has said a great deal about the great work we have done together, the

work and the \isit that I see as so important....

We could work so fruitfully because... our relations are already marked by a

very high level of dialogue, and the meetings on highest levels, the telephone calls,

the mutual visits have contributed to this intensive dialogue.

We have expected that there will be. . .changes, for example in the area of NATO.
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The Warsaw Pact has already, as you know, changed its doctrine at its last session.

That was a challenge, a call to change the structures of the blocs, from military blocs

to more political ones.

4 We have received a very important impulse from the conference in London
[see #81], NATO's most recent conference, which brought very important positive

steps....

If the. . .step of London had not been made, then it would have been difficult

to make headway at our meeting. I want to characterize the two last days with a Ger-
man expression: we made realpolitik. We have taken as a basis today's reality, the sig-

nificance for Europe and the world.

We have reached agreement over the fact that the NATO structure is not going
to be expanded to the territory of the former GDR. And if on the basis of our agree-

ment the Soviet troops will be withdrawn in a time frame of, let us say, three to four

years, then we take it that after this time period this territory will also be part of a

Germany that has full sovereignty. We take it that no other foreign troops appear
there; here we have trust and are aware of the responsibility of this step.

Mr. Chancellor, it was you most of all who developed this idea at this meeting.

We cannot talk yet about a unified Germany, it is still an idea yet, but an idea that I

welcome....

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

Why would Kohl and his NATO allies insist that the unified Germany should be part of

NATO?

2. Why would Gorbachev have initially opposed this?

3. Why was Gorbachev so sensitive to the military status of East Germany (the GDR)?

4. How did Kohl reassure Gorbachev about the role of NATO in a reunified Germany?

5. What did Kohl say would happen to the rights of the Four Powers occupying Germany
once Germany was reunified?

6. What was the historic significance of the Kohl-Gorbachev agreement?

83 The CFE Treaty, November 1990

By November 1990, even the most hardened skeptics could no longer doubt that the Cold War
was coming to an end. The previous twelve months had witnessed the opening of the Berlin

Wall, the dethronement of Communism throughout Eastern Europe, and the unification of

Germany. In many respects, Moscow had effectively withdrawn from the struggle for influ-

ence in the Third World. All that remained, it seemed, was to put an end to the arms race.

A major step in that direction was taken in Paris on November 19 with the signing of the

Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe (CFE). This was the culmination of a process

that had begun in 1972, at the first Nixon-Brezhnev summit, when the two had agreed to ini-

tiate negotiations on mutual and balanced force reductions (MBFR) between the Warsaw
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Pact and NATO. The MBFR talks had actually begun in Vienna in October 1973, but had
made little progress for years, thanks largely to Moscow's reluctance to make substantial

cuts in its forces in Eastern Europe.

But Gorbachev's initiatives changed all that. His startling UN speech of December
1988 (#79), in which he promised large unilateral cuts in Soviet troops and tanks, was followed

in early 1 989 by similar statements from other Warsaw Pact nations. In March the old MBFR
negotiations were replaced with new CFE talks, breathing new life into the process. In May,

responding to the Gorbachev challenge, President George Bush put forth his own force

reduction proposal. In December, when the two men met at Malta, they agreed to accelerate

the talks so as to conclude a treaty during 1990.

In its final form, the treaty focused not on troop levels but on arms and equipment, set-

ting equal ceilings on the numbers of combat tanks, armored vehicles, artillery, helicopters and

airplanes that each side could have in Europe.

TREATY ON CONVENTIONAL ARMED FORCES IN EUROPE,
NOVEMBER 19, 1990

The Kingdom of Belgium, the Republic of Bulgaria, Canada, the Czech and Slovak

Federal Republic, the Kingdom of Denmark, the French Republic, the Federal Repub-
lic of Germany, the Hellenic Republic, the Republic of Hungary, the Republic of Ice-

land, the Italian Republic, the Grand Duchy of Luxembourg, the Kingdom of the

Netherlands, the Kingdom of Norway, the Republic of Poland, the Portuguese Repub-
lic, Romania, the Kingdom of Spain, the Republic of Turkey, the Union of Soviet

Socialist Republics, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and
the United States of America, hereinafter referred to as the States Parties....

Committed to the objective of ensuring that the numbers of conventional arma-

ments and equipment limited by the Treats within the area of application of this

Treaty do not exceed 40,000 battle tanks, 60,000 armoured combat vehicles, 40,000

pieces of artillery, 13,600 combat aircraft and 4,000 attack helicopters....

Affirming that this Treaty is not intended to affect adversely the security inter-

ests of any State,

Affirming their commitment to continue the conventional arms control process

including negotiations, taking into account future requirements for European sta-

bility and security in the light of political developments in Europe,

Have agreed as follows:

ARTICLE I

1. Each State Party shall carry out the obligations set forth in this Treaty in

accordance with its provisions, including those obligations relating to the following

five categories of conventional armed forces: battle tanks, armoured combat vehi-

cles, artillery, combat aircraft and combat helicopters...

Vo
<^-A
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ARTICLE II

1. For the purposes of this Treaty:

(A) The term "group of States Parties" means the group of States Parties

that signed the Treaty ofWarsaw of 1955. . .or the group of States Parties that signed

or acceded to the Treaty of Brussels of 1948 or the Treaty of Washington [North
Atlantic Treaty] of 1949....

(B) The term "area of application" means the entire land territory of the

States Parties in Europe from the Atlantic Ocean to the Ural Mountains. . .

.

ARTICLE IV

1. Within the area of application...each State Party shall limit and, as neces-

sary, reduce its battle tanks, armoured combat vehicles, artillery, combat aircraft and
attack helicopters so that, 40 months after entry into force of this Treaty and there-

after, for the group of States Parties to which it belongs, as defined in Article II, the

aggregate numbers do not exceed:

(A) 20,000 battle tanks, of which no more than 16,500 shall be in Active

units;

(B) 30,000 armoured combat vehicles, of which no more than 27,300 shall

be in active units. Of the 30,000 armoured combat vehicles, no more than 18,000

shall be armoured infantry fighting vehicles and heavy armament combat vehicles; of

armoured infantry fighting vehicles and heavy armament combat vehicles, no more
than 1,500 shall be heavy armament combat vehicles;

(C) 20,000 pieces of artillery, ofwhich no more than 17,000 shall be in active

units;

(D) 6,800 combat aircraft; and
(E) 2,000 attack helicopters....

ARTICLE VIII

...4. Reductions shall be effected in three phases and completed no later than

40 months after entry into force of this Treaty, so that:

(A) by the end of the first reduction phase, that is no later than 16 months
after entry into force of this Treaty, each State Party shall have ensured that at least

25 percent of its total reduction liability in each of the categories of conventional

armaments and equipment limited by the Treaty has been reduced.

(B) by the end of the second reduction phase, that is, no later than 28 months

after entry into force of this Treaty, each State Party shall have ensured that at least

60 percent of its total reduction liability in each of the categories of conventional

armaments and equipment limited by the Treaty has been reduced;

(C) by the end of the third reduction phase, that is, no later than 40 months

after entry into force of this Treaty, each State Party shall have reduced its total reduc-

tion liability in each of the categories of conventional armaments and equipment

limited by the Treaty. States Parties carrying out conversion for non-military pur-

poses shall have ensured that the conversion of all battle tanks in accordance with

Section VIII of the Protocol on Reduction shall have been completed by the end of

the third reduction phase....
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13. The reduction process, including the results of the conversion of conven-
tional armaments and equipment limited by the Treaty for non-military purposes
both during the reduction period and in the 24 months following the reduction
period, shall be subject to inspection, without right of refusal....

ARTICLE XIV

1. For the purpose of ensuring verification of compliance with the provisions of

this Treaty, each State Parry shall have the right to conduct, and the obligation to

accept, within the area of application, inspections....

ARTICLE XIX

1. This Treat) shall be of unlimited duration. It may be supplemented by a fur-

ther treaty.

2. Each State Party shall, in exercising its national sovereignty, have the right

to withdraw from this Treaty if it decides that extraordinary7 events related to the sub-

ject matter of the Treaty have jeopardized its supreme interests. A State Party intend-

ing to withdraw shall give notice. . .at least 150 days prior to the intended withdrawal

from this Treaty. . .

.

3. Each State Party shall, in particular, in exercising its national sovereignty,

have the right to withdraw from this Treaty if another State Party increases its hold-

ings in battle tanks, armoured combat vehicles, artillery, combat aircraft or attack

helicopters...which are outside the scope of the limitations of this Treaty, in such

proportions as to pose an obvious threat to the balance of forces within the area of

application....

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

Why had Moscow traditionally been reluctant to reduce its force levels in Europe?

2. Why did Gorbachev change this position and announce unilateral cuts?

3. In what sense did the treaty's provision for equal ceilings on both sides represent a

victory for NATO?

4. Why did the treaty phase in the force reductions over a 40-month period?

5. Why was the provision for inspection without right of refusal such an important com-

ponent of this treaty?

84 The START Treaty, July 1991

In summer of 1991 , George Bush travelled to Moscow for his third summit conference with

Mikhail Gorbachev. Fresh from an impressive performance in the Persian Gulf War, in which

an American-led coalition ousted Iraqi forces from oil-rich Kuwait, Bush was at the height of

his power and popularity. Gorbachev, on the other hand, was desperately trying to keep his
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ailing empire together, as the various republics of the USSR sought to make good their inde-

pendence from Moscow.

The highlight of the meeting was the signing of the Strategic Arms Reduction (START)
Treaty, a landmark document that marked the culmination of over two decades of arms con-

trol negotiations. First the strategic arms limitation talks, which produced the SALT I and
SALT II accords, had sought to slow the arms race by preventing both sides from increasing

their arsenals beyond a certain level. Then, following Ronald Reagan's 1981 proposals to

move from limitation to reduction of nuclear arms (#66), SALT had been transformed into

START For years, however, the talks had made little progress, thanks to disputes over which

weapons to include and Reagan's commitment to his Strategic Defense Initiative.

In 1989, however, things had begun to change. George Bush, who was much less

enamored of SDI than Reagan, took over as U.S. president. Gorbachev, whose economic
programs were failing and whose empire was falling apart, grew more and more desperate

to make headway on arms control. The opening of the Berlin Wall, and the revolutions of

Eastern Europe, vastly reduced the tensions in Europe that had long helped to fuel the arms
race. At their Malta summit in December of that year, the two leaders agreed to expedite

START, hoping to conclude a treaty within the next twelve months. Although the pact was
not completed until 1991 , it was a momentous achievement nonetheless. Within seven years,

according to its terms, the Soviets would eliminate half of their deployed nuclear warheads,

and the Americans would cut theirs by over a third! The nuclear arms race, which had terri-

fied the world for over four decades, had finally come to an end!

TREATY ON THE REDUCTION AND LIMITATION
OF STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE ARMS, JULY 31, 1991

The United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, here-

inafter referred to as the Parties,

Conscious that nuclear war would have devastating consequences for all human-
ity, that it cannot be won and must never be fought,

Convinced that the measures for the reduction and limitation of strategic offen-

sive arms and the other obligations set forth in this Treaty will help to reduce the

risk of outbreak of nuclear war and strengthen international peace and security,

Recognizing that the interests of the Parties and the interests of international

security require the strengthening of strategic stability. . .

.

Have agreed as follows:

ARTICLE I

Each Party shall reduce and limit its strategic offensive arms in accordance with the

provisions of this Treaty, and shall carry out the other obligations set forth in this

Treaty and its Annexes, Protocols, and Memorandum of Understanding.

ARTICLE II

1. Each Party shall reduce and limit its ICBMs and ICBM launchers, SLBMs
and SLBM launchers, heavy bombers, ICBM warheads, SLBM warheads, and heavy

bomber armaments, so that seven years after entry into force of this Treaty and there-
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after, the aggregate numbers, as counted in accordance with Article III of this Treaty,

do not exceed:

(a) 1600, for deployed ICBMs and their associated launchers, deployed
SLBMs and their associated launchers, and deployed heavy bombers, including 154
for deployed heavy ICBMs and their associated launchers;

(b) 6000, for warheads attributed to deployed ICBMs, deployed SLBMs, and
deployed heavy bombers, including: (i) 4900, for warheads attributed to deployed
ICBMs and deployed SLBMs; (ii) 1100, for warheads attributed to deployed ICBMs
on mobile launchers of ICBMs; (hi) 1540, for warheads attributed to deploved heavy

ICBMs.
2. Each Party shall implement the reductions pursuant to paragraph 1 of this

Article in three phases, so that its strategic offensive arms do not exceed:

(a) by the end of the first phase, that is, no later than 36 months after entry

into force of this Treaty, and thereafter, the following aggregate numbers: (i) 2100,

for deployed ICBMs and their associated launchers, deployed SLBMs and their asso-

ciated launchers, and deployed heavy bombers; (ii) 9150, for warheads attributed to

deployed ICBMs, deployed SLBMs, and deployed heavy bombers; (iii) 8050, for war-

heads attributed to deployed ICBMs and deployed SLBMs;
(b) by the end of the second phase, that is, no later than 60 months after

entry into force of this Treaty, and thereafter, the following aggregate numbers: (i)

1900, for deployed ICBMs and their associated launchers, deployed SLBMs and their

associated launchers, and deployed heavy bombers; (ii) 7950, for warheads attrib-

uted to deployed ICBMs, deployed SLBMs, and deployed heavy bombers; (iii) 6750,

for warheads attributed to deployed ICBMs and deployed SLBMs;
(c) by the end of the third phase, that is, no later than 84 months after entry

into force of this Treaty: the aggregate numbers provided for in paragraph 1 of this

Article.

3. Each Party shall limit the aggregate throw-weight of its deployed ICBMs and
deployed SLBMs so that seven years after entry into force of this Treaty and thereafter

such aggregate throw-weight does not exceed 3600 metric tons. . .

.

ARTICLE IX

1. For the purpose of ensuring verification of compliance with the provisions of

this Treaty', each Party shall use national technical means of verification at its dis-

posal in a manner consistent with generally recognized principles of international

law.

2. Each Party undertakes not to interfere with the national technical means of

verification of the other Party operating in accordance with paragraph 1 of this Article.

3. Each Party undertakes not to use concealment measures that impede verifi-

cation, by national technical means of verification, of compliance with the provisions

of this Treaty. . .

.

ARTICLE XI

1 . For the purpose of ensuring verification of compliance with the provisions of

this Treaty', each Party shall have the right to conduct inspections and continuous

monitoring activities. . .

.
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ARTICLE XVII

1. This Treaty. . .shall be subject to ratification in accordance with the constitu-

tional procedures of each Party. . .

.

2. This Treaty shall remain in force for 15 years unless superseded earlier by a

subsequent agreement on the reduction and limitation of strategic offensive arms....

3. Each Party shall, in exercising its national sovereignty, have the right to with-

draw from this Treaty if it decides that extraordinary events related to the subject

matter of this Treaty havejeopardized its supreme interests. It shall give notice of its

decision to the other party six months prior to withdrawal from this Treaty. . .

.

Done at Moscow on July 31, 1991, in two copies, each in the English and Russ-

ian languages, both texts being equally authentic.

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

Why was Gorbachev so anxious to conclude an arms reduction treaty?

2. Why did the replacement of Reagan by Bush help to improve the chances for suc-

cessful START negotiations?

3. In what sense did the treaty's provision for equal ceilings of 1 600 delivery systems and

6000 deployed warheads represent a U.S. victory?

4. Why did the treaty phase in the force reductions over a seven-year period?

5. Why were the provisions for inspection and monitoring such important components of

this treaty?

85 The Attempted Coup in the USSR,
August 1991

Only three weeks after the signing of the START treaty in Moscow, a group of Soviet offi-

cials, disturbed by the deterioration of Soviet power under Gorbachev's regime, made an

abortive attempt to remove him from power and restore authoritarian rule. In the end they

failed, and in so doing helped paved the way for the very thing they had hoped to prevent: the

disintegration of the USSR.
The August coup of 1991 was triggered by Gorbachev's efforts to conclude a new

"union treaty" that would give much autonomy to the USSR's constituent republics. For sev-

eral years, inspired by the 1989 revolutions in Eastern Europe, various Soviet nationalities had

been seeking independence. By 1991, in fact, all fifteen republics had made some move
toward independence or greater autonomy. When half-hearted repressions failed to keep

them in line, Gorbachev put forth a compromise plan whereby the Kremlin would retain con-

trol of finances, transport, communication and the military, leaving the republics to run their

internal affairs. In a March referendum, over 75 percent of the voters supported this plan,

although six small republics refused to take part. During the ensuing summer, eight of the

remaining republics ratified the proposal, and an official signing ceremony was set for August

20, 1991.



THE END OF THE COLD WAR, 1 985-1 991 257

Then, on August 18th and 19th, the hardliners made their move. A coalition, ostensi-

bly led by Vice President Yanayev, but actually dominated by Interior Minister Pugo, Defense

Minister Yazov and KGB head Kryuchkov, detained Gorbachev at his vacation home and
declared a state of emergency. They set up an emergency committee to run the country, and
sent troops and tanks into Moscow and other major cities. Almost immediately, however, their

plans began to unravel. Boris Yeltsin, the flamboyant president of the Russian republic, issued

an appeal for massive popular resistance, and the troops refused to move against the huge
crowds that gathered around his Moscow headquarters. Within a few days, the coup col-

lapsed and Gorbachev returned to Moscow, but it soon became clear that real power had

shifted to Boris Yeltsin. The course of events is dramatically reflected in the documents pro-

vided below.

A. ANNOUNCEMENT ON GORBACHEV'S REMOVAL
AND FORMATION OF EMERGENCY COMMITTEE,
AUGUST 19, 1991

In view of Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev's inability, for health reasons, to perform
the duties of the USSR President and of the transfer of the USSR President's pow-

ers, in keeping with Paragraph 7, Article 127 of the USSR Constitution, to USSR Vice

President Gennady Ivanovich Yanayev,

With the aim of overcoming the profound and comprehensive crisis, political,

ethnic and civil strife, chaos and anarchy that threaten the lives and security of the

Soviet Union's citizens and the sovereign ty, territorv integrity, freedom and inde-

pendence of our fatherland,

Proceeding from the results of the nationwide referendum on the preserva-

tion of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, and
Guided by the vital interests of all ethnic groups living in our fatherland and all

Soviet people,

WE RESOLVE:
1. In accordance with Paragraph 3, .Article 127, of the USSR law "on the legal

regime of a state of emergency" and with demands by broad popular masses to adopt

the most decisive measures to prevent society from sliding into national catastrophe

and insure law and order to declare a state of emergency in some parts of the Soviet

Union for six months from 04:00 Moscow time on Aug. 19, 1991.

2. To establish that the Constitution and laws of the USSR have unconditional

priority throughout the territory of the USSR.
3. To form a State Committee for the State of Emergency in the USSR in order

to run the country and effectively exercise the state-of-emergency regime, consist-

ing of:

O. D. Baklanov, First Deputv Chairman of the USSR Defense Council

V. A. Kryuchkov, chairman of the KGB
V. S. Pavlov, Prime Minister of the USSR
B. K. Pugo, Interior Minister of the USSR
V. A. Starodubtsev, chairman of the Farmers' Union of the USSR
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A. I. Tizyakov, president of the USSR Association of State Enterprises

and Industrial, Construction, Transport and Communications Facilities

D. T. Yazov, Defense Minister of the USSR
G. I. Yanayev, Acting President of the USSR

4. To establish that the USSR State Committee for the State of Emergency's
decisions are mandatory for unswerving fulfillment by all agencies of power and
administration, officials and citizens throughout the territory of the USSR

B. YELTSIN'S CALL TO RESIST THE COUP ATTEMPT,
AUGUST 19, 1991

Citizens of Russia: On the night of 18-19 August 1991, the legally elected President

of the country was removed from power.

Regardless of the reasons given for his removal, we are dealing with a rightist,

reactionary, anticonstitutional coup. Despite all the difficulties and severe trials being
experienced by the people, the democratic process in the country is acquiring an
increasingly broad sweep and an irreversible character.

The peoples of Russia are becoming masters of their destiny. The uncontrolled

powers of unconstitutional organs have been considerably limited, and this includes

party organs.

The leadership of Russia has adopted a resolute position toward the union
treaty striving for the unity of the Soviet Union and unity of Russia. Our position on
this issue permitted a considerable acceleration of the preparation of this treaty, to

coordinate it with all the republics and to determine the date of signing as Aug. 20.

Tomorrow's signing has been cancelled.

These developments gave rise to angry reactionary forces, pushed them to irre-

sponsible and adventurist attempts to solve the most complicated political and eco-

nomic problems by methods of force. Attempts to realize a coup have been tried ear-

lier. We considered and consider that such methods of force are unacceptable. They
discredit the union in the eyes of the whole world, undermine our prestige in the

world community, and return us to the cold-war era along with the Soviet Union's

isolation in the world community. All of this forces us to proclaim that the so-called

committee's ascendancy to power is unlawful.

Accordingly we proclaim all decisions and instructions of this committee to be

unlawful. We are confident that the organs of local power will unswervingly adhere

to constitutional laws and decrees of the President of Russia. We appeal to citizens of

Russia to give a fitting rebuff to the putschists and demand a return of the country to

normal constitutional development.

Undoubtedly it is essential to give the country's President, Gorbachev, an oppor-

tunity to address the people. Today he has been blockaded. I have been denied com-

munications with him. We demand an immediate convocation of an extraordinary

Congress of People's Deputies of the Union. We are absolutely confident that our

countrymen will not permit the sanctioning of the tyranny and lawlessness of the

putschists, who have lost all shame and conscience. We address an appeal to ser-

vicemen to manifest lofty civic duty and not take part in the reactionary coup.

Until these demands are met, we appeal for a universal unlimited strike.
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C. PRESIDENT BUSH'S STATEMENT ON THE SOVIET COUP,
AUGUST 19, 1991

We are deeply disturbed by the events of the last hours in the Soviet Union and con-

demn the unconstitutional resort to force. While the situation condnues to evolve

and information remains incomplete, the apparent unconstitutional removal of Pres-

ident Gorbachev, the declaration of a state of emergency, and the deployment of
Soviet military forces in Moscow and other cities raise the most serious questions

about the future course of the Soviet Union. This misguided and illegitimate effort

bypasses both Soviet law and the will of the Soviet peoples.

Accordingly, we support President Yeltsin's call for "restoration of the legally

elected organs of power and the reaffirmation of the post ofUSSR President M. S. Gor-

bachev."

Greater democracy and openness in Soviet society, including steps toward imple-

mentation of Soviet obligations under the Helsinki Final Act and the Charter of

Paris, have made a crucial contribution to the welcome improvement in East-West

relations during the past few years.

In these circumstances, U.S. policy will be based on the following guidelines:

We believe the policies of reform in the Soviet Union must continue, including

democratization, the process of peaceful reconciliation between the center and the

republics and economic transformation.

We support all constitutionally elected leaders and oppose the use of force or

intimidation [to] suppress them or restrict their right to free speech.

We oppose the use of force in the Baltic states or against any republics to sup-

press or replace democratically elected governments.

We call upon the USSR to abide by its international treaties and commitments,
including its commitments to respect basic human rights and democratic practices

under the Helsinki Accords, and the Charter of Paris.

We will avoid in every possible way actions that would lend legitimacy or support

to this coup effort.

We have no interest in a new cold war or in the exacerbation of East-West

tensions.

At the same time, we will not support economic aid programs if adherence to

extra-constitutional means continues.

D. EXCERPTS FROM SOVIET TELEVISION REPORT,
AUGUST 21, 1991

Good evening, Comrades, Television viewers, an hour ago, the President of the USSR,

Mikhail Gorbachev, made a statement for the country's radio and television. He stays

fully in command of the situation and the connections which have been interrupted

by the activities of the group of the emergency council have now been restored.

The President of the USSR had a telephone conversation with Comrades Yeltsin,

Nazarbayev, Karimov and others. All of them totally denounced the attempt at a coup

d'etat or the interruption in the legal activities of the country's Government. They
stated that these anti-constitutional actions were not supported by the higher author-
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ities of the country nor by the peoples of the country. These adventurists will bear
full responsibility, liability for their illegal actions.

Mikhail Gorbachev gave directions to the general staff and the Minister of
* Defense Moiseyev to remove all troops presendy in the cides of the country.

Today Mikhail Gorbachev had a telephone conversadon with the President of

the United States, Bush. The President of the United States expressed his very pro-

found satisfaction at the fact that the extremely dangerous situation which arose

because of these unconsdtudonal acts of this group of individuals have ended. In

turn, President Gorbachev stated that the society and Government of the country
had rebuffed this adventure. And the Presidents agreed to maintain continuing con-

tact with one another and continuing cooperation in accordance with agreements
reached already.

E. GORBACHEV'S REMARKS ON RETURNING TO MOSCOW,
AUGUST 22, 1991

Let me tell you the most important thing. Everything that we have done since 1985

has borne fruit. Society and our people have changed and that has proved to be the

major obstacle in the way of gamblers.

And from the very beginning, I will say more about it because society and the

whole world must know about the plans and what they wanted to do with me, what
they wanted to get from me and what they didn't get from me. I will tell more about

that tomorrow or the day after, at the latest. I will convene a large conference. But they

have failed.

I congratulate our Soviet people, who do have the sense of responsibility and dig-

nity and who have shown concern that due respect is displayed to those people who
have been entrusted with authority by people. And it is notjust an insignificant group

of people who used attractive slogans and are trying to take advantage of the problems

that we are aware of and concerned about and that we want to deal with. There's no
question about that. They wanted to push people to the road that would have led

our society to a catastrophe. But they have failed, and this is a major victory for per-

estroika.

What they wanted to do with the President over the past days and his family

—

for 72 hours he was besieged by troops on land and at sea, and wanted to crush him,

but they failed.

But this is only one part of the story. The second part of it is that I'm grateful to

the Soviet people and I'm grateful to the people of Russia for their position of prin-

ciple. I'm grateful to the President of the Russian federation, Boris Yeltsin, the

Supreme Soviet of the Russian federation, all the people and the workers who stood

up to the challenge of this reckless gamble.

This is something we can be proud of. And then there was that uncompromis-

ing position to deal with the problems. But we are aware of these problems.

We are concerned about these problems. This is what I was dealing with when
I was planning to go on vacation. And on vacation I was dealing with the same prob-

lems—food, fuel, finances, Soviet currency, the situation in the market, the future

of our people—all these matters should be dealt with.
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However, those people took advantage of the problems during this transition

period. They wanted to use the pressure of the difficulties to implement their far-

reaching plans in order to plunge this country into a crisis. That was a reckless gam-
ble, and I rejected the offers made to me by the emissaries who visited me.

I called for the convocadon of the Supreme Soviet, and I will tell you more
about the details. The President of the country was isolated from the countrv and
the world, and he had to stand up to that—to that challenge. The objecdve was to

crush the President morally, to crush his familv, but thev have failed, because thev

cannot succeed. I'm convinced that thev cannot succeed.

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

What did the coup organizers hope to accomplish? Why did they want to remove Gor-

bachev from power?

2. Why did the coup organizers declare a state of emergency? Why did they place Yanayev

in charge of the emergency committee?

3. Why did Boris Yeltsin appeal for a "universal unlimited strike"? Why was his resistance

to the coup so effective?

4. Why did Bush issue a statement denouncing the coup and threatening to cut off eco-

nomic aid? What risks did he take in doing this?

5. Why did Gorbachev claim that his reforms helped to thwart the coup?

6. In the final analysis, why did the coup fail?

7. How did the failed coup help to undermine Gorbachev's power and increase that of

Yeltsin?

86 Gorbachev's Resignation Speech,

December 1991

After the abortive coup attempt of August 1991 , Mikhail Gorbachev sought vainly to hold

onto power and keep the Soviet Union together. He cobbled together a new plan for a federal

union, which would be administered by a State Council made up of the leaders the Soviet

republics, and he argued vehemently against their secession and independence.

Unfortunately for Gorbachev, however, the August coup had discredited both the Com-
munist party and the KGB, the very institutions that had held the nation together. With little left

to fear, the republics simply went their own way, ignoring the directives issued by the cap-

tain of the sinking Soviet ship. In the Russian republic, President Yeltsin took steps to ban

the Communist Party, and his government assumed many of the functions which had hitherto

been controlled by the USSR. On December 1st, Ukrainians went to the polls and voted for

complete independence, dashing any lingering hopes of preserving the federal union.

Seven days later, the leaders of Russia, Ukraine and Belarus met in Minsk and agreed

to replace the Soviet Union with a loose association called the Commonwealth of Indepen-

dent States. When most of the other republics agreed to join this coalition, Gorbachev had lit-
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tie choice but to admit that his cause was lost. On December 25th, 1991 he formally relin-

quished his duties and resigned as Soviet president. A short time later, the Soviet flag was per-

manently lowered from its place atop the Kremlin, and the USSR—one of largest and most
powerful empires in history—officially ceased to exist.

HIGHLIGHTS OF GORBACHEV'S RESIGNATION SPEECH,
DECEMBER 25, 1991

Dear follow countrymen, compatriots. Due to the situation which has evolved as a

result of the formation of the Commonwealth of Independent States, I hereby dis-

continue my activities at the post of President of the Union of Soviet Socialist

Republics. I am making this decision on considerations of principle. I firmly came out

in favor of the independence of nations and sovereignty for the republics. At the

same time, I support the preservation of the union state and the integrity of this

country. The developments took a different course. The policy prevailed of dis-

membering this country and disuniting the state, which is something I cannot sub-

scribe to....

This being my last opportunity to address you as President of the USSR, I find

it necessary to inform you of what I think of the road that has been trodden by us

since 1985. 1 find it important because there have been a lot of controversial, super-

ficial, and biasedjudgments made on this score.

Destiny so ruled that when I found myself at the helm of this state it already

was clear that something was wrong in this country. We had a lot of everything

—

land, oil and gas, other natural resources—and there was intellect and talent in abun-

dance. However, we were living much worse than people in the industrialized coun-

tries were living and we were increasingly lagging behind them. The reason was

obvious even then. This country was suffocating in the shackles of the bureaucratic

command system. Doomed to cater to ideology, and suffer and carry the onerous

burden of the arms race, it found itself at the breaking point. All the half-hearted

reforms—and there have been a lot of them—fell through, one after another. This

country was going nowhere and we couldn't possibly live the way we did. We had to

change everything radically.

It is for this reason that I have never had any regrets—never had any regrets

—

that I did not use the capacity of General Secretaryjust to reign in this country for sev-

eral years. I would have considered it an irresponsible and immoral decision. I was also

aware that to embark on reform of this caliber and in a society like ours was an

extremely difficult and even risky undertaking. But even now, I am convinced that the

democratic reform that we launched in the spring of 1985 was historically correct.

The process of renovating this country and bringing about drastic change in

the international community has proven to be much more complicated than any-

one could imagine. However, let us give its due to what has been done so far.

This society has acquired freedom. It has been freed politically and spiritually,

and this is the most important achievement that we have [not] yet fully come to grips

with. And we haven't, because we haven't learned to use freedom yet. However, an

effort of historical importance has been carried out. The totalitarian system has been

eliminated, which prevented this country from becoming a prosperous and well-to-
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do country a long time ago. A breakthrough has been effected on the road of demo-
cratic change.

Free elections have become a reality. Free press, freedom of worship, repre-

sentative legislatures and a multi-part)- system have all become realitv. Human rights

are being treated as the supreme principle and top priority. Movement has been
started toward a multi-tier economy and the equality of all forms of ownership is

being established....

We're now living in a new world. An end has been put to the cold war and to the

arms race, as well as to the mad militarization of the countrv, which has crippled our
economy, public attitudes and morals. The threat of nuclear war has been removed.

Once again, I would like to stress that during this transitional period, I did

everything that needed to be done to insure that there was reliable control of nuclear

weapons. We opened up ourselves to the rest of the world, abandoned the practices

of interfering in others' internal affairs and using troops outside this country, and
we were reciprocated with trust, solidarity, and respect.

We have become one of the key strongholds in terms of restructuring modern
civilization on a peaceful democratic basis. The nations and peoples of this country

have acquired the right to freely choose their format for self-determination....

I consider it vitallv important to preserve the democratic achievements which
have been attained in the last few vears. We have paid with all our history and tragic

experience for these democratic achievements, and they are not to be abandoned,
whatever the circumstances, and whatever the pretexts. Otherwise, all our hopes for

the best will be buried. I am telling you all this honestly and straightforwardly because

this is my moral duty. . .

.

Of course, there were mistakes made that could have been avoided, and many
of the things that we did could have been done better. But I am positive that sooner

or later, some day our common efforts will bear fruit and our nations will live in a

prosperous, democratic society.

I wish evervone all the best.

DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1

.

Why did Gorbachev consider it necessary to resign from his position as president of the

USSR?

2. According to Gorbachev, what had been wrong with the USSR when he took over as

leader?

3. Why did he insist that his reforms had been necessary, despite the fact that they had

helped to induce the dismemberment of his country?

4. What did Gorbachev consider to be his main achievements and legacy as a Soviet

and world leader?

5. What do you consider to be Gorbachev's main achievements and legacy as a Soviet and

world leader?
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