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1. Henry R. Luce: “The American Century,” February 1941

Introduction
Born in 1898 in China to American missionary parents, Henry R. Luce became one of the most influential journal-
ists and publishers in U.S. media history. In 1923 he founded Time, the first weekly news magazine in the United
States, and subsequently established several other publications, most notably the business magazine Fortune in
1930, Life magazine in 1936, and Sports Illustrated in 1954. By the late 1930s, Luce’s publications dominated the
market for popular middle-brow news in the United States, and he had become immensely wealthy. His mission-
ary background, from which he took a near messianic sense of his own destiny and that of his country, probably con-
tributed to his broader political ambitions. In February 1941 Life published Luce’s essay “The American Century.”
In this piece, whose title would be used as a cliché to describe the twentieth-century international role of the
United States, Luce argued that his country was already effectively in the current war and that it should in the
future play a far greater part in world affairs than before. Luce made Herculean efforts to publicize his views
beyond Life’s 12 million readers. He reprinted the piece in full-page advertisements in newspapers throughout the
country and sent copies of a reprint pamphlet edition, bolstered by generally favorable commentary by several
well-known journalists and commentators, to hundreds of influential friends and associates. “The American Cen-
tury” used high-flown language to urge that Americans should address themselves to “the authentic creation of the
20th Century—our Century.” Luce argued that the United States had a choice as to whether to enter the war and
that if it did so, the country must therefore decide what it was fighting for and what it hoped to get out of the war,
in terms of “a workable Peace.” In his view, the United States, although it had already become “the most powerful
and the most vital nation in the world,” did not know how to deploy its strength, and to date Americans had “failed
to play their part as a world power—a failure which has had disastrous consequences for themselves and for all
mankind.” The remedy he prescribed was that the country should “accept wholeheartedly our duty and our oppor-
tunity as the most powerful and vital nation in the world, and in consequence exert upon the world the full impact
of our influence, for such purposes as we see fit and by such means as we see fit.” The United States should
“shar[e] with all peoples . . . our Bill of Rights, our Declaration of Independence, our Constitution, our magnificent
industrial products, our technical skills.” Luce’s article sounded many of the themes that would characterize post-
war American internationalism. Implicit in it was the message that if Americans did not rise to this challenge and
become actively involved in the outside world, they would themselves suffer materially and psychologically.
Rather than simply pursuing its own interests, the United States was also to propagate American political, eco-
nomic, and cultural values, serving as a model to other countries. Luce envisaged his country disseminating the
American way of life around the world, pointing to the extent to which “American jazz, Hollywood movies, Amer-
ican slang, American machines and patented products” had already spread internationally so that, in his view,
“America is already the intellectual, scientific and artistic capital of the world.” He urged Americans to consciously
provide scientific, technological, educational, and cultural leadership. He suggested that a free American economy
depended on the acceptance of “free economic system[s]” elsewhere in the world and that the United States
should therefore ensure freedom of the seas and the air and become the top international trading nation. Luce also
believed that Americans must provide humanitarian aid to a world facing famine and destitution. Lastly, he called
upon the United States to propagate and spread abroad both specifically American ideals and those more broadly
associated with Western civilization generally. He clearly hoped that this would be only the beginning of American



Primary Source
There is one fundamental issue which faces America as
it faces no other nation. It is an issue peculiar to Amer-
ica and peculiar to America in the 20th Century—now.
It is deeper even than the immediate issue of War. If
America meets it correctly, then despite hosts of dan-
gers and difficulties, we can look forward and move for-
ward to a future worthy of men, with peace in our hearts.

If we dodge the issue, we shall flounder for ten or 20 or
30 bitter years in a chartless and meaningless series of
disasters. . . . 

Where are we? We are in the war. All this talk about
whether this or that might not get us into the war is
wasted effort. We are, for a fact, in the war. . . . 

Now that we are in this war, how did we get in? We got
in on the basis of defense. Even that very word, de-
fense, has been full of deceit and self-deceit.

To the average American the plain meaning of the
word defense is defense of the American territory. Is
our national policy today limited to the defense of the
American homeland by whatever means may seem
wise? It is not. We are now in a war to promote, encour-
age and incite so-called democratic principles through-
out the world. The average American begins to realize
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now that’s the kind of war he’s in. And he’s halfway for
it. But he wonders how he ever got there, since a year
ago he had not the slightest intention of getting into
any such thing. Well, he can see now how he got there.
He got there via “defense.”

Behind the doubts in the American mind there were
and are two different picture-patterns. One of them
stressing the appalling consequences of the fall of
England leads us to a war of intervention. As a plain
matter of defense of American territory is that picture
necessarily true? It is not necessarily true. For the
other picture is roughly this: while it would be much
better for us if Hitler were severely checked, never-
theless regardless of what happens in Europe it would
be entirely possible for us to organize a defense of the
northern part of the Western Hemisphere so that this
country could not be successfully attacked. . . . No man
can say that that picture of America as an impregnable
armed camp is false. No man can honestly say that as a
pure matter of defense—defense of our homeland—it
is necessary to get into or be in this war.

The question before us then is not primarily one of
necessity and survival. It is a question of choice and
calculation. The true questions are: Do we want to be
in this war? Do we prefer to be in it? And, if so, for
what? . . . 

world dominance, finishing his article by stating that Americans should work together “to create the first great
American Century.” As he intended, Luce’s article provoked wide-ranging discussion throughout the United States
and beyond. Then and afterward, many on the Left condemned him for envisaging a new international order run
in the interests of American capitalism and business, a world system in which U.S. imperialism and militarism
would replace those of the European colonial powers. In its confident messianic sense of American international
destiny, the article drew not only on Luce’s personal missionary heritage but also on the long-standing broader
sense of the United States as an exceptional chosen nation whose Manifest Destiny gave it a special mission to the
world, an outlook epitomized earlier in the twentieth century in the rhetoric of President Woodrow Wilson during
World War I. Somewhat optimistically, but very much in the Wilsonian tradition, Luce affirmed that whereas other
great powers were distrusted, “throughout the world [there] is faith in the good intentions . . . of the whole Amer-
ican people.” The absence of any real humility in Luce’s writing, his blunt insistence that his country was already
the world’s greatest power, was undoubtedly less than tactful and an example of the kind of triumphalist rhetoric
that has so often repelled even nations friendly to the United States. Scores of future books—and many, no doubt,
still to come—would bear the title or discuss the concept of “The American Century.” If he had intended to set the
terms of popular debate, Luce undoubtedly succeeded. In retrospect, “The American Century” would seem both
prophetic and symptomatic, a seminal essay that both accurately predicted the nature of the future American inter-
national role during the Cold War and beyond and in itself embodied the hubris and exaggerated sense of omnipo-
tence that would on occasion be highly detrimental to the effective exercise of U.S. power.



This questioning reflects our truest instincts as Ameri-
cans. But more than that. Our urgent desire to give this
war its proper name has a desperate practical impor-
tance. If we know what we are fighting for, then we can
drive confidently toward a victorious conclusion and,
what’s more, have at least an even chance of establish-
ing a workable Peace.

Furthermore—and this is an extraordinary and pro-
foundly historical fact which deserves to be examined
in detail—America and only America can effectively
state the war aims of this war. . . . 

The big, important point to be made here is simply
that the complete opportunity of leadership is ours. . . .
[I]f our trouble is that we don’t know what we are fight-
ing for, then it’s up to us to figure it out. Don’t expect
some other country to tell us. Stop this Nazi propa-
ganda about fighting somebody else’s war. We fight no
wars except our wars. “Arsenal of Democracy?” We
may prove to be that. But today we must be the arsenal
of America and of the friends and allies of America. . . . 

In the field of national policy, the fundamental trouble
with America has been, and is, that whereas their
nation became in the 20th Century the most powerful
and the most vital nation in the world, nevertheless
Americans were unable to accommodate themselves
spiritually and practically to their fate. Hence they have
failed to play their part as a world power—a failure
which has had disastrous consequences for themselves
and for all mankind. And the cure is this: to accept
wholeheartedly our duty and our opportunity as the
most powerful and vital nation in the world, and in
consequence exert upon the world the full impact of
our influence, for such purposes as we see fit and by
such means as we see fit. . . . 

Consider the 20th Century. It is ours not only in the
sense that we happen to live in it but ours also because
it is America’s first century as a dominant power in the
world. So far, this century of ours has been a profound
and tragic disappointment. No other century has been
so big with promise for human progress and happiness.
And in no one century have so many men and women
and children suffered such pain and anguish and bitter
death. . . . 
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What can we say about an American Century? It is
meaningless merely to say that we reject isolationism
and accept the logic of internationalism. What interna-
tionalism? Rome had a great internationalism. So had
the Vatican and Genghis Khan and the Ottoman Turks
and the Chinese Emperors and 19th Century England.
After the first World War, Lenin had one in mind.
Today Hitler seems to have one in mind—one which
appeals strongly to some American isolationists whose
opinion of Europe is so low that they would gladly
hand it over to anyone who would guarantee to destroy
it for ever. But what internationalism have we Ameri-
cans to offer?

Ours cannot come out of the vision of any one man. It
must be the product of the imaginations of many
men. It must be a sharing with all peoples of our Bill of
Rights, our Declaration of Independence, our Consti-
tution, our magnificent industrial products, our techni-
cal skills. It must be an internationalism of the people,
by the people and for the people. . . . 

Once we cease to distract ourselves with lifeless argu-
ments about isolationism, we shall discover that there
is already an immense American internationalism.
American jazz, Hollywood movies, American slang,
American machines and patented products, are in fact
the only things that every community in the world,
from Zanzibar to Hamburg, recognizes in common.
Blindly, unintentionally, accidentally and really in
spite of ourselves, we are already a world power in all
the trivial ways—in very human ways. But there is a
great deal more than that. America is already the intel-
lectual, scientific and artistic capital of the world.
Americans—Midwestern Americans—are today the
least provincial people in the world. They have trav-
eled the most and they know more about the world
than the people of any other country. America’s
worldwide experience in commerce is also far greater
than most of us realize.

Most important of all, we have that indefinable, un-
mistakable sign of leadership: prestige. And unlike the
prestige of Rome or Genghis Khan or 19th Century En-
gland, American prestige throughout the world is faith
in the good intentions as well as in the ultimate intel-
ligence and ultimate strength of the whole American



people. We have lost some of that prestige in the last
few years. But most of it is still there. . . . 

No narrow definition can be given to the American
internationalism of the 20th Century. It will take shape,
as all civilizations take shape, by the living of it, by work
and effort, by trial and error, by enterprise and adven-
ture and experience.

And by imagination!

As America enters dynamically upon the world scene,
we need most of all to seek and to bring forth a vision
of America as a world power which is authentically
American and which can inspire us to live and work
and fight with vigor and enthusiasm. And as we come
now to the great test, it may yet turn out that in all of
our trials and tribulations of spirit during the first part
of this century we as a people have been painfully ap-
prehending the meaning of our time and now in this
moment of testing there may come clear at last the
vision which will guide us to the authentic creation of
the 20th Century—our Century. . . . 

Consider four areas of life and thought in which we
may seek to realize such a vision:

First, the economic. It is for America and for America
alone to determine whether a system of free economic
enterprise—an economic order compatible with free-
dom and progress—shall or shall not prevail in this
century. We know perfectly well that there is not the
slightest chance of anything faintly resembling a free
economic system prevailing in this country if it pre-
vails nowhere else. What then does America have to
decide? Some few decisions are quite simple. For ex-
ample: we have to decide whether or not we shall have
for ourselves and our friends freedom of the seas—the
right to go with our ships and our ocean-going air-
planes where we wish, when we wish and as we wish.
The vision of Americas [sic] as the principal guarantor
of the freedom of the seas, the vision of America as the
dynamic leader of world trade, has within it the possi-
bilities of such enormous human progress as to stagger
the imagination. Let us not be staggered by it. Let us
rise to its tremendous possibilities. Our thinking of
world trade today is on ridiculously small terms. For
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example, we think of Asia as being worth only a few
hundred million a year to us. Actually, in the decades
to come Asia will be worth to us exactly zero—or else
it will be worth to us four, five, ten billions of dollars a
year. And the latter are the terms we must think in, or
else confess a pitiful impotence.

Closely akin to the purely economic area and yet quite
different from it, there is the picture of an America
which will send out through the world its technical and
artistic skills. Engineers, scientists, doctors, movie
men, makers of entertainment, developers of airlines,
builders of roads, teachers, educators. Throughout the
world, these skills, this training, this leadership is
needed and will be eagerly welcomed, if only we have
the imagination to see it and the sincerity and good
will to create the world of the 20th Century.

But now there is a third thing which our vision must
immediately be concerned with. We must undertake
now to be the Good Samaritan of the entire world. It is
the manifest duty of this country to undertake to feed
all the people of the world who as a result of this world-
wide collapse of civilization are hungry and destitute—
all of them, that is, whom we can from time to time
reach consistently with a very tough attitude toward
all hostile governments. For every dollar we spend on
armaments, we should spend at least a dime in a gi-
gantic effort to feed the world—and all the world
should know that we have dedicated ourselves to this
task. Every farmer in America should be encouraged to
produce all the crops he can, and all that we cannot
eat—and perhaps some of us could eat less—should
forthwith be dispatched to the four quarters of the
globe as a free gift, administered by a humanitarian
army of Americans, to every man, woman and child on
this earth, who is really hungry.

But all this is not enough. All this will fail and none of
it will happen unless our vision of America as a world
power includes a passionate devotion to great Ameri-
can ideals. We have some things in this country which
are infinitely precious and especially American—a
love of freedom, a feeling for the equality of opportu-
nity, a tradition of self-reliance and independence and
also of co-operation. In addition to ideals and notions
which are especially American, we are the inheritors of



all the great principles of Western civilization—above
all Justice, the love of Truth, the ideal of Charity. The
other day Herbert Hoover said that America was fast
becoming the sanctuary of the ideals of civilization.
For the moment it may be enough to be the sanctuary
of these ideals. But not for long. It now becomes our
time to be the powerhouse from which the ideals spread
throughout the world and do their mysterious work of
lifting the life of mankind from the level of the beasts
to what the Psalmist called a little lower than the angels.

America as the dynamic center of ever-widening
spheres of enterprise, America as the training center of
the skillful servants of mankind, America as the Good
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Samaritan, really believing again that it is more blessed
to give than to receive, and America as the powerhouse
of the ideals of Freedom and Justice—out of these
elements surely can be fashioned a vision of the 20th
Century to which we can and will devote ourselves in
joy and gladness and vigor and enthusiasm. . . . 

It is in this spirit that all of us are called, each to his
own measure of capacity, and each in the widest hori-
zon of his vision, to create the first great American
Century.

Source: Henry Luce, “The American Century,” Life 10
(February 1941).

2. The Atlantic Charter, 14 August 1941

Introduction
Drafted and signed while President Franklin D. Roosevelt and British Prime Minister Winston Churchill met
secretly at sea in Argentia Harbor, off Placentia Bay on the Newfoundland coast, during 8–12 August 1941, the
Atlantic Charter was issued publicly by Britain and the United States on 14 August 1941. This was the first time
these two men, who had already encountered each other briefly in 1918 when both held less-eminent government
positions in their own countries, met as president and prime minister. In August 1941, Britain had been at war with
Germany for two years and with Italy since June 1940, but strictly speaking the United States was still neutral in
the war. In reality, Roosevelt had so directed his country’s policies that he was serving as an undeclared ally of
Britain. By this time it seemed quite likely that Roosevelt, who had already launched a massive defense buildup at
home, would make some minor military or naval clash between U.S. and German forces into the pretext for declar-
ing outright war against Germany. Roosevelt sought an idealistic program of liberal war aims around which he could
rally American and international public opinion, thereby legitimizing and justifying his steady incremental moves
toward war as part of a broader quest toward a fairer and better liberal world order that could be achieved in no other
way. The Atlantic Charter represented the first formal statement of the principles and objectives for which both
original signatory powers were fighting. British officials were nonetheless concerned that the principles enunciated
therein might compromise their special economic relations with the rest of the British empire and later added a
rider specifically exempting all such arrangements from the provisions of the Atlantic Charter. The Soviet Union
had not been consulted at all and before adhering to the charter also later made significant reservations regarding
its own rights in other territories. All such caveats notwithstanding, the Atlantic Charter nonetheless encapsulated
the objectives for which the victorious World War II powers claimed to have waged that conflict and thereby effec-
tively served to de-legitimize subsequent efforts by those states either to maintain control of their colonial posses-
sions or to dominate smaller nations by force.

Primary Source
The President of the United States of America and
the Prime Minister, Mr. Churchill, representing His
Majesty’s Government in the United Kingdom, being
met together, deem it right to make known certain
common principles in the national policies of their

respective countries on which they base their hopes
for a better future for the world.

First, their countries seek no aggrandizement, territo-
rial or other;



Second, they desire to see no territorial changes that
do not accord with the freely expressed wishes of the
peoples concerned;

Third, they respect the right of all peoples to choose
the form of government under which they will live; and
they wish to see sovereign rights and self-government
restored to those who have been forcibly deprived of
them;

Fourth, they will endeavor, with due respect for their
existing obligations, to further the enjoyment by all
States, great or small, victor or vanquished, of access, on
equal terms, to the trade and to the raw materials of the
world which are needed for their economic prosperity;

Fifth, they desire to bring about the fullest collabora-
tion between all nations in the economic field with the
object of securing, for all, improved labor standards,
economic advancement and social security;

Sixth, after the final destruction of the Nazi tyranny,
they hope to see established a peace which will afford
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to all nations the means of dwelling in safety within
their own boundaries, and which will afford assurance
that all the men in all the lands may live out their lives
in freedom from fear and want;

Seventh, such a peace should enable all men to tra-
verse the high seas and oceans without hindrance;

Eighth, they believe that all of the nations of the world,
for realistic as well as spiritual reasons must come to
the abandonment of the use of force. Since no future
peace can be maintained if land, sea or air armaments
continue to be employed by nations which threaten, or
may threaten, aggression outside of their frontiers,
they believe, pending the establishment of a wider
and permanent system of general security, that the dis-
armament of such nations is essential. They will like-
wise aid and encourage all other practicable measures
which will lighten for peace-loving peoples the crush-
ing burden of armaments.

Source: U.S. Department of State, A Decade of American For-
eign Policy: Basic Documents, 1941–1949 (Washington, DC:
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1950), 2.

3. Winston Churchill: Percentages Agreement, 9 October 1944

Introduction
By fall 1944 it was clear that the decision by British and American officials to defer a second front in Europe until
June 1944 meant that when the war ended, Soviet forces would effectively control most if not all of Eastern
Europe. Despite the various Allied declarations endorsing the postwar self-determination of all nations, both
British Prime Minister Winston Churchill and U.S. President Franklin D. Roosevelt recognized that, in practice,
there was little they could do that would substantively affect Soviet policies in those areas. Soviet leader Josef
Stalin had already stated fairly unequivocally that he regarded the maintenance of friendly governments in the
region separating the Soviet Union from Germany as essential to his own country’s security, and this was something
on which he would not compromise. Seeking to protect and preserve British interests in the Balkans and Central
Europe as Soviet forces advanced relentlessly across the continent, in October 1944 Churchill flew to Moscow to
meet with Stalin. The two men reached an informal agreement as to the delineation and weighting of their coun-
tries’ respective spheres of influence in those areas, one that reflected old-fashioned balance of power politics
rather than the liberal principles enshrined in the Atlantic Charter and other wartime Allied declarations. Britain
would have a virtually free hand in Greece, while Romania and Bulgaria were largely resigned to Soviet rule, and
Britain and the Soviet Union agreed to share influence equally in Yugoslavia and Hungary. Certain portions of East-
ern Europe fell outside the scope of the agreement, since Poland, the largest East European state, was considered
too significant to include, and Czechoslovakia, well over to the west, was ignored. Roosevelt, although informed by
Churchill of the “percentages agreement,” never formally endorsed it but raised no objections to it. The episode
was a revelation of the extent to which postwar Europe was likely to be shaped by the disposition on the ground of
the various Allies’ military forces.



Primary Source
We [the British party] alighted at Moscow on the after-
noon of October 9, and were received very heartily and
with full ceremonial by [Russian Foreign Minister V. I.]
Molotov and many high Russian personages. This time
we were lodged in Moscow itself, with every care and
comfort. I had one small, perfectly appointed house,
and Anthony [Eden, the British Foreign Secretary]
another near by. We were glad to dine together and
rest. At ten o’clock that night we held our first impor-
tant meeting in the Kremlin. There were only Stalin,
Molotov, Eden, and I, with Major Birse and Pavlov as
interpreters. . . . 

The moment was apt for business, so I said, “Let us
settle about our affairs in the Balkans. Your armies are
in Rumania and Bulgaria. We have interests, missions,
and agents there. Don’t let us get at cross-purposes in
small ways. So far as Britain and Russia are concerned,
how would it do for you to have ninety per cent pre-
dominance in Rumania, for us to have ninety per cent
of the say in Greece, and go fifty-fifty about Yugo-
slavia?” While this was being translated I wrote out on
a half-sheet of paper:

Rumania
Russia 90%
The others 10%

Greece
Great Britain 90%
(in accord with U.S.A.)
Russia 10%

Yugoslavia 50–50%
Hungary 50–50%
Bulgaria

Russia 75%
The others 25%

I pushed this across to Stalin, who had by then heard
the translation. There was a slight pause. Then he
took his blue pencil and made a large tick upon it, and
passed it back to us. It was all settled in no more time
than it takes to set down.

Of course we had long and anxiously considered our
point, and were only dealing with immediate war-time
arrangements. All larger questions were reserved on
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both sides for what we then hoped would be a peace
table when the war was won.

After this there was a long silence. The pencilled
paper lay in the centre of the table. At length I said,
“Might it not be thought rather cynical if it seemed we
had disposed of these issues, so fateful to millions of
people, in such an offhand manner? Let us burn the
paper.” “No, you keep it,” said Stalin.

[. . .]

After our first meeting I reflected on our relations with
Russia throughout Eastern Europe, and in order to
clarify my ideas drafted a letter to Stalin on the sub-
ject, enclosing a memorandum stating our interpreta-
tion of the percentages which we had accepted across
the table. In the end I did not send this letter, deeming
it wiser to let well alone. I print it only as an authentic
account of my thought.

Moscow
October 11, 1944

I deem it profoundly important that Britain and Russia
should have a common policy in the Balkans which is
also acceptable to the United States. The fact that
Britain and Russia have a twenty-year alliance makes
it especially important for us to be in broad accord and
to work together easily and trustfully and for a long
time. I realise that nothing we can do here can be more
than preliminary to the final decisions we shall have to
take when all three of us are gathered together at the
table of victory. Nevertheless I hope that we may reach
understandings, and in some cases agreements, which
will help us through immediate emergencies, and will
afford a solid foundation for long-enduring world peace.

These percentages which I have put down are no more
than a method by which in our thoughts we can see
how near we are together, and then decide upon the
necessary steps to bring us into full agreement. As I
said, they would be considered crude, and even callous,
if they were exposed to the scrutiny of the Foreign
Offices and diplomats all over the world. Therefore
they could not be the basis of any public document,
certainly not at the present time. They might however



be a good guide for the conduct of our affairs. If we
manage these affairs well we shall perhaps prevent
several civil wars and much bloodshed and strife in the
small countries concerned. Our broad principle should
be to let every country have the form of government
which its people desire. We certainly do not wish to
force on any Balkan State monarchic or republican
institutions. We have however established certain rela-
tions of faithfulness with the Kings of Greece and
Yugoslavia. They have sought our shelter from the
Nazi foe, and we think that when normal tranquillity is
re-established and the enemy has been driven out the
peoples of these countries should have a free and fair
chance of choosing. It might even be that Commis-
sioners of the three Great Powers should be stationed
there at the time of the elections so as to see that the
people have a genuine free choice. There are good
precedents for this.

However, besides the institutional question there exists
in all these countries the ideological issue between
totalitarian forms of government and those we call free
enterprise controlled by universal suffrage. We are
very glad that you have declared yourselves against
trying to change by force or by Communist propa-
ganda the established systems in the various Balkan
countries. Let them work out their own fortunes dur-
ing the years that lie ahead. One thing however we
cannot allow—Fascism or Nazism in any of their forms,
which give to the toiling masses neither the securities
offered by your system nor those offered by ours, but,
on the contrary, lead to the build-up of tyrannies at
home and aggression abroad. In principle I feel that
Great Britain and Russia should feel easy about the
internal government of these countries, and not worry
about them or interfere with them once conditions of
tranquillity have been restored after this terrible
blood-bath which they, and indeed we, have all been
through.

It is from this point of view that I have sought to adum-
brate the degrees of interest which each of us takes in
these countries with the full assent of the other, and
subject to the approval of the United States, which may
go far away for a long time and then come back again
unexpectedly with gigantic strength.
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In writing to you, with your experience and wisdom, I
do not need to go through a lot of arguments. Hitler
has tried to exploit the fear of an aggressive, prose-
lytising Communism which exists throughout West-
ern Europe, and he is being decisively beaten to the
ground. But, as you know well, this fear exists in every
country, because, whatever the merits of our different
systems, no country wishes to go through the bloody
revolution which will certainly be necessary in nearly
every case before so drastic a change could be made in
the life, habits, and outlook of their society. We feel we
were right in interpreting your dissolution of the Com-
intem as a decision by the Soviet Government not to
interfere in the internal political affairs of other coun-
tries. The more this can be established in people’s
minds the smoother everything will go. We, on the
other hand, and I am sure the United States as well,
have Governments which stand on very broad bases,
where privilege and class are under continual scrutiny
and correction. We have the feeling that, viewed from
afar and on a grand scale, the differences between our
systems will tend to get smaller, and the great common
ground which we share of making life richer and hap-
pier for the mass of the people is growing every year.
Probably if there were peace for fifty years the differ-
ences which now might cause such grave troubles to the
world would become matters for academic discussion.

At this point, Mr. Stalin, I want to impress upon you
the great desire there is in the heart of Britain for a
long, stable friendship and cooperation between our
two countries, and that with the United States we shall
be able to keep the world engine on the rails.

To my colleagues at home I sent the following:

12 Oct 44

The system of percentage is not intended to prescribe
the numbers sitting on commissions for the different
Balkan countries, but rather to express the interest and
sentiment with which the British and Soviet Govern-
ments approach the problems of these countries, and
so that they might reveal their minds to each other in
some way that could be comprehended. It is not
intended to be more than a guide, and of course in no



way commits the United States, nor does it attempt to
set up a rigid system of spheres of interest. It may how-
ever help the United States to see how their two prin-
cipal Allies feel about these regions when the picture
is presented as a whole.

2. Thus it is seen that quite naturally Soviet Russia has
vital interests in the countries bordering on the Black
Sea, by one of whom, Rumania, she has been most
wantonly attacked with twenty-six divisions, and with
the other of whom, Bulgaria, she has ancient ties. Great
Britain feels it right to show particular respect to Russ-
ian views about these two countries, and to the Soviet
desire to take the lead in a practical way in guiding
them in the name of the common cause.

3. Similarly, Great Britain has a long tradition of friend-
ship with Greece, and a direct interest as a Mediter-
ranean Power in her future. In this war Great Britain
lost 30,000 men in trying to resist the German-Italian
invasion of Greece, and wishes to play a leading part in
guiding Greece out of her present troubles, maintain-
ing that close agreement with the United States which
has hitherto characterised Anglo-American policy in
this quarter. Here it is understood that Great Britain
will take the lead in a military sense and try to help the
existing Royal Greek Government to establish itself in
Athens upon as broad and united a basis as possible.
Soviet Russia would be ready to concede this position
and function to Great Britain in the same sort of way as
Britain would recognise the intimate relationship
between Russia and Rumania. This would prevent in
Greece the growth of hostile factions waging civil war
upon each other and involving the British and Russian
Governments in vexatious arguments and conflict of
policy.
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4. Coming to the case of Yugoslavia, the numerical
symbol 50-50 is intended to be the foundation of joint
action and an agreed policy between the two Powers
now closely involved, so as to favour the creation of a
united Yugoslavia after all elements there have been
joined together to the utmost in driving out the Nazi
invaders. It is intended to prevent, for instance, armed
strife between the Croats and Slovenes on the one side
and powerful and numerous elements in Serbia on the
other, and also to produce a joint and friendly policy
towards Marshal Tito, while ensuring that weapons
furnished to him are used against the common Nazi foe
rather than for internal purposes. Such a policy, pur-
sued in common by Britain and Soviet Russia, without
any thought of special advantages to themselves, would
be of real benefit.

5. As it is the Soviet armies which are obtaining control
of Hungary, it would be natural that a major share of
influence should rest with them, subject of course to
agreement with Great Britain and probably the United
States, who, though not actually operating in Hungary,
must view it as a Central European and not a Balkan
State.

6. It muse be emphasised that this broad disclosure of
Soviet and British feelings in the countries mentioned
above is only an interim guide for the immediate war-
time future, and will be surveyed by the Great Powers
when they meet at the armistice or peace table to make
a general settlement of Europe.

Source: Winston S. Churchill, The Second World War, Vol. 6,
Triumph and Tragedy (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1953).
Reprinted by permission of Houghton Mifflin Company.
Reproduced with permission of Curtis Brown, Ltd., Lon-
don, on behalf of The Estate  of Winston Churchill.

4. Declaration on Liberated Europe:
The Yalta Conference, February 1945

Introduction
The most controversial of the wartime summit meetings of the Big Three Allied leaders—Josef Stalin of the Soviet
Union, British Prime Minister Winston Churchill, and U.S. President Franklin D. Roosevelt—was that held at
Yalta in the Crimea in February 1945. With victory in both Europe and Asia looming ever closer on the horizon, the



Primary Source
PROTOCOL OF PROCEEDINGS OF

CRIMEA CONFERENCE

The Crimea Conference of the heads of the Govern-
ments of the United States of America, the United
Kingdom, and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics,
which took place from Feb. 4 to 11, came to the fol-
lowing conclusions:

[. . .]

II. DECLARATION OF LIBERATED EUROPE
The following declaration has been approved:

The Premier of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics,
the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom and the
President of the United States of America have con-
sulted with each other in the common interests of the
people of their countries and those of liberated
Europe. They jointly declare their mutual agreement
to concert during the temporary period of instability in
liberated Europe the policies of their three Govern-
ments in assisting the peoples liberated from the dom-
ination of Nazi Germany and the peoples of the former
Axis satellite states of Europe to solve by democratic
means their pressing political and economic problems.

The establishment of order in Europe and the rebuild-
ing of national economic life must be achieved by pro-
cesses which will enable the liberated peoples to destroy
the last vestiges of nazism and fascism and to create
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democratic institutions of their own choice. This is a
principle of the Atlantic Charter—the right of all peo-
ple to choose the form of government under which
they will live—the restoration of sovereign rights and
self-government to those peoples who have been
forcibly deprived to them by the aggressor nations.

To foster the conditions in which the liberated people
may exercise these rights, the three governments will
jointly assist the people in any European liberated
state or former Axis state in Europe where, in their
judgment conditions require,

(a) to establish conditions of internal peace;
(b) to carry out emergency relief measures for the

relief of distressed peoples;
(c) to form interim governmental authorities broadly

representative of all democratic elements in the
population and pledged to the earliest possible
establishment through free elections of Govern-
ments responsive to the will of the people; and

(d) to facilitate where necessary the holding of such
elections.

The three Governments will consult the other United
Nations and provisional authorities or other Govern-
ments in Europe when matters of direct interest to
them are under consideration.

When, in the opinion of the three Governments, con-
ditions in any European liberated state or former Axis

three men discussed numerous questions relating to the future government of many enemy or “liberated” states in
both Europe and Asia. High on the agenda was the question of exactly who would control the new governments
established in such countries. The Allied powers’ wartime declarations had formally endorsed the principles of
national self-determination, but in practice authority would ultimately rest with the state or states whose armed
forces controlled a particular country. Apparently seeking to soothe the fears of his Western Allies that Soviet forces
would exercise uncurbed and arbitrary power in those countries under their control, Stalin agreed to sign a decla-
ration that promised all “liberated” European countries “democratic” governments chosen through “free elec-
tions” as soon as possible, in accordance with the principles stated earlier in the Atlantic Charter and the
Declaration of the United Nations. In practice, this statement failed to define precisely what constituted “demo-
cratic” or “free” governments, a deliberate resort to vagueness that effectively permitted the occupying powers to
make their own determination on the subject. Before long, East Europeans and U.S. Republican Party politicians
alike would attack the Yalta agreements on the grounds that they effectively acquiesced in Soviet domination of
Eastern Europe. Given Soviet military dominance of the area, however, no matter how harshly Russian rule might
be implemented and exercised, Roosevelt and Churchill had few real alternatives to accepting Stalin’s control
there.



satellite in Europe make such action necessary, they
will immediately consult together on the measure nec-
essary to discharge the joint responsibilities set forth in
this declaration.

By this declaration we reaffirm our faith in the prin-
ciples of the Atlantic Charter, our pledge in the Decla-
ration by the United Nations and our determination to
build in cooperation with other peace-loving nations
world order, under law, dedicated to peace, security,
freedom and general well-being of all mankind.
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In issuing this declaration, the three powers express the
hope that the Provisional Government of the French
Republic may be associated with them in the proce-
dure suggested.

[. . .]

Source: U.S. Department of State, A Decade of American For-
eign Policy: Basic Documents, 1941–1949 (Washington, DC:
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1950), 24–25.

5. Mao Zedong and Jiang Jieshi:
Statements on the Situation in China, 1945

Introduction
In China in 1945, the prospect of victory in the relatively near future did little to bring peace. Since the late 1930s
the Guomindang (Nationalist) government headed by Jiang Jieshi (Chiang Kai-shek) and the revolutionary Chi-
nese Communist Party led by Mao Zedong had observed an uneasy and fragile truce, as both collaborated in fight-
ing the Japanese. Even so, clashes between the two groupings frequently occurred, since neither trusted the other
and each had sought to eliminate its rival in the first half of the 1930s. The impending end of the war with Japan
was merely a signal for renewed hostilities between the two Chinese political groupings. As victory over Japan
seemed increasingly likely, in March 1945 Jiang announced his intention of summoning a national assembly to
reestablish constitutional government in China. He also took the opportunity to assert the Guomindang party’s sta-
tus as the sole legitimate government of China, appeal for national unity, and demand that Chinese communist
forces lay down their arms as a precondition for their inclusion in the forthcoming assembly. The Chinese commu-
nists, who already controlled substantial areas of the country, were highly unlikely to do so, as they feared—with
some justification—that any such move would put them at the mercy of the Guomindang’s own forces. Each party
sought to place on the other the blame for the civil war that was brewing. In August 1945 the communists’ leader,
Mao, condemned Jiang’s order that only Guomindang representatives could accept the surrender of Japanese
forces in China. Mao feared that if communist cadres accepted this ruling, Guomindang officials would augment
their existing weaponry with surrendered Japanese arms, putting the Chinese communists in a disadvantageous
position if actual fighting did break out between them and the Guomindang. Within a few months, civil war had
indeed begun between the two opponents, a conflict that, with intervals for mediation in 1946, lasted until Octo-
ber 1949, when Jiang’s forces fled to the island of Taiwan and the victorious communists established the People’s
Republic of China (PRC).

Primary Source
Speech by President Chiang Kai-shek before the
Preparatory Commission for Constitutional
Government in Chungking
1 March 1945
Chinese News Service
You will recall that in 1936 the Government decided to
summon a National Assembly on November 12, 1937
for the inauguration of constitutional government and

the termination of the period of political tutelage under
the Kuomintang. On July 7, 1937 Japan suddenly
made war on us, and the plan had to be shelved. How-
ever, the determination of the Kuomintang to realize
constitutional government remained as strong as ever.
Had it not been for the recommendation of further
postponement by the People’s Political Council, the
National Assembly would have been convened during
1940 in accordance with another Government decision.



This year, on the first of January, on behalf of the Gov-
ernment, I announced that the National Assembly will
be summoned before the close of the year, unless un-
toward and unexpected military developments should
in the meanwhile intervene.

The Kuomintang is the historical party of national rev-
olution; it overthrew the Manchu dynasty; it destroyed
Yuan Shih-kai who would be emperor; it utterly de-
feated the militarists that succeeded Yuan Shih-kai; it
brought about national unification; it achieved the
removal of the unequal treaties; and it led the country
into the eight-year-old struggle against Japan. It is we
who are the party of liberation and progress. In sum-
moning the National Assembly and returning the rule
to the people in conformity with the sacred will of Dr.
Sun Yat-sen, the Kuomintang is performing its histori-
cal role.

We must emerge from this war a united nation. Only
a united nation can effectively perform the tasks of
political and economic reconstruction to raise the lot of
our toiling masses and handle the problems of external
relations in a new, uncharted world. Before the Japa-
nese invasion, we were a united nation. Today, but for
the Communists and their armed forces, we are a
united nation. There are no independent warlords or
local governments challenging the central authority.

I have long held the conviction that the solution of the
Communist question must be through political means.
The Government has labored to make the settlement
a political one. As the public is not well informed on
our recent efforts to reach a settlement with the Com-
munists, time has come for me to clarify the atmosphere.

As you know, negotiations with the Communists have
been a perennial problem for many years. It has been
our unvarying experience that no sooner is a demand
met than fresh ones are raised. The latest demand of
the Communists is that the Government should forth-
with liquidate the Kuomintang rule, and surrender all
power to a coalition of various parties. The position of
the Government is that it is ready to admit other par-
ties, including the Communist as well as non-partisan
leaders, to participate in the Government without, how-
ever, relinquishment by the Kuomintang of its power
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of ultimate decision and final responsibility until the
convocation of the National Assembly. We have even
offered to include the Communists and other parties
in an organ to be established along the line of what is
known abroad as a “war cabinet.” To go beyond this
and to yield to the Communist demand would not only
place the Government in open contravention of the
political program of Dr. Yat-sen, but also create insur-
mountable practical difficulties for the country.

During the past eight years, the country has withstood
all the vicissitudes of military reverses and of unbeliev-
able privation and has ridden through the storm for the
simple reason that it has been led by a stable and
strong Government. The war remains to be won, the
future is still fraught with peril. If the Government
shirks its responsibility and surrenders its power of
ultimate decision to a combination of political parties,
the result would be unending friction and fears, leading
to a collapse of the central authorities. Bear in mind that
in such a contingency, unlike in other countries, there
exists in our country at present no responsible body
representing the people for government to appeal to.

I repeat, whether by accident or design, the Kuom-
intang has had the responsibility of leading the coun-
try during the turbulent last decade and more. It will
return the supreme power to the people through the
instrumentality of the National Assembly, and in the
meanwhile, it will be ready to admit other parties to a
share in the government, but it definitely cannot abdi-
cate to a loose combination of parties. Such a surrender
would not mean returning power to the people.

We must emerge from the war with a united army. The
Communists should not keep a separate army. Here
allow me to digress a little. The Chinese Communist
propaganda abroad has tried to justify this private army
on the ground that if it becomes incorporated in the
National Army, it will be in danger of being destroyed
or discriminated against. Their propaganda also mag-
nify, out of all proportion, the actual military strength
of the Communists. To you, I need hardly say that Gov-
ernment forces have always without exception borne
the brunt of Japanese attack and will continue to do so.
Today, with the wholehearted co-operation of our Allies,
powerful armies are being equipped and conditioned



to assume the offensive. We are synchronizing our
efforts with those of our Allies in expelling Japan from
the Asiatic mainland.

[. . .]

No one mindful of the future of our 450,000,000 peo-
ple and conscious of standing at the bar of history,
would wish to plunge the country into a civil war. The
Government has shown its readiness and is always
ready to confer with the Communists to bring about a
real and lasting settlement with them.

I have explained the Government’s position on the
Communist problem at length, because today that is the
main problem to unity and constitutional government.

I now turn to the concrete measures which the Gov-
ernment proposes to take to realize constitutional gov-
ernment, which I wish to announce briefly:

(1) The National Assembly to inaugurate constitu-
tional government will be convened on November 12,
this year the eightieth birthday anniversary of Dr. Sun
Yat-sen, subject to the approval by the Kuomintang
Congress which is due to meet in May.

(2) Upon the inauguration of constitutional govern-
ment, all political parties will have legal status and
enjoy equality. The Government has offered to give
legal recognition to the Communist party as soon as
the latter agrees to incorporate their army and local
administration in the National Army and Government.
The offer still stands.

(3) The next session of the People’s Political Council
with a larger membership as well as more extensive
powers will soon be sitting. The Government will con-
sider with the Council the measures in regard to the
convening of the National Assembly and all related
matters.

I am optimistic of national unification and the future
of democratic government in our country. The torrent
of public opinion demanding national unity and recon-
struction is mounting ever stronger and will soon
become an irresistible force. No individual or political
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party can afford to disregard this force any longer. Let
all of us, regardless of party affiliations, work together
for the twin objectives of our people-national unity
and reconstruction.

Chiang Kai-shek Is Provoking Civil War
Mao Zedong
13 August 1945
A spokesman for the Propaganda Department of the
Kuomintang Central Executive Committee has made
a statement describing as “a presumptuous and illegal
act” the order setting a time-limit for the surrender of
the enemy and the puppets, which was issued by Chu
Teh, Commander-in-Chief of the Eighteenth Group
Army, on August 10 from the General Headquarters in
Yenan. This comment is absolutely preposterous. Its
logical implication is that it was wrong of Commander-
in-Chief Chu Teh to act in accordance with the Pots-
dam Declaration and with the enemy’s declared
intention of surrendering and to order his troops to
effect the surrender of the enemy and the puppets,
and that on the contrary it would have been right and
legitimate to advise the enemy and puppets to refuse
to surrender. No wonder that even before the enemy’s
actual surrender, Chiang Kai-shek, China’s fascist ring-
leader, autocrat and traitor to the people, had the
audacity to “order” the anti-Japanese armed forces in
the Liberated Areas to “stay where they are, pending
further orders”, that is, to tie their own hands and let
the enemy attack them. No wonder this selfsame fas-
cist ringleader dared to “order” the so-called under-
ground forces (who are, in fact, puppet troops “saving
the nation by a devious path” and Tai Li’s secret police
collaborating with the Japanese and puppets) as well
as other puppet troops to “be responsible for maintain-
ing local order”, while forbidding the anti-Japanese
armed forces in the Liberated Areas to “take presump-
tuous action on their own” against enemy and puppet
forces. This transposition of the enemy and the Chi-
nese is in truth a confession by Chiang Kai-shek; it
gives a vivid picture of his whole psychology, which is
one of consistent collusion with the enemy and pup-
pets and of liquidation of all those not of his ilk. How-
ever, the people’s anti-Japanese armed forces in China’s
Liberated Areas will never be taken in by this ven-
omous scheme. They know that Commander-in-Chief
Chu Teh’s order is precisely the resolute fulfilment of



the provision in paragraph 2 of the Potsdam Declara-
tion, “prosecute the war against Japan until she ceases
to resist”. On the other hand, Chiang Kai-shek’s so-
called “orders” are precisely violations of the Potsdam
Declaration which he himself signed. One has only to
make the comparison to see at once who is not “adher-
ing faithfully to the provisions of the common agree-
ments of the Allies”.

Both the comment by the spokesman for the Propa-
ganda Department of the Kuomintang Central Execu-
tive Committee and Chiang Kai-shek’s “orders” are
from beginning to end provocations to civil war; at
this moment, when attention at home and abroad is
focussed on Japan’s unconditional surrender, their aim
is to find a pretext for switching to civil war as soon as
the War of Resistance ends. . . . So now they are saying
that the Eighth Route Army and the New Fourth
Army should not demand that the enemy and puppet
troops surrender their guns. In the eight years of the
War of Resistance, the Eighth Route Army and the New
Fourth Army have suffered enough from the attacks
and encirclements of both Chiang Kai-shek and the
Japanese. And now, with the War of Resistance coming
to an end, Chiang Kai-shek is hinting to the Japanese
(and to his beloved puppet troops) that they should
not surrender their guns to the Eighth Route Army
and the New Fourth Army but “only to me, Chiang
Kai-shek”. One thing, however, Chiang Kai-shek has
left unsaid, “ . . . so that I can use these guns to kill the
Communists and wreck the peace of China and the
world.” Isn’t this the truth? What will be the result of
telling the Japanese to hand over their guns to Chiang
Kai-shek and telling the puppet troops to “be respon-
sible for maintaining local order”? The result can only
be that a merger of the Nanking and Chungking
regimes and co-operation between Chiang Kai-shek
and the puppets will take the place of “Sino-Japanese
collaboration” and of co-operation between the Japa-
nese and the puppets, and that Chiang Kai-shek’s
“anti-communism and national reconstruction” will
take the place of the “anti-communism and national
reconstruction” of the Japanese and Wang Ching-
wei. Isn’t this a violation of the Potsdam Declaration?
Can there be any doubt that the grave danger of civil
war will confront the people of the whole country the
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moment the War of Resistance is over? We now appeal
to all our fellow-countrymen and to the Allied coun-
tries to take action, together with the people of the
Liberated Areas, resolutely to prevent a civil war in
China, which would endanger world peace.

After all, who has the right to accept the surrender of
the Japanese and puppets? Relying solely on their own
efforts and the support of the people, the anti-Japanese
armed forces in China’s Liberated Areas, to whom the
Kuomintang government refused all supplies and
recognition, have succeeded by themselves in liberat-
ing vast territories and more than 100 million people
and have resisted and pinned down 56 per cent of the
invading enemy troops in China and 95 per cent of
the puppet troops. If not for these armed forces, the
situation in China would never have been what it is
today! To speak plainly, in China only the anti-Japanese
armed forces of the Liberated Areas have the right to
accept the surrender of the enemy and puppet troops.
As for Chiang Kai-shek, his policy has been to look on
with folded arms and sit around and wait for victory;
indeed he has no right at all to accept the surrender of
the enemy and the puppets.

We declare to all our fellow-countrymen and to the
people of the whole world: The Supreme Command in
Chungking cannot represent the Chinese people and
those Chinese armed forces which have really fought
Japan; the Chinese people demand the right of the
anti-Japanese armed forces of China’s Liberated Areas
under Commander-in-Chief Chu Teh to send their
representatives directly in order to participate in the
acceptance of Japan’s surrender and in the military
control over Japan by the four Allied Powers and also
to participate in the future peace conference. If this
is not done, the Chinese people will deem it most
improper.

Source: Chiang Kai-shek, “Speech by President Chiang
Kai-shek before the Preparatory Commission for Constitu-
tional Government in Chungking,” http://www.ibiblio.org/
pha/policy/1945/450301b.html. Mao Tse-Tung. Selected
Works of Mao Tse-Tung, Vol. 4 (Beijing: Foreign Language
Press), 27–29. Also available at Maoist Documentation
Project, http://www.maoism.org/msw/vol4/mswv4_02
.htm. Used by permission of the Foreign Language Press,
Beijing.



6. United Nations Charter, 1945

Introduction
The United Nations (UN) Charter was written at the organization’s first meeting, from 25 April to 26 June 1945.
Fifty delegates from around the world met in San Francisco to create the new international peacekeeping organi-
zation. The UN was formed to encourage the peaceful resolution of conflicts and to maintain world order, goals
established in the initial charter and evidenced in the UN’s prominent role in world events in subsequent years. Its
charter, which revealed the influence of the prewar League of Nations, represented a compromise between the
idea that all nations should be equal, with all entitled to vote in the General Assembly, and President Franklin D.
Roosevelt’s four policemen vision of a concert of the great powers who would run the world between them. Five
member states—Great Britain, the United States, the Soviet Union, China, and France, the coalition that had won
the war—each had a permanent seat and veto power on the UN Security Council, which had to approve all execu-
tive action taken by the UN. In conjunction with the new UN, the Allies also created an international court of jus-
tice. A lineal descendant of the prewar international court of justice, its function was to rule on and settle disputes
between states. Although originally intended as a peacekeeping body, almost inevitably the UN was affected by
Cold War antagonisms, as the various permanent Security Council members used their veto power to block initia-
tives that they considered disadvantageous to their own Cold War positions. For more than twenty years, member
states were divided, generally on ideological lines, on the issue of whether the noncommunist Republic of China
(ROC) on Taiwan or the communist People’s Republic of China (PRC) on the mainland should fill China’s UN
seat, an objective that the PRC attained in 1971. The UN General Assembly was the arena for some of the most
significant pronouncements and dramatic confrontations of the Cold War. In 1953 President Dwight D. Eisen-
hower delivered his “Atoms for Peace” address before the General Assembly, calling for international cooperation
to develop peaceful uses for nuclear energy. More tense occasions included those when the flamboyant Soviet pres-
ident, Nikita Khrushchev, openly defied the Western powers, and U.S. representative Adlai Stevenson challenged
his Soviet counterpart in October 1962 to confirm the presence of Soviet missiles in Cuba. During the Cuban Mis-
sile Crisis, UN Secretary-General U Thant offered to try to mediate a settlement, an offer that President John F.
Kennedy might have accepted had his own efforts proved unavailing. More embarrassingly for his country, during
the U.S.-backed Bay of Pigs invasion attempt against Cuba in March 1961, Stevenson initially denied that his coun-
try was involved, a statement he was later forced to retract. The UN generally encouraged all international efforts
toward arms control and provided the arena for the negotiation of the 1968 Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of
Nuclear Weapons, the 1972 Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention, and the 1992 Convention on the Prohibi-
tion of the Development, Production, Stockpiling, and Use of Chemical Weapons. Although less controversial and
publicized than its efforts to maintain peace and resolve international conflicts, at all times many of the UN’s ener-
gies were devoted to economic, social, cultural, and humanitarian efforts, including the eradication and prevention
of disease, environmental and climatic issues, human rights, women’s and children’s rights, immigration, education,
the care of refugees, and measures to combat such transnational problems as international dealings in human
beings and the narcotics trade. The UN was perhaps most successful in promoting joint international action on
humanitarian, economic, social, and environmental issues that transcended national boundaries and demanded
concerted international action, such as food and hunger, health, trade policies, social justice, women’s rights, pollu-
tion, and other ecological concerns. The ending of the Cold War facilitated UN endeavors to promote such objec-
tives by removing some of the East-West barriers to their successful implementation. Although sometimes derided
as ineffective and handicapped in international crises by its reliance upon military forces contributed by member
states, the UN often provided a valuable forum for the quiet exchange of views and the promotion of humanitarian
and social goals. On occasion, it also conveniently furnished a useful alternative channel of communications among
powers whose diplomatic relations were otherwise limited or even nonexistent. While never as effective in terms
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Primary Source
[. . .]

CHAPTER I. PURPOSES AND

PRINCIPLES

ARTICLE 1
The Purposes of the United Nations are:

1. To maintain international peace and security, and
to that end: to take effective collective measures
for the prevention and removal of threats to the
peace, and for the suppression of acts of aggres-
sion or other breaches of the peace, and to bring
about by peaceful means, and in conformity with
the principles of justice and international law, ad-
justment or settlement of international disputes
or situations which might lead to a breach of the
peace;

2. To develop friendly relations among nations based
on respect for the principle of equal rights and
self-determination of peoples, and to take other
appropriate measures to strengthen universal
peace;

3. To achieve international cooperation in solving
international problems of an economic, social,
cultural, or humanitarian character, and in pro-
moting and encouraging respect for human rights
and for fundamental freedoms for all without
distinction as to race, sex, language, or religion;
and

4. To be a center for harmonizing the actions of
nations in the attainment of these common ends.

ARTICLE 2
The Organization and its Members, in pursuit of the
Purposes stated in Article 1, shall act in accordance
with the following Principles.

1. The Organization is based on the principle of the
sovereign equality of all its Members.
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2. All Members, in order to ensure to all of them
the rights and benefits resulting from member-
ship, shall fulfill in good faith the obligations
assumed by them in accordance with the present
Charter.

3. All Members shall settle their international dis-
putes by peaceful means in such a manner that
international peace and security, and justice, are
not endangered.

4. All Members shall refrain in their international
relations from the threat or use of force against
the territorial integrity or political independence
of any state, or in any other manner inconsistent
with the Purposes of the United Nations.

5. All Members shall give the United Nations every
assistance in any action it takes in accordance
with the present Charter, and shall refrain from
giving assistance to any state against which the
United Nations is taking preventive or enforce-
ment action.

6. The Organization shall ensure that states which
are not Members of the United Nations act in
accordance with these Principles so far as may be
necessary for the maintenance of international
peace and security.

7. Nothing contained in the present Charter shall
authorize the United Nations to intervene in
matters which are essentially within the domes-
tic jurisdiction of any state or shall require the
Members to submit such matters to settlement
under the present Charter; but this principle
shall not prejudice the application of enforcement
measures under Chapter VII.

CHAPTER II. MEMBERSHIP

ARTICLE 3
The original Members of the United Nations shall be
the states which, having participated in the United
Nations Conference on International Organization at
San Francisco, or having previously signed the Decla-

of resolving international conflicts as its founders envisaged, the UN proved considerably more successful than its
predecessor, the League of Nations, in attracting and retaining as members most of the world’s major as well as
minor states, whose continuing membership implicitly bestowed authority and legitimacy upon the organization’s
statements and actions. Although often hampered by Cold War antagonisms, during the forty-five years from 1945
to 1990 the UN played a significant role in moderating Cold War tensions and defusing at least some international
crises, providing an arena where disputes could be quietly resolved.



ration by United Nations of January 1, 1942, sign the
present Charter and ratify it in accordance with Arti-
cle 110.

ARTICLE 4
1. Membership in the United Nations is open to all

other peace-loving states which accept the obli-
gations contained in the present Charter and, in
the judgment of the Organization, are able and
willing to carry out these obligations.

2. The admission of any such state to membership
in the United Nations will be effected by a deci-
sion of the General Assembly upon the recom-
mendation of the Security Council.

ARTICLE 5
A member of the United Nations against which pre-
ventive or enforcement action has been taken by the
Security Council may be suspended from the exer-
cise of the rights and privileges of membership by the
General Assembly upon the recommendation of the
Security Council. The exercise of these rights and priv-
ileges may be restored by the Security Council.

ARTICLE 6
A Member of the United Nations which has persist-
ently violated the Principles contained in the present
Charter may be expelled from the Organization by the
General Assembly upon the recommendation of the
Security Council.

CHAPTER III. ORGANS

ARTICLE 7
1. There are established as the principal organs of

the United Nations: a General Assembly, a Secu-
rity Council, an Economic and Social Council, a
Trusteeship Council, an International Court of
Justice, and a Secretariat.

2. Such subsidiary organs as may be found neces-
sary may be established in accordance with the
present Charter.

ARTICLE 8
The United Nations shall place no restrictions on the
eligibility of men and women to participate in any ca-
pacity and under conditions of equality in its principal
and subsidiary organs.
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CHAPTER IV. THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY

COMPOSITION

ARTICLE 9
1. The General Assembly shall consist of all the

Members of the United Nations.
2. Each member shall have not more than five rep-

resentatives in the General Assembly.

FUNCTIONS AND POWERS

ARTICLE 10
The General Assembly may discuss any questions or
any matters within the scope of the present Charter
or relating to the powers and functions of any organs
provided for in the present Charter, and, except as
provided in Article 12, may make recommendations
to the Members of the United Nations or to the Se-
curity Council or to both on any such questions or
matters.

ARTICLE 11
1. The General Assembly may consider the general

principles of cooperation in the maintenance of
international peace and security, including the
principles governing disarmament and the regu-
lation of armaments, and may make recommen-
dations with regard to such principles to the
Members or to the Security Council or to both.

2. The General Assembly may discuss any ques-
tions relating to the maintenance of interna-
tional peace and security brought before it by
any Member of the United Nations, or by the
Security Council, or by a state which is not a
Member of the United Nations in accordance
with Article 35, paragraph 2, and, except as pro-
vided in Article 12, may make recommendations
with regard to any such questions to the state or
states concerned or to the Security Council or to
both. Any such question on which action is nec-
essary shall be referred to the Security Council
by the General Assembly either before or after
discussion.

3. The General Assembly may call the attention of
the Security Council to situations which are likely
to endanger international peace and security.

4. The powers of the General Assembly set forth in
this Article shall not limit the general scope of
Article 10.



ARTICLE 12
1. While the Security Council is exercising in re-

spect of any dispute or situation the functions
assigned to it in the present Charter, the General
Assembly shall not make any recommendation
with regard to that dispute or situation unless the
Security Council so requests.

2. The Secretary-General, with the consent of the
Security Council, shall notify the General As-
sembly at each session of any matters relative to
the maintenance of international peace and secu-
rity which are being dealt with by the Security
Council and shall similarly notify the General
Assembly, or the Members of the United Nations
if the General Assembly is not in session, im-
mediately the Security Council ceases to deal with
such matters.

ARTICLE 13
1. The General Assembly shall initiate studies and

make recommendations for the purpose of:
a. promoting international cooperation in the

political field and encouraging the progres-
sive development of international law and its
codification;

b. promoting international cooperation in the eco-
nomic, social, cultural, educational, and health
fields, and assisting in the realization of hu-
man rights and fundamental freedoms for all
without distinction as to race, sex, language, or
religion.

2. The further responsibilities, functions and powers
of the General Assembly with respect to matters
mentioned in paragraph 1(b) above are set forth
in Chapters IX and X.

ARTICLE 14
Subject to the provisions of Article 12, the General
Assembly may recommend measures for the peaceful
adjustment of any situation, regardless of origin, which
it deems likely to impair the general welfare or
friendly relations among nations, including situations
resulting from a violation of the provisions of the pres-
ent Charter setting forth the Purposes and Principles
of the United Nations.
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ARTICLE 15
1. The General Assembly shall receive and con-

sider annual and special reports from the Security
Council; these reports shall include an account of
the measures that the Security Council has de-
cided upon or taken to maintain international
peace and security.

2. The General Assembly shall receive and con-
sider reports from the other organs of the United
Nations.

ARTICLE 16
The General Assembly shall perform such functions
with respect to the international trusteeship system as
are assigned to it under Chapters XII and XIII, includ-
ing the approval of the trusteeship agreements for
areas not designated as strategic.

ARTICLE 17
1. The General Assembly shall consider and approve

the budget of the Organization.
2. The expenses of the Organization shall be borne

by the Members as apportioned by the General
Assembly.

3. The General Assembly shall consider and approve
any financial and budgetary arrangements with
specialized agencies referred to in Article 57 and
shall examine the administrative budgets of such
specialized agencies with a view to making rec-
ommendations to the agencies concerned.

VOTING

ARTICLE 18
1. Each member of the General Assembly shall have

one vote.
2. Decisions of the General Assembly on important

questions shall be made by a two-thirds majority
of the members present and voting. These ques-
tions shall include: recommendations with respect
to the maintenance of international peace and
security, the election of the non-permanent mem-
bers of the Security Council, the election of the
members of the Economic and Social Council, the
election of members of the Trusteeship Council
in accordance with paragraph 1(c) of Article 86,



the admission of new Members to the United
Nations, the suspension of the rights and privi-
leges of membership, the expulsion of Members,
questions relating to the operation of the trustee-
ship system, and budgetary questions.

3. Decisions on other questions, Composition in-
cluding the determination of additional categories
of questions to be decided by a two-thirds major-
ity, shall be made by a majority of the members
present and voting.

[. . .]

CHAPTER V. THE SECURITY COUNCIL

ARTICLE 23
1. The Security Council shall consist of fifteen

Members of the United Nations. The Republic
of China, France, the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics, the United Kingdom of Great Britain
and Northern Ireland, and the United States of
America shall be permanent members of the
Security Council. The General Assembly shall
elect ten other Members of the United Nations
to be non-permanent members of the Security
Council, due regard being specially paid, in the
first instance to the contribution of Members of
the United Nations to the maintenance of inter-
national peace and security and to the other pur-
poses of the Organization, and also to equitable
geographical distribution.

2. The non-permanent members of the Security
Council shall be elected for a term of two years.
In the first election of the non-permanent mem-
bers after the increase of the membership of the
Security Council from eleven to fifteen, two of
the four additional members shall be chosen for a
term of one year. A retiring member shall not be
eligible for immediate re-election.

3. Each member of the Security Council shall have
one representative.

FUNCTIONS AND POWERS

ARTICLE 24
1. In order to ensure prompt and effective action by

the United Nations, its Members confer on the
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Security Council primary responsibility for the
maintenance of international peace and security,
and agree that in carrying out its duties under
this responsibility the Security Council acts on
their behalf.

2. In discharging these duties the Security Council
shall act in accordance with the Purposes and
Principles of the United Nations. The specific
powers granted to the Security Council for the
discharge of these duties are laid down in Chap-
ters VI, VII, VIII, and XII.

3. The Security Council shall submit annual and,
when necessary, special reports to the General
Assembly for its consideration.

ARTICLE 25
The Members of the United Nations agree to accept
and carry out the decisions of the Security Council in
accordance with the present Charter.

ARTICLE 26
In order to promote the establishment and mainte-
nance of international peace and security with the
least diversion for armaments of the world’s human
and economic resources, the Security Council shall be
responsible for formulating, with the assistance of the
Military Staff Committee referred to in Article 47,
plans to be submitted to the Members of the United
Nations for the establishment of a system for the regu-
lation of armaments.

VOTING

ARTICLE 27
1. Each member of the Security Council shall have

one vote.
2. Decisions of the Security Council on procedural

matters shall be made by an affirmative vote of
nine members.

3. Decisions of the Security Council on all other
matters shall be made by an affirmative vote of
nine members including the concurring votes of
the permanent members; provided that, in deci-
sions under Chapter VI, and under paragraph 3 of
Article 52, a party to a dispute shall abstain from
voting.



PROCEDURE

ARTICLE 28
1. The Security Council shall be so organized as to

be able to function continuously. Each member
of the Security Council shall for this purpose
be represented at all times at the seat of the
Organization.

2. The Security Council shall hold periodic meet-
ings at which each of its members may, if it so
desires, be represented by a member of the gov-
ernment or by some other specially designated
representative.

3. The Security Council may hold meetings at such
places other than the seat of the Organization as
in its judgment will best facilitate its work.

ARTICLE 29
The Security Council may establish such subsidiary
organs as it deems necessary for the performance of its
functions.

ARTICLE 30
The Security Council shall adopt its own rules of proce-
dure, including the method of selecting its President.

ARTICLE 31
Any Member of the United Nations which is not a
member of the Security Council may participate, with-
out vote, in the discussion of any question brought
before the Security Council whenever the latter con-
siders that the interests of that Member are specially
affected.

ARTICLE 32
Any Member of the United Nations which is not a
member of the Security Council or any state which is
not a Member of the United Nations, if it is a party to
a dispute under consideration by the Security Council,
shall be invited to participate, without vote, in the dis-
cussion relating to the dispute. The Security Council
shall lay down such conditions as it deems just for the
participation of a state which is not a Member of the
United Nations.

[. . .]
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CHAPTER VII. ACTION WITH RESPECT

TO THREATS TO THE PEACE,

BREACHES OF THE PEACE, AND ACTS

OF AGGRESSION

ARTICLE 39
The Security Council shall determine the existence of
any threat to the peace, breach of the peace, or act of
aggression and shall make recommendations, or decide
what measures shall be taken in accordance with Ar-
ticles 41 and 42, to maintain or restore international
peace and security.

ARTICLE 40
In order to prevent an aggravation of the situation, the
Security Council may, before making the recommen-
dations or deciding upon the measures provided for in
Article 39, call upon the parties concerned to comply
with such provisional measures as it deems necessary
or desirable. Such provisional measures shall be without
prejudice to the rights, claims, or position of the parties
concerned. The Security Council shall duly take account
of failure to comply with such provisional measures.

ARTICLE 41
The Security Council may decide what measures not
involving the use of armed force are to be employed to
give effect to its decisions, and it may call upon the
Members of the United Nations to apply such mea-
sures. These may include complete or partial interrup-
tion of economic relations and of rail, sea, air, postal,
telegraphic, radio, and other means of communication,
and the severance of diplomatic relations.

ARTICLE 42
Should the Security Council consider that measures
provided for in Article 41 would be inadequate or have
proved to be inadequate, it may take such action by air,
sea, or land forces as may be necessary to maintain or
restore international peace and security. Such action
may include demonstrations, blockade, and other oper-
ations by air, sea, or land forces of Members of the
United Nations.

ARTICLE 43
1. All Members of the United Nations, in order to

contribute to the maintenance of international



peace and security, undertake to make available
to the Security Council, on its call and in accor-
dance with a special agreement or agreements,
armed forces, assistance, and facilities, including
rights of passage, necessary for the purpose of
maintaining international peace and security.

2. Such agreement or agreements shall govern the
numbers and types of forces. their degree of
readiness and general location, and the nature of
the facilities and assistance to be provided.

3. The agreement or agreements shall be negotiated
as soon as possible on the initiative of the Secu-
rity Council. They shall be concluded between
the Security Council and Members or between
the Security Council and groups of Members and
shall be subject to ratification by the signatory
states in accordance with their respective consti-
tutional processes.

ARTICLE 44
When the Security Council has decided to use force it
shall, before calling upon a Member not represented
on it to provide armed forces in fulfillment of the obli-
gations assumed under Article 43, invite that Member,
if the Member so desires, to participate in the deci-
sions of the Security Council concerning the employ-
ment of contingents of that Member’s armed forces.

ARTICLE 45
In order to enable the United Nations to take urgent
military measures Members shall hold immediately
available national air-force contingents for combined
international enforcement action. The strength and
degree of readiness of these contingents and plans for
their combined action shall be determined, within the
limits laid down in the special agreement or agree-
ments referred to in Article 43, by the Security Coun-
cil with the assistance of the Military Staff Committee.

ARTICLE 46
Plans for the application of armed force shall be made
by the Security Council with the assistance of the Mil-
itary Staff Committee.

ARTICLE 47
1. There shall be established a Military Staff Com-

mittee to advise and assist the Security Council
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on all questions relating to the Security Council’s
military requirements for the maintenance of
international peace and security, the employ-
ment and command of forces placed at its dis-
posal, the regulation of armaments, and possible
disarmament.

2. The Military Staff Committee shall consist of the
Chiefs of Staff of the permanent members of the
Security Council or their representatives. Any
Member of the United Nations not permanently
represented on the Committee shall be invited
by the Committee to be associated with it when
the efficient discharge of the Committee’s respon-
sibilities requires the participation of that Mem-
ber in its work.

3. The Military Staff Committee shall be respon-
sible under the Security Council for the strategic
direction of any armed forces placed at the dis-
posal of the Security Council. Questions relating
to the command of such forces shall be worked
out subsequently.

4. The Military Staff Committee, with the author-
ization of the Security Council and after consul-
tation with appropriate regional agencies, may
establish regional subcommittees.

ARTICLE 48
1. The action required to carry out the decisions

of the Security Council for the maintenance of
international peace and security shall be taken by
all the Members of the United Nations or by some
of them, as the Security Council may determine.

2. Such decisions shall be carried out by the Mem-
bers of the United Nations directly and through
their action in the appropriate international agen-
cies of which they are members.

ARTICLE 49
The Members of the United Nations shall join in af-
fording mutual assistance in carrying out the measures
decided upon by the Security Council.

ARTICLE 50
If preventive or enforcement measures against any
state are taken by the Security Council, any other
state, whether a Member of the United Nations or not,



which finds itself confronted with special economic
problems arising from the carrying out of those mea-
sures shall have the right to consult the Security Coun-
cil with regard to a solution of those problems.

ARTICLE 51
Nothing in the present Charter shall impair the inher-
ent right of individual or collective self-defense if an
armed attack occurs against a Member of the United
Nations, until the Security Council has taken measures
necessary to maintain international peace and security.
Measures taken by Members in the exercise of this
right of self-defense shall be immediately reported to
the Security Council and shall not in any way affect
the authority and responsibility of the Security Coun-
cil under the present Charter to take at any time such
action as it deems necessary in order to maintain or
restore international peace and security.

[. . .]

CHAPTER IX. INTERNATIONAL

ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL 

CO-OPERATION

ARTICLE 55
With a view to the creation of conditions of stability
and well-being which are necessary for peaceful and
friendly relations among nations based on respect for
the principle of equal rights and self-determination of
peoples, the United Nations shall promote:

a. higher standards of living, full employment, and
conditions of economic and social progress and
development;

b. solutions of international economic, social, health,
and related problems; and international cultural
and educational co-operation; and

c. universal respect for, and observance of, human
rights and fundamental freedoms for all without
distinction as to race, sex, language, or religion.
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[. . .]

CHAPTER XIV. THE INTERNATIONAL

COURT OF JUSTICE

ARTICLE 92
The International Court of Justice shall be the prin-
cipal judicial organ of the United Nations. It shall
function in accordance with the annexed Statute which
is based upon the Statute of the Permanent Court of
International Justice and forms an integral part of the
present Charter.

ARTICLE 93
1. All Members of the United Nations are ipso facto

parties to the Statute of the International Court
of Justice.

2. A state which is not a Member of the United
Nations may become a party to the Statute of the
International Court of Justice on conditions to
be determined in each case by the General As-
sembly upon the recommendation of the Secu-
rity Council.

ARTICLE 94
1. Each Member of the United Nations undertakes

to comply with the decision of the International
Court of Justice in any case to which it is a party.

2. If any party to a case fails to perform the obliga-
tions incumbent upon it under a judgment ren-
dered by the Court, the other party may have
recourse to the Security Council, which may, if
it deems necessary, make recommendations or
decide upon measures to be taken to give effect
to the judgment.

[. . .]

Source: U.S. Department of State, A Decade of American For-
eign Policy: Basic Documents, 1941–49 (Washington, DC: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1950).

7. Harry S. Truman: Diary Entries on Joint Meetings, July 1945

Introduction
The last of the wartime summit meetings among the Allied leaders took place at Potsdam, near the German capital of
Berlin, in July 1945. This was the first occasion on which new U.S. President Harry S. Truman, who succeeded



Primary Source
Potsdam, July 16, 1945
[. . .]

To get down to today. Mr. Churchill called by phone
last night and said he’d like to call—for me to set the
hour. I did—for 11 A.M. this morning. He was on time
to the dot. His daughter told Gen. Vaughan he hadn’t
been up so early in ten years! I’d been up for four and
one half hours.

We had a most pleasant conversation. He is a most
charming and a very clever person—meaning clever in
the English not the Kentucky sense. He gave me a lot
of hooey about how great my country is and how he
loved Roosevelt and how he intended to love me etc.
etc. Well. I gave him as cordial a reception as I could—
being naturally (I hope) a polite and agreeable person.

I am sure we can get along if he doesn’t try to give
me too much soft soap. You know soft soap is made of
ash hopper lye and it burns to beat hell when it gets
into the eyes. It’s fine for chigger bites but not so good
for rose complexions. But I haven’t a rose complexion.
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We struck a “blow for liberty” when he left in
Scotch—not the right brand for the purpose as the old
V.P. Jack Garner can testify.

The photo men had a field day when he left.

[. . .]

Then we went on to Berlin and saw absolute ruin.
Hitler’s folly. He overreached himself by trying to take
in too much territory. He had no morals and his people
backed him up. Never did I see a more sorrowful sight,
nor witness retribution to the nth degree.

The most sorrowful part of the situation is the
deluded Hitlerian populace. Of course the Russians
have kidnaped the able bodied and I suppose have
made involuntary workmen of them. They have also
looted every house left standing and have sent the loot
to Russia. But Hitler did the same thing to them.

It is the Golden Rule in reverse—and it is not an
uplifting sight. What a pity that the human animal is
not able to put his moral thinking into practice!

Franklin D. Roosevelt following the latter’s death in April 1945, met Soviet leader Josef Stalin. Berlin had been
devastated by Allied bombing in the final years of the war and was under joint occupation by the four Allied pow-
ers: Britain, France, the United States, and the Soviet Union. Berlin also lay deep within the Soviet occupation sec-
tor. Truman was shocked by the dismal state of Berlin’s German population, especially in the Soviet zone, yet
recognized that German forces had treated Russians equally badly. Germany was already defeated, but the Pacific
war against Japan was continuing, and Stalin promised that the Soviet Union would end its existing state of neu-
trality in that conflict and declare war on Japan in the near future. His allies hoped, however, that this might be
unnecessary. During the Potsdam Conference, Truman and British Prime Minister Winston Churchill learned that
their joint Manhattan Project to develop an atomic bomb had successfully detonated an immensely powerful
weapon, which they resolved to use against Japan as soon as possible. Truman stated in his diary that he hoped that
such devices would only be employed against a military target, but in practice many civilians died when U.S.
bombers dropped two atomic weapons on the cities of Hiroshima and Nagasaki early in August. At Potsdam, Tru-
man and Churchill also agreed to inform Stalin that they had successfully developed a nuclear bomb, something of
which he was in fact already aware through Soviet intelligence agents within the Manhattan Project. The fact that
until then the British and Americans had kept the Soviets in formal ignorance of this initiative was, however, strik-
ing evidence that they did not fully trust their wartime communist ally, a bias that was also clearly apparent in Tru-
man’s diary entries. The Potsdam Conference also raised issues as to the final disposition of German and Polish
territory, as the Soviets—who were occupying both countries—unilaterally decided to annex a substantial portion
of East Poland and compensate Poland with sections of East Germany. While Truman refused to recognize this
arrangement, in practice there was little the Americans or British could do to change it. The leaders at Potsdam also
discussed the question of reparations from Germany but again reached no real agreement on that subject and, more
broadly, also failed to devise any scheme for the future treatment of Germany that would be acceptable to all the
occupying powers. As the Cold War intensified in the latter 1940s, the issues left open at Potsdam would prove
highly contentious.



We saw old men, old women, young women, chil-
dren from tots to teens carrying packs, pushing carts,
pulling carts, evidently ejected by the conquerors and
carrying what they could of their belongings to no-
where in particular.

I thought of Carthage, Baalbek, Jerusalem, Rome,
Atlantis, Peking, Babylon, Nineveh; Scipio, Rameses
II, Titus, Herman, Sherman, Jenghis Khan, Alexan-
der, Darius the Great—but Hitler only destroyed
Stalingrad—and Berlin. I hope for some sort of peace
—but I fear that machines are ahead of morals by
some centuries and when morals catch up perhaps
there’ll be no reason for any of it.

I hope not. But we are only termites on a planet
and maybe when we bore too deeply into the planet
there’ll [be] a reckoning—who knows.

Potsdam, July 17, 1945
Just spent a couple of hours with Stalin. Joe Davies

called on Maisky and made the date last night for noon
today. Promptly a few minutes before twelve I looked
up from the desk and there stood Stalin in the door-
way. I got to my feet and advanced to meet him. He
put out his hand and smiled. I did the same, we shook,
I greeted Molotov and the interpreter, and we sat
down. After the usual polite remarks we got down to
business. I told Stalin that I am no diplomat but usu-
ally said yes & no to questions after hearing all the argu-
ment. It pleased him. I asked him if he had the agenda
for the meeting. He said he had and that he had some
more questions to present. I told him to fire away. He
did and it is dynamite—but I have some dynamite too
which I’m not exploding now. He wants to fire Franco,
to which I wouldn’t object, and divide up the Italian
colonies and other mandates, some no doubt that the
British have. Then he got on the Chinese situation,
told us what agreements had been reached and what
was in abeyance. Most of the big points are settled.
He’ll be in the Jap War on August 15th. Fini Japs when
that comes about. We had lunch, talked socially, put on
a real show drinking toasts to everyone, then had pic-
tures made in the back yard. I can deal with Stalin. He
is honest—but smart as hell.

Potsdam, July 18, 1945
. . . Went to lunch with P.M. at 1:30. Walked around

to British Hqtrs. Met at the gate by Mr. Churchill.
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Guard of honor drawn up. Fine body of men, Scottish
Guards. Band played Star Spangled Banner. Inspected
Guard and went in for lunch. P.M. & I ate alone. Dis-
cussed Manhattan (it is a success). Decided to tell
Stalin about it. Stalin had told P.M. of telegram from
Jap Emperor asking for peace. Stalin also read his
answer to me. It was satisfactory. Believe Japs will fold
up before Russia comes in.

I am sure they will when Manhattan appears over
their homeland. I shall inform Stalin about it at an
opportune time. Stalin’s luncheon was a most satisfac-
tory meeting. I invited him to come to the U.S. Told
him I’d send the Battleship Missouri for him if he’d
come. He said he wanted to cooperate with U.S. in
peace as we had cooperated in War but it would be
harder. Said he was grossly misunderstood in U.S. and
I was misunderstood in Russia. I told him that we each
could help to remedy that situation in our home coun-
tries and that I intended to try with all I had to do my
part at home. He gave me a most cordial smile and said
he would do as much in Russia.

We then went to the conference and it was my job
to present the Ministers’ proposed agenda. There were
three proposals and I banged them through in short
order, much to the surprise of Mr. Churchill. Stalin was
very much pleased. Churchill was too after he had re-
covered. I’m not going to stay around this terrible place
all summer just to listen to speeches. I’ll go home to
the Senate for that.

[. . .]

Potsdam, July 25, 1945
We met at 11 A.M. today. That is Stalin, Churchill

and the U.S. President. But I had a most important
session with Lord Mountbatten & General Marshall
before that. We have discovered the most terrible
bomb in the history of the world. It may be the fire
destruction prophesied in the Euphrates Valley Era,
after Noah and his fabulous Ark.

Anyway we “think” we have found the way to
cause a disintegration of the atom. An experiment
in the New Mexican desert was startling—to put it
mildly. Thirteen pounds of the explosive caused the
complete disintegration of a steel tower 60 feet high,
created a crater 6 feet deep and 1,200 feet in diameter,
knocked over a steel tower 1⁄2 mile away and knocked



men down 10,000 yards away. The explosion was vis-
ible for more than 200 miles and audible for 40 miles
and more.

This weapon is to be used against Japan between
now and August 10th. I have told the Sec. of War, Mr.
Stimson, to use it so that military objectives and sol-
diers and sailors are the target and not women and chil-
dren. Even if the Japs are savages, ruthless, merciless
and fanatic, we as the leader of the world for the com-
mon welfare cannot drop this terrible bomb on the old
Capital or the new.

He & I are in accord. The target will be a purely
military one and we will issue a warning statement
asking the Japs to surrender and save lives. I’m sure
they will not do that, but we will have given them the
chance. It is certainly a good thing for the world that
Hitler’s crowd or Stalin’s did not discover this atomic
bomb. It seems to be the most terrible thing ever dis-
covered, but it can be made the most useful.

At 10:15 I had Gen. Marshall come in and discuss
with me the tactical and political situation. He is a
level headed man—so is Mountbatten.

At the Conference Poland and the Bolsheviki land
grab came up. Russia helped herself to a slice of
Poland and gave Poland a nice slice of Germany, tak-
ing also a good slice of East Prussia for herself. Poland
has moved in up to the Oder and the west Neisse, tak-
ing Stettin and Silesia as a fact accomplished. My posi-
tion is that, according to commitments made at Yalta
by my predecessor, Germany was to be divided into
four occupation zones, one each for Britain, Russia and
France and the U.S. If Russia chooses to allow Poland
to occupy a part of her zone I am agreeable but title to
territory cannot and will not be settled here. For the
fourth time I restated my position and explained that
territorial sessions had to be made by treaty and ratified
by the Senate.

We discussed reparations and movement of popula-
tions from East Germany, Czechoslovakia, Austria, Italy
and elsewhere. Churchill said Maisky had so defined
war booty as to include the German fleet and Mer-
chant Marine. It was a bombshell and sort of paralyzed
the Russkies, but it has a lot of merit.

Potsdam, July 26, 1945
Last night talked to Gen. Somervell on time for uni-

versal military training. Regular Army wants a straight
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year. I am very sure it cannot be put into effect. Talked
to Mr. Caffery about France. He is scared stiff of Com-
munism, the Russian variety which isn’t communism
at all but just police government pure and simple. A
few top hands just take clubs, pistols and concentra-
tion camps and rule the people on the lower levels.

The Communist Party in Moscow is no different in
its methods and actions toward the common man than
were the Czar and the Russian Noblemen (so-called:
they were anything but noble). Nazis and Fascists were
worse. It seems that Sweden, Norway, Denmark and
perhaps Switzerland have the only real people’s gov-
ernments on the Continent of Europe. But the rest are
a bad lot, from the standpoint of the people who do not
believe in tyranny.

Potsdam, July 30, 1945
[. . .] Conference is delayed. Stalin and Molotov were
to call on me yesterday to discuss Polish question and
Reparations. Molotov came but no Stalin. Said he is
sick. No Big Three meeting yesterday and none today
as a result of Stalin’s indisposition. Sent him a note
expressing regret at his illness. . . . 

If Stalin should suddenly cash in it would end the
original Big Three. First Roosevelt by death, then
Churchill by political failure and then Stalin. I am
wondering what would happen to Russia and Central
Europe if Joe suddenly passed out. If some dema-
gogue on horseback gained control of the efficient
Russian military machine he could play havoc with
European peace for a while. I also wonder if there is a
man with the necessary strength and following to step
into Stalin’s place and maintain peace and solidarity at
home. It isn’t customary for dictators to train leaders to
follow them in power. I’ve seen no one at this Confer-
ence in the Russian line-up who can do the job. Molo-
tov is not able to do it. He lacks sincerity. Vishinsky
same thing and Maisky is short on honesty. Well, we
shall see what we shall see. Uncle Joe’s pretty tough
mentally and physically but there is an end to every
man and we can’t help but speculate.

We are at an impasse on Poland and its western
boundary and on Reparations. Russia and Poland have
agreed on the Oder and West Neisse to the Czechoslo-
vakian border. Just a unilateral arrangement without so
much as a by your leave. I don’t like it. Roosevelt let
Maisky mention twenty billions as reparations—half



for Russia and half for everybody else. Experts say no
such figure is available.

I’ve made it plain that the United States of America
does not intend to pay reparations this time. I want the
German war industry machine completely dismantled
and [as] far as U.S. is concerned the other allies can
divide it up on any basis they choose. Food and other
necessities we send into the restored countries and
Germany must be first lien on exports before repara-
tions. If Russians strip country and carry off population
of course there’ll be no reparations.
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I have offered a waterway program and a suggestion
for free intercourse between Central European nations
which will help keep future peace. Our only hope for
good from the European War is restored prosperity to
Europe and future trade with them. It is a sick situa-
tion at best.

Source: Harry S. Truman, “The Decision to Drop the
Atomic Bomb,” Notes by Harry S. Truman on the Potsdam
Conference, July 16–30, 1945,” Truman Presidential
Museum and Library, http://www.trumanlibrary.org/
whistlestop/study_collections/bomb/large/index.

8. Harry S. Truman: Telegram to Jiang Jieshi, 1945

Introduction
During World War II, President Franklin D. Roosevelt had revealed himself as unsympathetic to French colonial
rule in Indochina. Roosevelt particularly resented the fact that the Vichy authorities in the area (present-day Viet-
nam, Laos, and Cambodia) cooperated with the Japanese until 1944, when the latter took over Indochina entirely.
By June 1945, Roosevelt was dead. The U.S. position on Indochina was now more nuanced. An internal U.S. State
Department memorandum of 22 June titled “Postwar Policy toward Asia and the Pacific” declared that “the United
States recognizes French sovereignty over Indochina.” It went on, however, to state that it was “the general policy
of the United States to favor a policy which would allow colonial peoples an opportunity to prepare themselves for
increased participation in their own government with eventual self-government as their goal.” As victory in the
Pacific approached, the Allies had to decide precisely which among their various forces would take over responsi-
bility for particular areas of Asia. During the Potsdam Conference of top Allied leaders, which ended on 2 August
1945, Truman and British Prime Minister Winston Churchill reached agreement on Indochina. The northern por-
tion, above the 16th Parallel of latitude, would come within the China Theater, under the control of Chinese Guo-
mindang (Nationalist) President Jiang Jieshi (Chiang Kai-shek), who resented Western colonialism but was also a
staunch anticommunist. Below the 16th parallel, Indochina fell within the Southeast Asian Command, headed by
the British commander Admiral Lord Louis Mountbatten. Since indigenous nationalist forces in French Indochina
were headed by the veteran Vietnamese communist Ho Chi Minh, neither the Chinese nor the British authorities
was likely to be particularly sympathetic to Ho’s demands for the immediate independence of Indochina from the
French. In practice, in September 1945 the British helped the French to regain control of the southern portion,
while in February 1946 Jiang agreed to withdraw his forces from the northern portion and allow the French to
return, in exchange for concessions from them on Shanghai and other Chinese treaty ports. The Americans, for
whom the restoration of France as a great power and potential ally against communism was now a higher priority
than the independence of Indochina, quietly acquiesced in these arrangements.

Primary Source
Top secret from the President to Ambassador Hurley.

Please deliver the following message from me to Gen-
eralissimo Chiang Kai-shek.

“1. At the Potsdam Conference the Prime Minister of
Great Britain and I, in consultation with the Combined

Chiefs of Staff, have had under consideration future
military operations in Southeast Asia.

2. On the advice of the Combined Chiefs of Staff we
have reached the conclusion that for operational pur-
poses it is desirable to include that portion of French
Indo-China lying south of 16° north latitude in the
Southeast Asia Command. This arrangement would



leave in the China Theater that part of Indo-China
which covers the flank of projected Chinese operations
in China and would at the same time enable Admiral
Mountbatten to develop operations in the southern
half of Indo-China.

3. I greatly hope that the above conclusions will rec-
ommend themselves to Your Excellency and that, for
the purpose of facilitating operations against the com-
mon enemy, Your Excellency will feel able to concur in
the proposed arrangements.
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4. I understand that the Prime Minister of Great
Britain is addressing a communication to Your Excel-
lency in a similar sense.

Signed Harry S. Truman.”

Source: U.S. Department of State, Foreign Relations of the
United States: Diplomatic Papers; The Conference of Berlin (The
Potsdam Conference) (Washington, DC: U.S. Government
Printing Office, 1960), 1321.

9. William J. Donovan’s Letter to Harold D. Smith, Director,
Bureau of the Budget, 25 August 1945

Introduction
At the end of World War II, many U.S. officials who had been part of the wartime national security and defense ap-
paratus were convinced that in order to remain an international great power, their country should retain much of
the associated bureaucracy that had developed during the conflict. One of the more effective advocates was Gen-
eral William J. Donovan, director of the Office of Strategic Services (OSS). The OSS had functioned as a wartime
foreign intelligence agency, collecting information and mounting covert operations. In August 1945, President
Harry S. Truman formally disbanded the OSS, stating that now the war was over, the United States no longer
required an intelligence agency functioning outside American borders. As he gradually liquidated his existing oper-
ations, Donovan also mounted a coordinated lobbying campaign designed to convince influential bureaucrats,
politicians, and media representatives of the need to reestablish the OSS on a more permanent basis as an integral
part of the U.S. national security apparatus. Increasing Cold War tensions soon helped to convince officials in Wash-
ington that the United States did indeed require a formal overseas intelligence and espionage capability, leading
within two years to the creation of the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA). Although Donovan himself did not join
the new organization, in its early years it was largely staffed by former OSS operatives.

Primary Source
It is our estimate . . . the effectiveness of OSS as a War
Agency will end as of January 1, or at latest February
1946, at which time liquidation should be completed.
At that point I wish to return to private life. Therefore,
in considering the disposition to be made of the assets
created by OSS, I speak as a private citizen concerned
with the future of his country.

In our government today there is no permanent
agency to take over the functions which OSS will
have then ceased to perform. These functions while
carried on as incident to the war are in reality essen-
tial in the effective discharge by this nation of its
responsibilities in the organization and maintenance
of the peace.

Since last November I have pointed out the immediate
necessity of setting up such an agency to take over valu-
able assets created by OSS. Among these assets was
establishment for the first time in our nation’s history
of a foreign secret intelligence service which reported
information as seen through American eyes. As an inte-
gral and inseparable part of this service there is a group
of specialists to analyze and evaluate the material for
presentation to those who determine national policy.

It is not easy to set up a modern intelligence system. It
is more difficult to do so in time of peace than in time
of war.

It is important therefore that it be done before the War
Agency has disappeared so that profit may be made of



its experience and “know how” in deciding how the
new agency may best be conducted.

I have already submitted a plan for the establishment
of centralized system. However, the discussion of that
proposal indicated the need of an agreement upon cer-
tain fundamental principles before a detailed plan is
formulated. If those concerned could agree upon the
principles with which such a system should be estab-
lished, acceptance of a common plan would be more
easily achieved.

Accordingly, I attach a statement of principles, the
soundness of which I believe has been established by
study and by practical experience.

PRINCIPLES—THE SOUNDNESS OF WHICH
IT IS BELIEVED HAS BEEN ESTABLISHED BY
OUR OWN EXPERIENCE AND FIRST-HAND
STUDY OF THE SYSTEMS OF OTHER NATIONS
—WHICH SHOULD GOVERN THE ESTAB-
LISHMENT OF A CENTRALIZED UNITED
STATES FOREIGN INTELLIGENCE SYSTEM.
The formulation of a national policy both in its politi-
cal and military aspects is influence and determined by
knowledge (or ignorance) of the aims, capabilities,
intentions, and policies of other nations.

All major powers except the United States have had
for a long time past permanent world-wide intelligence
services, reporting directly to the highest echelons of
their governments. Prior to the present war, the United
States had no foreign secret intelligence service. It
never has had and does not now have a coordinated
intelligence system.

The defects and dangers of this situation have been
generally recognized. Adherence to the following would
remedy this defect in peace as well as war so that
American policy could be based upon information ob-
tained through its own sources on foreign intentions,
capabilities, and developments as seen and interpreted
by Americans.

1. That each department of Government should have
its own intelligence bureau for the collection and pro-
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cessing of such informational material as it finds neces-
sary in the actual performance of its functions and
duties. Such a bureau should be under the sole control
of the department head and should not be encroached
upon or impaired by the functions granted any other
governmental intelligence agency.

Because secret intelligence covers all fields and because
of possible embarrassment, no executive department
should be permitted to engage in secret intelligence
but in a proper case call upon the central agency for
service.

2. That in addition to the intelligence unit for each
department there should be established a national
centralized foreign intelligence agency which should
have the authority:

A. To serve all departments of the Government.

B. To procure and obtain political, economic, psycho-
logical, sociological, military and other information
which may bear upon the national interest and which
has been collected by the different Governmental
departments or agencies.

C. To collect when necessary supplemental informa-
tion either at its own instance or at the request of any
Governmental departments or agencies.

D. To integrate, analyze, process, and disseminate, to
authorized Governmental agencies and officials, intel-
ligence in the form of strategic interpretive studies.

3. That such an agency should be prohibited from
carrying on clandestine activities within the United
States and should be forbidden the exercise of any
police functions at home or abroad.

4. That since the nature of its work requires it to have
status, it should be independent of any department of
the government (since it is obliged to serve all and
must be free of the natural bias of an operating depart-
ment). It should be under a director, appointed by the
President, and be administered under Presidential
direction, or in the event of a General Manager being



appointed, should be established in the Executive
Office of the President, under his direction.

5. That subject to the approval of the President or the
General Manager the policy of such a service should
be determined by the Director with the advice and
assistance of a Board on which the Secretaries of State,
War, Navy, and Treasury should be represented.

6. That this agency, as the sole agency for secret intel-
ligence, should be authorized, in the foreign field only,
to carry on services such as espionage, counterespi-
onage, and those special operations (including morale
and psychological) designed to anticipate and counter
any attempted penetration and subversion of our
national security by enemy action.

7. That such a service have an independent budget
granted directly by the Congress.

8. That such a service should have its own system of
codes and should be furnished facilities by depart-
ments of Government proper and necessary for the
performance of its duties.

10. George C. Marshall: “For the Common Defense” 2357

9. That such a service should include in its staff spe-
cialties (within Governmental departments, civil and
military, and in private life) professionally trained in
analysis of information and possessing a high degree of
linguistic, regional, or functional competence, to ana-
lyze, coordinate and evaluate incoming information, to
make special intelligence reports, and to provide guid-
ance for the collecting branches of the agency.

10. That in time of war or unlimited national emer-
gency, all programs of such agency in areas of actual
and projected military operations shall be coordinated
with military plans, and shall be subject to the ap-
proval of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, or if there be con-
solidation of the armed services, under the supreme
commander. Parts of such programs which are to be
executed in the theater of military operations shall be
subject to control of the military commander.

Source: William J. Donovan, “Gen. Donovan’s Letter to 
the Director of the Bureau of Budget, Harold D. Smith,”
Counterintelligence in World War II, National Counter-
intelligence Center, http://www.fas.org/irp/ops/ci/docs/
ci2/2ch3_c.htm.

10. George C. Marshall: “For the Common Defense,”
1 September 1945

Introduction
As World War II ended, leading U.S. military officials clearly envisaged a greatly expanded international role for
their country, one that would mandate a much-enhanced American military. In his final report as army chief of staff,
George C. Marshall put forward proposals for a peacetime security policy for the United States. He envisaged a rel-
atively small permanent standing army of military professionals buttressed by a citizen soldiery who could be called
to arms in case of need. The latter he hoped to create through a program of universal military training, required of
all young American men. Marshall expected the regular army to be “a strategic force, heavy in air power, partially
deployed in the Pacific and the Caribbean ready to protect the Nation against a sudden hostile thrust and immedi-
ately available for emergency action wherever required.” In addition, he called for the creation of substantial
national stockpiles of arms, ammunition, and other military equipment and a heavy emphasis on the promotion
of scientific research and development in the defense field. Marshall was heavily influenced by his experience
of the rapid rundown of U.S. military forces in the aftermath of World War I, a policy he blamed for the inability of
the United States to respond quickly to the onset of World War II when his country had to launch massive crash
programs of rebuilding its vestigial forces for a two-front war against Germany and Japan. Largely due to popular
opposition, the United States did not introduce universal military training, but most of Marshall’s other recommen-
dations were put into effect within a few years. Once their country had attained global power during World War II,
top American leaders were clearly unwilling to relinquish that position.



Primary Source
Our present national policies require us to: Main-

tain occupation forces in Europe and the Pacific; pre-
pare for a possible contribution of forces to a world
security organization; maintain national security while
the world remains unstable and later on a more perma-
nent or stable basis.

[. . .]

FOR THE COMMON DEFENSE

To fulfill its responsibility for protecting this Nation
against foreign enemies, the Army must project its
planning beyond the immediate future. In this con-
nection I feel that I have a duty, a responsibility, to
present publicly at this time my conception, from a
military point of view, of what is required to prevent
another international catastrophe.

For years men have been concerned with individual
security. Modern nations have given considerable study
and effort to the establishment of social security sys-
tems for those unable or unwise enough to provide for
themselves. But effective insurance against the dis-
asters which have slaughtered millions of people and
leveled their homes is long overdue.

We finish each bloody war with a feeling of acute
revulsion against this savage form of human behavior,
and yet on each occasion we confuse military pre-
paredness with the causes of war and then drift almost
deliberately into another catastrophe. . . . 

It no longer appears practical to continue what we
once conceived as hemispheric defense as a satisfac-
tory basis for our security. We are now concerned with
the peace of the entire world. And the peace can only
be maintained by the strong.

What then must we do to remain strong and still not
bankrupt ourselves on military expenditures to main-
tain a prohibitively expensive professional army even
if one could be recruited? President Washington an-
swered that question in recommendations to the first
Congress to convene under the United States Consti-
tution. He proposed a program for the peacetime train-
ing of a citizen army. At that time the conception of a
large professional Regular Army was considered dan-
gerous to the liberties of the Nation. It is still so today.
But the determining factor in solving this problem will
inevitably be the relation between the maintenance of
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military power and the cost in annual appropriations.
No system, even if actually adopted in the near future,
can survive the political pressure to reduce the military
budget if the costs are high—and professional armies
are very costly.

There is now another disadvantage to a large profes-
sional standing army. Wars in the twentieth century are
fought with the total resources, economic, scientific,
and human of entire nations. Every specialized field of
human knowledge is employed. Modern war requires
the skill and knowledge of the individuals of a nation.

Obviously we cannot all put on uniforms and stand
ready to repel invasion. The greatest energy in peace-
time of any successful nation must be devoted to pro-
ductive and gainful labor. But all Americans can, in the
next generations, prepare themselves to serve their
country in maintaining the peace or against the tragic
hour when peace is broken, if such a misfortune again
overtakes us. This is what is meant by Universal Mili-
tary Training. It is not universal military service—the
actual induction of men into the combatant forces. Such
forces would be composed during peacetime of volun-
teers. The trainees would be in separate organizations
maintained for training purposes only. Once trained,
young men would be freed from further connection
with the Army unless they chose, as they now may, to
enroll in the National Guard or an organized reserve
unit, or to volunteer for service in the small profes-
sional army. When the Nation is in jeopardy they could
be called, just as men are now called, by a committee
of local neighbors, in an order of priority and under such
conditions as directed at that time by the Congress.

The concept of universal military training is not
founded, as some may believe, on the principle of a
mass Army. The Army has been accused of rigidly
holding to this doctrine in the face of modern develop-
ments. Nothing, I think, could be farther from the fact,
as the record of the mobilization for this war demon-
strates. Earlier in this report I explained how we had
allocated manpower to exploit American technology.
Out of our entire military mobilization of 14,000,000
men, the number of infantry troops was less than
1,500,000 Army and Marine.

The remainder of our armed forces, sea, air, and
ground, was largely fighting a war of machinery. Count-
ing those engaged in war production there were prob-
ably 75 to 80,000,000 Americans directly involved in



prosecution of the war. To technological warfare we
devoted 98 percent of our entire effort.

Nor is it proposed now to abandon this formula
which has been so amazingly successful. The harness-
ing of the basic power of the universe will further spur
our efforts to use brain for brawn in safeguarding the
United States of America.

However, technology does not eliminate the need
for men in war. The Air Forces, which were the highest
developed technologically of any of our armed forces
in this war, required millions of men to do their job.
Every B-29 that winged over Japan was dependent on
the efforts of 12 officers and 73 men in the immediate
combat area alone. . . . 

This war has made it clear that the security of the
Nation, when challenged by an armed enemy, requires
the services of virtually all able-bodied male citizens
within the effective military group.

In war the Nation cannot depend on the numbers of
men willing to volunteer for active service; nor can our
security in peace.

In another national emergency, the existence of a
substantial portion of the Nation’s young manpower
already trained or in process of training, would make it
possible to fill out immediately the peacetime ranks of
the Navy, the Regular Army, the National Guard, and
the Organized Reserve. As a result our Armed Forces
would be ready for almost immediate deployment to
counter initial hostile moves, ready to prevent an enemy
from gaining footholds from which he could launch
destructive attack against our industries and our homes.
By this method we would establish, for the generations
to come, a national military policy: (1) which is entirely
within the financial capabilities of our peacetime econ-
omy and is absolutely democratic in its nature, and
(2) which places the military world and therefore the
political world on notice that this vast power, linked
to our tremendous resources, wealth, and production,
is immediately available. There can be no question
that all the nations of the world will respect our views
accordingly, creating at least a probability of peace
on earth and of good will among men rather than dis-
aster upon disaster in a tormented world where the
very processes of civilization itself are constantly
threatened. . . . 

The terms of the final peace settlement will provide
a basis for determining the strength of the regular or
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permanent postwar military forces of the United States,
air, ground, and naval, but they cannot, in my opinion,
alter the necessity for a system of Universal Military
Training.

The yardstick by which the size of the permanent
force must be measured is maximum security with
minimum cost in men, materiel, and maintenance. So
far as they can foresee world conditions a decade from
now, War Department planners, who have taken every
conceivable factor into consideration, believe that our
position will be sound if we set up machinery which
will permit the mobilization of an Army of 4,000,000
men within a period of 1 year following any inter-
national crisis resulting in a national emergency for the
United States.

The Regular Army must be comprised largely of a
strategic force, heavy in air power, partially deployed
in the Pacific and the Caribbean ready to protect the
Nation against a sudden hostile thrust and immedi-
ately available for emergency action wherever required.
It is obvious that another war would start with a light-
ning attack to take us unaware. The pace of the attack
would be at supersonic speeds of rocket weapons
closely followed by a striking force which would seek
to exploit the initial and critical advantage. We must
be sufficiently prepared against such a threat to hold
the enemy at a distance until we can rapidly mobilize
our strength. The Regular Army, and the National
Guard, must be prepared to meet such a crisis.

Another mission of the Regular Army is to provide
the security garrisons for the outlying bases. We quickly
lost the Philippines, Guam, and Wake Islands at the
beginning of this war and are still expending lives and
wealth in recovering them.

The third mission of the permanent Army is to
furnish the overhead, the higher headquarters which
must keep the machine and the plans up to date for
whatever national emergency we may face in the
future. This overhead includes the War Department,
the War College, the service schools, and the head-
quarters of the military area into which continental
United States is subdivided to facilitate decentralized
command and coordination of the peacetime military
machine. This was about all we had on the eve of this
war, planners and a small number of men who had little
to handle in practice but sound ideas on how to em-
ploy the wartime hosts that would be gathered in the



storm. Had it not been for the time the British Empire
and the Soviets bought us, those plans and ideas would
have been of little use.

The fourth and probably the most important mis-
sion of the Regular Army is to provide the knowledge,
the expert personnel, and the installations for training
the citizen-soldier upon whom, in my view, the future
peace of the world largely depends. . . . 

Only by Universal Military Training can full vigor
and life be instilled in to the Reserve system. It creates
a pool of well-trained men and officers from which the
National Guard and the Organized Reserve can draw
volunteers; it provides opportunities for the Guard and
Reserve units to participate in corps and Army maneu-
vers, which are vital preparations to success in military
campaigns. Without these trained men and officers,
without such opportunities to develop skill through
actual practice in realistic maneuvers, neither the Reg-
ular Army, the National Guard, nor the Reserve can
hope to bring efficiency to their vital missions. . . . 

An unbroken period of 1 year’s training appears
essential to the success of a sound security plan based
on the concept of a citizen army.

It is possible to train individual soldiers as replace-
ments for veteran divisions and air groups as we now
do in a comparatively short period of time. The train-
ing of the unit itself cannot be accomplished at best in
less than a year; air units require even more time. The
principle is identical to that of coaching a football
team. A halfback can quickly learn how to run with the
ball, but it takes time and much practice and long
hours of team scrimmage before he is proficient at car-
rying the ball through an opposing team. So it is with
an army division or combat air group. Men learn to fire
a rifle or machine gun quickly, but it takes long hours
of scrimmage, which the army calls maneuver, before
the firing of the rifle is coordinated with the activities
of more than 14,000 other men on the team.

[. . .]

The peacetime army must not only be prepared for
immediate mobilization of an effective war army, but it
must have in reserve the weapons needed for the first
months of the fighting and clear-cut plans for immedi-
ately producing the tremendous additional quantities
of materiel necessary in total war. We must never again
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face a great national crisis with ammunition lacking to
serve our guns, few guns to fire, and no decisive proce-
dures for procuring vital arms in sufficient quantities.

The necessity for continuous research into the mil-
itary ramifications of man’s scientific advance is now
clear to all and it should not be too difficult to obtain
the necessary appropriations for this purpose in peace-
time. There is, however, always much reluctance to
expenditure of funds for improvement of war-making
instruments, particularly where there is no peacetime
usefulness in the product.

The development of combat airplanes is closely
allied with development of civil aeronautics; the proto-
types of many of our present transport planes and
those soon to come were originally bombers. Many of
the aeronautical principles that helped give this Nation
the greatest Air Force in the world grew out of com-
mercial development and our production know-how
at the start of this war was partially the fruit of peace-
time commercial enterprise. Since many vital types of
weapons have no commercial counterpart, the peace-
time development of these weapons has been grossly
neglected. Antiaircraft weapons are a good example.
The highly efficient antiaircraft of today did not mate-
rialize until long after the fighting began. The conse-
quent cost in time, life, and money of this failure to
spend the necessary sums on such activity in peace-
time has been appalling.

There is another phase of scientific research which I
think has been somewhat ignored—the development
of expeditious methods for the mass production of war
materiel. This is of great importance since it deter-
mines how quickly we can mobilize our resources if
war comes and how large and costly our reserve stocks
of war materiel must be. Serious thought and planning
along this line can save millions of tax dollars.

We can be certain that the next war, if there is one,
will be even more total than this one. The nature of war
is such that once it now begins it can end only as this
one is ending, in the destruction of the vanquished, and
it should be assumed that another reconversion from
peace to war production will take place initially under
distant enemy bombardment. Industrial mobilization
plans must be founded on these assumptions and so
organized that they will meet them and any other situ-
ation that may develop. Yet they must in no way retard
or inhibit the course of peacetime production.



If this Nation is to remain great it must bear in mind
now and in the future that war is not the choice of
those who wish passionately for peace. It is the choice
of those who are willing to resort to violence for politi-
cal advantage. We can fortify ourselves against disaster,
I am convinced, by the measures I have here outlined.
In these protections we can face the future with a rea-
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sonable hope for the best and with quiet assurance that
even though the worst may come, we are prepared for it.

Source: George C. Marshall, General Marshall’s Report: The
Winning of the War in Europe and the Pacific; Biennial Report 
of the Chief of Staff of the United States Army, July 1, 1943 to
June 30, 1945, to the Secretary of War (New York: Simon and
Schuster, 1945), 116–123.

11. Ho Chi Minh: Declaration of Independence of the Democratic
Republic of Vietnam, 2 September 1945

Introduction
On 2 September 1945, as the provinces of colonial French Indochina waited for the defeated Japanese forces to
leave, Ho Chi Minh, the most prominent Vietnamese communist and nationalist leader, declared in Hanoi that an
independent state now existed in Vietnam. Until taken over by Japan during the war, Vietnam, together with
present-day Laos and Cambodia, had been under French colonial rule. Hoping to secure the support of the United
States, which was officially committed to anticolonialism, Ho deliberately modeled his statement on the American
Declaration of Independence. This strategy failed to persuade the administration of President Harry S. Truman to
endorse his claim for an independent Vietnamese state. Although French forces, assisted by British troops,
returned to Indochina in the fall of 1945 and temporarily ousted Ho, he continued to lead the Vietnamese battle for
independence, eventually driving out the French in 1954. During the final years of colonial rule in Vietnam, the
U.S. government, by this time strongly committed to opposing communism in Asia, provided extensive economic
and military aid to the French, although American ground forces were never deployed in French Indochina. Under
the 1954 Geneva Accords, the country was temporarily divided at the 17th Parallel, with elections to choose a gov-
ernment for a united Vietnam supposedly scheduled within the next two years. Subsequent American attempts to
maintain the southern portion of Vietnam as an independent noncommunist state and prevent its unification with
the communist northern portion ruled by Ho ultimately embroiled the United States in the lengthy and divisive
Vietnam War, the most frustrating and humiliating American military intervention of the entire Cold War.

Primary Source
All men are created equal; they are endowed by their
Creator with certain unalienable Rights; among these
are Life, Liberty, and the pursuit of Happiness.

This immortal statement was made in the Declaration
of Independence of the United States of America in
1776. In a broader sense, this means: All the peoples
on the earth are equal from birth, all the peoples have
a right to live, to be happy and free.

The Declaration of the French Revolution made in
1791 on the Rights of Man and the Citizen also states:
“All men are born free and with equal rights, and must
always remain free and have equal rights.”

Those are undeniable truths.

Nevertheless, for more than eighty years, the French
imperialists, abusing the standard of Liberty, Equality,
and Fraternity, have violated our Fatherland and
oppressed our fellow citizens. They have acted con-
trary to the ideals of humanity and justice.

In the field of politics, they have deprived our people
of every democratic liberty.

They have enforced inhuman laws; they have set up
three distinct political regimes in the North, the Center,
and the South of Viet-Nam in order to wreck our na-
tional unity and prevent our people from being united.

They have built more prisons than schools. They have
mercilessly slain our patriots; they have drowned our
uprisings in rivers of blood.



They have fettered public opinion; they have prac-
ticed obscurantism against our people.

To weaken our race they have forced us to use opium
and alcohol.

In the field of economics, they have fleeced us to the
backbone, impoverished our people and devastated
our land.

They have robbed us of our rice fields, our mines, our
forests, and our raw materials. They have monopolized
the issuing of bank notes and the export trade.

They have invented numerous unjustifiable taxes and
reduced our people, especially our peasantry, to a state
of extreme poverty.

They have hampered the prospering of our national
bourgeoisie; they have mercilessly exploited our
workers.

In the autumn of 1940, when the Japanese fascists vio-
lated Indochina’s territory to establish new bases in
their fight against the Allies, the French imperialists
went down on their bended knees and handed over
our country to them.

Thus, from that date, our people were subjected to the
double yoke of the French and the Japanese. Their
sufferings and miseries increased. The result was that,
from the end of last year to the beginning of this year,
from Quang Tri Province to the North of Viet-Nam,
more than two million of our fellow citizens died from
starvation. On March 9 [1945], the French troops were
disarmed by the Japanese. The French colonialists
either fled or surrendered, showing that not only were
they incapable of “protecting” us, but that, in the span
of five years, they had twice sold our country to the
Japanese.

On several occasions before March 9, the Viet Minh
League urged the French to ally themselves with it
against the Japanese. Instead of agreeing to this pro-
posal, the French colonialists so intensified their ter-
rorist activities against the Viet Minh members that
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before fleeing they massacred a great number of our
political prisoners detained at Yen Bay and Cao Bang.

Notwithstanding all this, our fellow citizens have always
manifested toward the French a tolerant and humane
attitude. Even after the Japanese Putsch of March,
1945, the Viet Minh League helped many Frenchmen
to cross the frontier, rescued some of them from Japa-
nese jails, and protected French lives and property.

From the autumn of 1940, our country had in fact
ceased to be a French colony and had become a Japa-
nese possession.

After the Japanese had surrendered to the Allies, our
whole people rose to regain our national sovereignty
and to found the Democratic Republic of Viet-Nam.

The truth is that we have wrested our independence
from the Japanese and not from the French.

The French have fled, the Japanese have capitulated,
Emperor Bao Dai has abdicated. Our people have bro-
ken the chains which for nearly a century have fettered
them and have won independence for the Fatherland.
Our people at the same time have overthrown the
monarchic regime that has reigned supreme for dozens
of centuries. In its place has been established the pres-
ent Democratic Republic.

For these reasons, we, members of the Provisional Gov-
ernment, representing the whole Vietnamese people,
declare that from now on we break off all relations of a
colonial character with France; we repeal all the inter-
national obligation[s] that France has so far subscribed
to on behalf of Viet-Nam, and we abolish all the spe-
cial rights the French have unlawfully acquired in our
Fatherland.

The whole Vietnamese people, animated by a com-
mon purpose, are determined to fight to the bitter
end against any attempt by the French colonialists to
reconquer their country.

We are convinced that the Allied nations, which at
Teheran and San Francisco have acknowledged the
principles of self-determination and equality of nations,



will not refuse to acknowledge the independence of
Viet-Nam.

A people who have courageously opposed French
domination for more than eighty years, a people who
have fought side by side with the Allies against the fas-
cists during these last years, such a people must be free
and independent.

For these reasons, we, members of the Provisional Gov-
ernment of the Democratic Republic of Viet-Nam,
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solemnly declare to the world that Viet-Nam has the
right to be a free and independent country—and in
fact it is so already. The entire Vietnamese people are
determined to mobilize all their physical and mental
strength, to sacrifice their lives and property in order to
safeguard their independence and liberty.

Source: Bernard B. Fall, ed., Ho Chi Minh on Revolution:
Selected Writings, 1920–66 (New York: Praeger, 1967),
143–145.

12. Josef Stalin: “Conflict Is Inevitable,” 9 February 1946

Introduction
Within six months of the ending of World War II, Soviet leader Josef Stalin was showing himself to be suspicious of
his Western allies. Addressing the Supreme Soviet as it prepared to “elect” him to a new term as general secretary,
he cited Marxist-Leninist ideological teaching and blamed the two world wars on conflicts among the various cap-
italist powers. Implicitly, Stalin was suggesting that a third such conflict was likely to occur, for which the Soviet
Union must be prepared. Announcing the next Five-Year Plan, Stalin stated that its priorities would include not
just the restoration of agricultural and industrial production to prewar levels and the provision of cheaper more
abundant cheaper consumer goods but also a major initiative in scientific research. By this he meant primarily the
development of nuclear weapons and other technological innovations to improve Soviet armaments. Aiming to
make the country self-sufficient and immune to potential attack, he had long-term plans to triple production of
iron, coal, and oil. His resumption of anticapitalist ideological rhetoric marked a break with his public addresses
since June 1941 and was symptomatic of growing disharmony among the ill-assorted wartime allies: the Soviet
Union, Great Britain, and the United States.

Primary Source
Comrades! Eight years have elapsed since the last
election to the Supreme Soviet. This was a period
abounding in events of decisive moment. The first
four years passed in intensive effort on the part of
Soviet men and women to fulfill the third Five-Year
Plan. The second four years embrace the events of the
war against the German and Japanese aggressors, the
events of the Second World War. Undoubtedly, the war
was the principal event in the past period.

It would be wrong to think that the Second World War
was a casual occurrence or the result of mistakes of
any particular statesmen, though mistakes undoubtedly
were made. Actually, the war was the inevitable result
of the development of world economic and political
forces on the basis of modern monopoly capitalism.
Marxists have declared more than once that the capi-

talist system of world economy harbors elements of
general crises and armed conflicts and that, hence, the
development of world capitalism in our time proceeds
not in the form of smooth and even progress but
through crises and military catastrophes.

The fact is, that the unevenness of development of the
capitalist countries usually leads in time to violent dis-
turbance of equilibrium in the world system of capital-
ism, that one group of capitalism considers itself worse
provided than others with raw materials and markets
usually making attempts to alter the situation and
repartition the “spheres of influence” in its favor by
armed force. The result is a splitting of the capitalist
world into two hostile camps and war between them.

Perhaps military catastrophes might be avoided if it
were possible for raw materials and markets to be



periodically redistributed among the various countries
in accordance with their economic importance, by
agreement and peaceable settlement. But that is im-
possible to do under present capitalist conditions of
the development of world economy.

Thus the First World War was the result of the first cri-
sis of the capitalist system of world economy, and the
Second World War was the result of a second crisis.

[. . .]

Now a few words about the Communist Party’s plans
of work for the immediate future. As is known these
plans are set forth in the new Five-Year Plan which is
shortly to be endorsed. The principal aims of the new
Five-Year Plan are to rehabilitate the ravaged areas of
the country, to restore the prewar level in industry and
agriculture, and then to surpass this level in more or
less substantial measure. To say nothing of the fact
that the rationing system will shortly be abolished
[stormy, prolonged applause], special attention will be
devoted to extending the production of consumer
goods, to raising the living standard of the working
people by steadily lowering the prices of all goods
[stormy, prolonged applause], and to the widespread con-
struction of all manner of scientific research institu-
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tions [applause] that can give science the opportunity
to develop its potentialities. [Stormy applause.]

I have no doubt that if we give our scientists proper
assistance they will be able in the near future not
only to overtake but to surpass the achievements of
science beyond the boundaries of our country. [Pro-
longed applause.]

As regards the plans for a longer period ahead, the
Party means to organize a new mighty upsurge in the
national economy, which would allow us to increase
our industrial production, for example three times over
as compared with the prewar period. We must achieve
a situation where our industry can produce annually up
to 50 million tons of pig iron [prolonged applause], up to
500 million tons of coal [prolonged applause], and up to
60 million tons of oil [prolonged applause]. Only under
such conditions can we consider that our homeland
will be guaranteed against all possible accidents.
[Stormy applause.] That will take three more Five-Year
Plans, I should think, if not more. But it can be done
and we must do it. [Stormy applause.]

[. . .]

Source: U.S. Congress, House Committee on Foreign
Affairs, Strategy and Tactics of World Communism (Washing-
ton, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1948).

13. George F. Kennan: Containment Doctrine, 1946

Introduction
By February 1946, Soviet relations with the Western Allies had deteriorated dramatically as crises erupted over
Soviet demands on Iran and Turkey and the occupying powers found it impossible to reach agreement on the treat-
ment of Germany. At this juncture, the State Department in Washington, D.C., cabled the U.S. embassy in Moscow
requesting an assessment of Soviet behavior and recommendations on future policies toward the Soviet Union.
The request was handed to the highly erudite diplomat George F. Kennan, minister-counselor at the embassy and
one of the State Department’s leading experts on Russian and Soviet policy. Kennan quickly drafted the 8,000-
word “Long Telegram” in which he stated that Soviet leaders were firmly committed to Marxist-communist ideol-
ogy, according to whose dictates there existed no possibility of “permanent peaceful coexistence” with the
capitalist world. Soviet officials, he argued, had inherited the “traditional and instinctive Russian sense of insecu-
rity” toward the West and, to justify the harshness of their own rule, needed the excuse of an external enemy, just
as the former tsarist state had done. Given this mind-set, little chance existed of genuine understanding or cooper-
ation between the West and the Soviet Union. Kennan expected that the Soviet Union would seek to take advan-
tage of every opportunity to enhance Soviet power and to weaken the position of the West. “In summary,” he
stated, “we have here a political force committed fanatically to the belief that with the US there can be no perma-



Primary Source
[. . .]

PART THREE: PROJECTION OF SOVIET

OUTLOOK IN PRACTICAL POLICY ON

OFFICIAL LEVEL

We have now seen nature and background of Soviet
program. What may we expect by way of its practical
implementation? . . . 

On official plane we must look for following:

(A) Internal policy devoted to increasing in every
way strength and prestige of Soviet state’s intensive
military-industrialization; maximum development of
armed forces; great displays to impress outsiders; con-
tinued secretiveness about internal matters, designed
to conceal weaknesses and to keep opponents in dark.

(B) Wherever it is considered timely and promising,
efforts will be made to advance official limits of Soviet
power. For the moment, these efforts are restricted to
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certain neighboring points conceived of here as being
of immediate strategic necessity, such as Northern Iran,
Turkey, possibly Bornholm. However, other points may
at any time come into question, if and as concealed
Soviet political power is extended to new areas. Thus
a “friendly” Persian Government might be asked to
grant Russia a port on Persian Gulf. Should Spain fall
under communist control, question of Soviet base at
Gibraltar Strait might be activated. But such claims
will appear on official level only when unofficial prepa-
ration is complete.

(C) Russians will participate officially in international
organizations where they see opportunity of extending
Soviet power or of inhibiting or diluting power of oth-
ers. Moscow sees in UNO [United Nations Organiza-
tion] not the mechanism for a permanent and stable
world society founded on mutual interest and aims of
all nations, but an arena in which aims just mentioned
can be favorably pursued. As long as UNO is consid-
ered here to serve this purpose, Soviets will remain
with it. But if at any time they come to conclusion that

nent modus vivendi, that it is desirable and necessary that the internal harmony of our society be disrupted, our tra-
ditional way of life be destroyed, the international authority of our state be broken, if Soviet power is to be secure.”
According to Kennan, the United States nonetheless possessed viable options when dealing with the Soviet Union.
Soviet policy, he argued, was normally opportunistic and “highly sensitive to logic of force”—meaning that Soviet
leaders would draw back when they encountered firm opposition—and the United States must have faith in its own
principles. Kennan’s telegram arrived at precisely the right psychological moment, as officials in Washington sought
to understand Soviet behavior and also wanted guidance on future policy. The document was circulated exten-
sively within the foreign policy bureaucracy, and Kennan was soon recalled to Washington to become the first direc-
tor of the State Department’s new Policy Planning Staff. In July 1947, he published an article elaborating his views,
titled “The Sources of Soviet Conduct,” in the influential journal Foreign Affairs, which was widely read by the for-
eign policy elite. Due to his official position, he signed it simply “X.” The article articulated his policy of contain-
ing communism where it already existed at that time and actively preventing its spread to other countries.
Although the article was published anonymously, Kennan’s authorship was quickly established. Dubbed the Con-
tainment Doctrine, this policy became the foundation of U.S. policy during the Cold War and was enthusiastically
embraced by U.S. President Harry Truman. Kennan, who left the diplomatic service in the early 1950s for a lengthy
second career as a historian and political commentator, later claimed that he had failed to make it sufficiently clear
that containment as he envisaged it would be implemented primarily through nonmilitary means, employing force
only as a last resort. Some historians have suggested that Kennan retrospectively minimized the military aspects of
containment as he originally conceived it. He subsequently opposed U.S. establishment of the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization (NATO) in 1949 and the conclusion of the bilateral U.S.-Japanese Security Treaty two years
later, and he repeatedly urged that Germany should be reunited and neutralized in the Cold War, a proposal that
would have demanded a degree of trust in their opponents that neither the Western powers nor the Soviet Union
demonstrated. Even though the father of containment soon parted company with official Washington, for the
remainder of the Cold War the strategy he had formulated remained the guiding principle of U.S. policy.



it is serving to embarrass or frustrate their aims for
power expansion and if they see better prospects for
pursuit of these aims along other lines, they will not
hesitate to abandon UNO. This would imply, however,
that they felt themselves strong enough to split unity
of other nations by their withdrawal, to render UNO
ineffective as a threat to their aims or security, and to
replace it with an international weapon more effec-
tive from their viewpoint. Thus Soviet attitude toward
UNO will depend largely on loyalty of other nations to
it, and on degree of vigor, decisiveness and cohesion
with which these nations defend in UNO the peaceful
and hopeful concept of international life, which that
organization represents to our way of thinking. I reiter-
ate, Moscow has no abstract devotion to UNO ideals.
Its attitude to that organization will remain essentially
pragmatic and tactical.

(D) Toward colonial areas and backward or dependent
peoples, Soviet policy, even on official plane, will be
directed toward weakening of power and influence
and contacts of advanced western nations, on theory
that in so far as this policy is successful, there will be
created a vacuum which will favor communist-Soviet
penetration. Soviet pressure for participation in trustee-
ship arrangements thus represents, in my opinion, a
desire to be in a position to complicate and inhibit
exertion of western influence at such points rather
than to provide major channel for exerting of Soviet
power. Latter motive is not lacking, but for this Soviets
prefer to rely on other channels than official trustee-
ship arrangements. Thus we may expect to find Soviets
asking for admission everywhere to trusteeship or sim-
ilar arrangements and using levers thus acquired to
weaken western influence among such peoples.

(E) Russians will strive energetically to develop Soviet
representation in, and official ties with, countries in
which they sense strong possibilities of opposition to
western centers of power. This applies to such widely
separated points as Germany, Argentina, Middle East-
ern countries, etc.

(F) In international economic matters, Soviet policy
will really be dominated by pursuit of autarchy for So-
viet Union and Soviet-dominated adjacent areas taken
together. That, however, will be underlying policy. As
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far as official line is concerned, position is not yet clear.
Soviet Government has shown strange reticence since
termination hostilities on subject foreign trade. If large
scale long term credits should be forthcoming, I be-
lieve Soviet Government may eventually again do lip
service, as it did in nineteen-thirties to desirability of
building up international economic exchange in gen-
eral. Otherwise I think it possible Soviet foreign trade
may be restricted largely to Soviet’s own security
sphere, including occupied areas in Germany, and that
a cold official shoulder may be turned to principle of
general economic collaboration among nations.

(G) With respect to cultural collaboration, lip service
will likewise be rendered to desirability of deepening
cultural contacts between peoples, but this will not
in practice be interpreted in any way which could
weaken security position of Soviet peoples. Actual
manifestations of Soviet policy in this respect will be
restricted to arid channels of closely shepherded offi-
cial visits and functions, with super-abundance of vodka
and speeches and dearth of permanent effects.

(H) Beyond this, Soviet official relations will take what
might be called “correct” course with individual for-
eign governments, with great stress being laid on pres-
tige of Soviet Union and its representatives and with
punctilious attention to protocol, as distinct from good
manners.

PART FOUR: FOLLOWING MAY BE SAID

AS TO WHAT WE MAY EXPECT BY WAY

OF IMPLEMENTATION OF BASIC

SOVIET POLICIES ON UNOFFICIAL, OR

SUBTERRANEAN PLANE, I.E., ON PLANE

FOR WHICH SOVIET GOVERNMENT

ACCEPTS NO RESPONSIBILITY

(A) To undermine general political and strategic po-
tential of major western powers. Efforts will be made
in such countries to disrupt national self-confidence,
to hamstring measures of national defense, to increase
social and industrial unrest, to stimulate all forms of
disunity. All persons with grievances, whether eco-
nomic or racial, will be urged to seek redress not in
mediation and compromise, but in defiant violent
struggle for destruction of other elements of society.
Here poor will be set against rich, black against white,



young against old, newcomers against established res-
idents, etc.

(B) On unofficial plane particularly violent efforts will
be made to weaken power and influence of western
powers of colonial, backward, or dependent peoples.
On this level, no holds will be barred. . . . 

(C) Where individual governments stand in path of
Soviet purposes pressure will be brought for their
removal from office. . . . 

(D) In foreign countries Communists will, as a rule,
work toward destruction of all forms of personal inde-
pendence, economic, political or moral. . . . 

(E) Everything possible will be done to set major west-
ern powers against each other. . . . 

(F) In general, all Soviet efforts on unofficial inter-
national plane will be negative and destructive in char-
acter, designed to tear down sources of strength beyond
reach of Soviet control. This is only in line with basic
Soviet instinct that there can be no compromise with
rival power and that constructive work can start only
when communist power is dominant. But behind all
this will be applied insistent, unceasing pressure for
penetration and command of key positions in adminis-
tration and especially in police apparatus of foreign
countries. The Soviet regime is a police regime par
excellence, reared in the dim half world of Tsarist
police intrigue, accustomed to think primarily in terms
of police power. This should never be lost sight of in
gauging Soviet motives.

PART FIVE

In summary, we have here a political force committed
fanatically to the belief that with US there can be no
permanent modus vivendi, that it is desirable and nec-
essary that the internal harmony of our society be dis-
rupted, our traditional way of life be destroyed, the
international authority of our state be broken, if Soviet
power is to be secure. This political force has complete
power of disposition over energies of one of world’s
greatest peoples and resources of world’s richest na-
tional territory, and is borne along by deep and power-
ful currents of Russian nationalism. In addition, it has
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an elaborate and far flung apparatus for exertion of its
influence in other countries, an apparatus of amazing
flexibility and versatility, managed by people whose
experience and skill in underground methods are pre-
sumably without parallel in history. Finally, it is seem-
ingly inaccessible to considerations of reality in its
basic reactions. For it, the vast fund of objective fact
about human society is not, as with us, the measure
against which outlook is constantly being tested and
re-formed, but a grab bag from which individual items
are selected arbitrarily and tendentiously to bolster an
outlook already preconceived. This is admittedly not a
pleasant picture. Problem of how to cope with this
force is undoubtedly greatest task our diplomacy has
ever faced and probably greatest it will ever have to
face. It should be point of departure from which our
political general staff work at present juncture should
proceed. It should be approached with same thorough-
ness and care as solution of major strategic problem in
war, and if necessary, with no smaller outlay in plan-
ning effort. I cannot attempt to suggest all answers
here. But I would like to record my conviction that
problem is within our power to solve—and that with-
out recourse to any general military conflict. And in
support of this conviction there are certain observations
of a more encouraging nature I should like to make:

(One) Soviet power, unlike that of Hitlerite Ger-
many, is neither schematic nor adventuristic. It does
not work by fixed plans. It does not take unnecessary
risks. Impervious to logic of reason, and it is highly
sensitive to logic of force. For this reason it can easily
withdraw—and usually does—when strong resistance
is encountered at any point. Thus, if the adversary has
sufficient force and makes clear his readiness to use it,
he rarely has to do so. If situations are properly han-
dled there need be no prestige engaging showdowns.

(Two) Gauged against western world as a whole,
Soviets are still by far the weaker force. Thus, their
success will really depend on degree of cohesion, firm-
ness and vigor which western world can muster. And
this is factor which it is within our power to influence.

(Three) Success of Soviet system, as form of inter-
nal power, is not yet finally proven. It has yet to be
demonstrated that it can survive supreme test of suc-
cessive transfer of power from one individual or group
to another. Lenin’s death was first such transfer, and its



effects wracked Soviet state for 15 years after. Stalin’s
death or retirement will be second. But even this will
not be final test. Soviet internal system will now be
subjected, by virtue of recent territorial expansions, to
series of additional strains which once proved severe
tax on Tsardom. We here are convinced that never
since termination of civil war have mass of Russian
people been emotionally farther removed from doc-
trines of communist party than they are today. In
Russia, party has now become a great and—for the
moment—highly successful apparatus of dictatorial
administration, but it has ceased to be a source of emo-
tional inspiration. Thus, internal soundness and per-
manence of movement need not yet be regarded as
assured.

(Four) All Soviet propaganda beyond Soviet secu-
rity sphere is basically negative and destructive. It
should therefore be relatively easy to combat it by any
intelligent and really constructive program.

For these reasons I think we may approach calmly and
with good heart problem of how to deal with Russia.
As to how this approach should be made, I only wish to
advance, by way of conclusion, following comments:

(One) Our first step must be to apprehend, and rec-
ognize for what it is, the nature of the movement with
which we are dealing. We must study it with same
courage, detachment, objectivity, and same determi-
nation not to be emotionally provoked or unseated by
it, with which doctor studies unruly and unreasonable
individual.

(Two) We must see that our public is educated to
realities of Russian situation. I cannot over-emphasize
importance of this. Press cannot do this alone. It must
be done mainly by government, which is necessarily
more experienced and better informed on practical
problems involved. In this we need not be deterred by
[ugliness] of picture. I am convinced that there would
be far less hysterical anti-Sovietism in our country
today if realities of this situation were better under-
stood by our people. There is nothing as dangerous or
as terrifying as the unknown. It may also be argued
that to reveal more information on our difficulties with
Russia would reflect unfavorably on Russian Ameri-
can relations. I feel that if there is any real risk here
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involved, it is one which we should have courage to
face, and sooner the better. But I cannot see what we
would be risking. Our stake in this country, even com-
ing on heels of tremendous demonstrations of our
friendship for Russian people, is remarkably small. We
have here no investments to guard, no actual trade to
lose, virtually no citizens to protect, few cultural con-
tacts to preserve. Our only stake lies in what we hope
rather than what we have; and I am convinced we
have better chance of realizing those hopes if our pub-
lic is enlightened and if our dealings with Russians are
placed entirely on realistic and matter of fact basis.

(Three) Much depends on health and vigor of our
own society. World communism is like malignant para-
site which feeds only on diseased tissue. This is point
at which domestic and foreign policies meet. Every
courageous and incisive measure to solve internal
problems of our own society, to improve self-confi-
dence, discipline, morale and community spirit of our
own people, is a diplomatic victory over Moscow worth
a thousand diplomatic notes and joint communiqués.
If we cannot abandon fatalism and indifference in face
of deficiencies of our own society, Moscow will profit
—Moscow cannot help profiting by them in its foreign
policies.

(Four) We must formulate and put forward for other
nations a much more positive and constructive picture
of sort of world we would like to see than we have put
forward in past. It is not enough to urge people to
develop political processes similar to our own. Many
foreign peoples, in Europe at least, are tired and fright-
ened by experiences of past, and are less interested in
abstract freedom than in security. They are seeking
guidance rather than responsibilities. We should be
better able than Russians to give them this. And unless
we do, Russians certainly will.

(Five) Finally we must have courage and self-
confidence to cling to our own methods and concep-
tions of human society. After all, the greatest danger
that can befall us in coping with this problem of Soviet
Communism, is that we shall allow ourselves to become
like those with whom we are coping.

Source: George F. Kennan Telegram, U.S. Department of
State Files, 861.00/2-2246, National Archives, College Park,
Maryland.
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[. . .]

From Stettin in the Baltic to Trieste in the Adriatic, an
iron curtain has descended across the Continent. Be-
hind that line lie all the capitals of the ancient states
of Central and Eastern Europe. Warsaw, Berlin,
Prague, Vienna, Budapest, Belgrade, Bucharest and
Sofia, all these famous cities and the populations
around them lie in what I must call the Soviet sphere,
and all are subject in one form or another, not only to
Soviet influence but to a very high and, in some cases,
increasing measure of control from Moscow. Athens
alone—Greece with its immortal glories—is free to
decide its future at an election under British, Ameri-
can 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
Communist parties, which were very small in all these
Eastern States of Europe, have been raised to pre-
eminence and power far beyond their numbers and
are seeking everywhere to obtain totalitarian control.
Police governments are prevailing in nearly every
case, and so far, except in Czechoslovakia, there is no
true democracy.

14. Winston Churchill: “The Sinews of Peace” (Iron Curtain Speech) 2369

[. . .]

In front of the iron curtain which lies across Europe are
other causes for anxiety. In Italy the Communist Party
is seriously hampered by having to support the Com-
munist-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.
All my public life I have worked for a strong France
and I never lost faith in her destiny, even in the dark-
est hours. I will not lose faith now. 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 receive from the
Communist centre. Except in the British Common-
wealth and in the United States where Communism is
in its infancy, the Communist parties or fifth columns
constitute a growing challenge and peril to Christian
civilisation. 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 free-
dom and democracy; but we should be most unwise
not to face them squarely while time remains.

[. . .]

14. Winston Churchill: “The Sinews of Peace” (Iron Curtain Speech),
5 March 1946

Introduction
In a commencement address entitled “The Sinews of Peace” delivered at Westminster College in Fulton, Missouri,
on 5 March 1946, former British prime minister Winston Churchill painted a picture of the post–World War II world
and the emerging struggle between democracy and communism. Although Churchill was out of office, he spoke
with all the prestige of “the greatest living Englishman,” the charismatic British leader who in 1940 had caught the
world’s imagination when he proclaimed his country’s determination to stand alone against Adolf Hitler’s German
forces, which had already conquered Western Europe. President Harry S. Truman escorted Churchill when he gave
this speech, which Truman had seen in advance and which—although Churchill was supposedly speaking as a pri-
vate citizen—had also been quietly cleared with the British government. Describing the birth of the Cold War,
Churchill proclaimed that an “iron curtain” had descended across Europe behind which the Soviet Union exer-
cised unlimited control with no regard for basic human rights. He called upon the United States to join with Great
Britain in preventing the further extension of Soviet power. Churchill’s phrase caught the popular imagination, and
the speech was widely publicized throughout the Western world. The iron curtain metaphor remained in promi-
nent use throughout the Cold War.



On the other hand I 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 own hands
and that we hold the power to save the future, that I
feel the duty to speak out now that I have the occasion
and the opportunity 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 by
closing our eyes to them. They will not be removed by
mere waiting to see what happens; nor will they be
removed by a policy of appeasement. What is needed
is a settlement, and the longer this is delayed, the
more difficult it will be and the greater our dangers will
become.
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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
nothing for which they have less respect than for
weakness, especially military weakness. For that rea-
son the old doctrine of a balance of power is unsound.
We cannot afford, if we can help it, to work on narrow
margins, offering temptations to a trial of strength. If
the Western Democracies stand together in strict adher-
ence to the principles of the United Nations Charter,
their influence for furthering those principles will be
immense and no one is likely to molest them. If how-
ever 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.

[. . .]

Source: Winston S. Churchill, Sinews of Peace: Post-War
Speeches  by Winston S. Churchill, edited by Randolph S.
Churchill (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1949).

15. Josef Stalin: Reply to Winston Churchill, 13 March 1946

Introduction
One week after former British prime minister Winston Churchill delivered his “Sinews of Peace” speech in Ful-
ton, Missouri, Soviet leader Josef Stalin responded angrily, using an official newspaper interview to denounce
Churchill as a “warmonger.” Irked by Churchill’s calls for an alliance of the “English-speaking peoples”—the
British Empire, Canada, and the United States—Stalin charged that Churchill and his like-minded British and
American friends were displaying a sense of racist superiority over all other nations closely akin to what German
Nazi leader Adolf Hitler had shown. Churchill’s speech, according to Stalin, amounted to “a call for war on the
U.S.S.R.” Defending the Soviet sphere of influence in Eastern Europe, Stalin recalled the “colossal” wartime casu-
alties, far greater than those of Britain and the United States combined, that his country had suffered in World War
II. While pointing out that East European governments included some noncommunists, Stalin defended commu-
nist predominance in those states on the grounds that these were the individuals who had been most involved in
wartime antifascist resistance. In practice, Soviet occupation forces in Eastern Europe normally favored the com-
munist political parties and facilitated their access to power. Clearly, however, Stalin was not prepared to loosen the
Soviet hold on these governments. Defiantly, Stalin ended by recalling Churchill’s 1918–1920 efforts as British
minister of war to overthrow the new Bolshevik government that had seized power in Russia and reminding him
that these had been unsuccessful. Although symptoms rather than causes of the growing estrangement between
the Soviet Union and its Western allies, Churchill’s speech and Stalin’s response clearly did nothing to improve
their relations.

Primary Source
Question: How do you assess the recent speech of Mr.
Churchill, which was made in the United States?

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



[. . .]

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 estab-
lished between these countries 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 rude-
ness and lack of tact. Mr. Churchill maintains that
Warsaw, Berlin, Prague, Vienna, Budapest, Belgrade,
Bucharest and Sofia, all these famous cities and the
populations of those areas, are within the Soviet
sphere and are all subjected to Soviet influence and to
the increasing control of Moscow.

Mr. Churchill qualifies this as the “boundless expan-
sionist 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 U.S.S.R.

To begin with, it is quite absurd to speak of the exclu-
sive control of the U.S.S.R. in Vienna and Berlin, where
there are Allied control councils with representatives
of four States, where the U.S.S.R. 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 Ger-
mans carried out an invasion of the U.S.S.R. through
Finland, Poland, Rumania, Bulgaria and Hungary. The
Germans were able to carry out the invasion through
these countries by reason of the fact that these coun-
tries had governments inimical to the Soviet Union.

As a result of the German invasion, the Soviet Union
has irrevocably lost in battles 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.
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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 relations 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 Gov-
ernment under Russian lordship has been spurred to
an unjust and criminal spoliation against Germany.
Here, every word is a rude and offensive libel. Con-
temporary, democratic Poland is led by outstanding
men. They have shown in deeds that they know how
to defend the interests and worth of their homeland, as
the predecessors failed to do.

What reason has Mr. Churchill to maintain that the
leaders of contemporary Poland can submit their coun-
try to a lordship by representatives of any country
whatever? Does Mr. Churchill here libel the Russians
because he has intentions of sowing the seeds of dis-
cord between Poland and the Soviet Union?

Mr. Churchill is not pleased that Poland should have
turned her policy toward friendship and alliance with
the U.S.S.R. There was a time when in the mutual
relations between Poland and the U.S.S.R. there pre-
vailed an element of conflict and contradiction. This
gave a possibility to statesmen, of the kind of Mr.
Churchill, to play on these contradictions, to take
Poland in hand under the guise of protection from
the Russians, to frighten Russia by specters of a war
between Poland and herself, and to take for them-
selves the role of arbiters.

But this time is past. For enmity between Poland and
Russia has given place to friendship between them, and
Poland, present democratic Poland, does not wish any
longer to be a playing-ball in the hands of foreigners. It



seems to be that this is just what annoys Mr. Churchill
and urges him to rude, tactless outbursts against Poland.
After all, it is no laughing matter for him. He is not
allowed to play for other people’s stakes.

As for Mr. Churchill’s attack on the Soviet Union in
connection with the extending of the western bound-
aries 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 consid-
ered 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 confer-
ence unanimously, that not only the Russians voted for
this decision but also the English 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
prevailed in almost all these countries, even up to now,
with the exception of Czechoslovakia, and that there
exists in them no real democracy.

As is known in Britain at present there is one party
which rules the country—the Labour party. The rest
of the parties are barred from the Government of the
country. This is called by Churchill a true democracy,
meanwhile Poland, Rumania, Yugoslavia, Bulgaria and
Hungary are governed by several parties—from four to
six parties. And besides, the opposition, if it is loyal, is
guaranteed the right to participate in the Government.
This, Churchill calls totalitarian and the Government
of police.

On what grounds? Do you expect an answer from
Churchill? Does he not understand the ridiculous situ-
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ation he is putting himself in by such speeches on the
basis of totalitarianism and police rule. Churchill would
have liked Poland to be ruled by Sosnkowski and
Anders, Yugoslavia by Mikhailovitch, Rumania by
Prince Stirbey and Radescu, Hungary and Austria by
some king from the House of Habsburg, and so on.

Mr. Churchill wants to assure us that these gentlemen
from the Fascist servants’ hall can ensure true demo-
cracy. Such is the Democracy of Mr. Churchill. Mr.
Churchill wanders around the truth when he speaks of
the growth of the influence of the Communist parties
in Eastern Europe. It should, however, be noted that
he is not quite accurate. The influence of Communist
parties grew not only in Eastern Europe but in almost
every country of Europe where fascism has ruled before:
Italy, Germany, Hungary, Bulgaria, Rumania, Finland,
and in countries which have suffered German, Italian
or Hungarian occupation. France, Belgium, Holland,
Norway, Denmark, Poland, Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia,
Greece, the Soviet Union and so on.

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, Com-
munists showed themselves to be reliable, daring and
self-sacrificing fighters against fascist regimes for the
liberty of peoples.

Mr. Churchill sometimes recalls in his speeches the
common people from small houses, patting them on
the shoulder in a lordly manner and pretending to be
their friend. But these people are not so simple-minded
as it might appear at first sight. Common people, too,
have their opinions and their own politics. And they
know how to stand up for themselves.

It is they, millions of these common people, who voted
Mr. Churchill and his party out in England, giving
their votes to the Labor party. It is they, millions of
these common people, who isolated reactionaries in
Europe, collaborators with fascism, and gave prefer-
ence to Left democratic parties.

It is they, millions of these common people, having
tried the Communists in the fire of struggle and resist-



ance to fascism, who decided that the Communists
deserve completely the confidence of the people. Thus
grew the Communists’ influence in Europe. Such is
the law of historical development.

Of course, Mr. Churchill does not like such a develop-
ment of events. And he raised the alarm, appealing to
force. But he also did not like the appearance of the
Soviet regime in Russia after the First World War.
Then, too, he raised the alarm and organized an armed
expedition of fourteen states against Russia with the
aim of turning back the wheel of history.
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But history turned out to be stronger than Churchill’s
intervention and the quixotic antics of Churchill re-
sulted in his complete defeat. I do not know whether
Mr. Churchill and his friends will succeed in organiz-
ing after the Second World War a new military expedi-
tion against eastern Europe. But if they succeed in
this, which is not very probable, since millions of com-
mon people stand on guard over the peace, then one
man confidently says that they will be beaten, just as
they were beaten twenty-six years ago.

Source: “Stalin Interview with Pravda on Churchill,” New
York Times, 14 March 1946, Copyright © 1946 by The New
York Times Co., Reprinted with permission.

16. Harry S. Truman: The Truman Doctrine, 1947

Introduction
The growing economic and military weakness of Great Britain was one reason that the United States gradually
assumed the role of being the major protagonist in the developing Cold War. In February 1947, British officials
informed the U.S. government that economic difficulties prevented them from continuing their previous aid to
Greece and Turkey, countries bordering the strategically important supply routes for Middle Eastern oil. In Greece
a civil war between communists and noncommunists was in progress, while Turkey faced Soviet pressure to grant
the Russians partial control of the Dardanelles straits separating Europe and Asia, the only route that Soviet vessels
could take to pass from the Black Sea to the Mediterranean. President Harry S. Truman responded on 12 March
1947. In an address before the U.S. Congress, he laid out foreign policy guidelines for the United States in the early
days of the Cold War that subsequently became known as the Truman Doctrine. At heart, the policy was one that
mandated an active role for the United States in containing the spread of communism around the world. Truman
specifically requested aid, primarily financial, for Greece and Turkey but placed this in the broader context of a
wide-ranging international communist threat around the world, which he argued mandated American assistance to
any nation menaced by either internal or external communist forces. He portrayed a world divided between the
forces of freedom and democracy and the forces of authoritarian totalitarianism, and he effectively pledged virtu-
ally unlimited U.S. assistance to the former. In this case, the aid that Truman envisaged was primarily financial,
which Congress granted by appropriating $400 million to the two countries. The Truman Doctrine laid the ground-
work for the Marshall Plan, announced three months later, that extended similar aid to all of Western Europe. More
broadly, it also formed the backbone of America’s Cold War policy and led to both financial and military entangle-
ments throughout the world, including the Korean War and the Vietnam War. Truman’s speech was drafted in part
by future Secretary of State Dean Acheson, who later stated that although he might have exaggerated the commu-
nist threat and depicted the international situation in overly black-and-white apocalyptic terms, such tactics were
necessary to win support for these policies from the somewhat reluctant American people and their representatives
in Congress.

Primary Source
The gravity of the situation which confronts the world
today necessitates my appearance before a joint 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 United
States has received from the Greek government an
urgent appeal for financial and economic assistance.



Preliminary reports from the American economic mis-
sion now in Greece and reports from the American
ambassador in Greece corroborate the statement of
the Greek government that assistance is imperative if
Greece is to survive as a free nation.

[. . .]

The British government has informed us that, owing
to its own difficulties, it can no longer extend financial
or economic aid to Turkey. As in the case of Greece, if
Turkey is to have the assistance it needs, the United
States must supply it. We are the only country able to
provide that help.

I am fully aware of the broad implications involved if
the United States extends assistance to Greece and
Turkey, and I shall discuss these implications with you
at this time.

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.

To insure the peaceful development of nations, free
from coercion, the United States has taken a leading
part in establishing the United Nations. The United
Nations is designed to make possible lasting freedom
and independence for all its members. We shall not
realize our objectives, however, unless we are willing
to help free peoples to maintain their free institutions
and their national integrity against aggressive move-
ments that seek to impose upon them totalitarian
regimes. This is no more than a frank recognition that
totalitarian regimes imposed on free peoples, by direct
or indirect aggression, undermine the foundations of
international peace and hence the security of the
United States.

The peoples of a number of countries of the world
have recently had totalitarian regimes forced upon
them against their will. The government of the United
States has made frequent protests against coercion and
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intimidation, in violation of the Yalta Agreement, in
Poland, Rumania, and Bulgaria. I must also state that
in a number of other countries there have been similar
developments.

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 institutions, representative
government, free elections, guarantees of individual
liberty, 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 pres-
sures. 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 viola-
tion 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. Moreover, the dis-
appearance of Greece as an independent state would
have a profound effect upon those countries in Europe
whose peoples are struggling against great difficulties



to maintain their freedoms and their independence
while they repair the damages of war.

It would be an unspeakable tragedy if these countries,
which have struggled so long against overwhelming
odds, should lose that victory for which they sacrificed
so much. Collapse of free institutions and loss of inde-
pendence would be disastrous not only for them but
for the world. Discouragement and possibly failure
would quickly be the lot of neighboring peoples striv-
ing to maintain their freedom and independence.

Should we fail to aid Greece and Turkey in this fateful
hour, the effect will be far-reaching to the West as well
as to the East. We must take immediate and resolute
action.

I therefore ask the Congress to provide authority for
assistance to Greece and Turkey in the amount of
$400 million for the period ending June 30, 1948. In
requesting these funds, I have taken into considera-
tion the maximum amount of relief assistance which
would be furnished to Greece out of the $350 million
which I recently requested that the Congress author-
ize for the prevention of starvation and suffering in
countries devastated by the war.

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 coun-
tries, 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 authority also be provided for the instruction and
training of selected Greek and Turkish personnel.

Finally, I ask that the Congress provide authority which
will permit the speediest and most effective use, in
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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 hes-
itate 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 billion 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 1 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 mis-
ery 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 peoples of the world look to us for support in
maintaining their freedoms. If we falter in our leader-
ship, we may endanger the peace of the world—and
we shall surely endanger the welfare of our own nation.

Great responsibilities have been placed upon us by the
swift movement of events. I am confident that the
Congress will face these responsibilities squarely.

Source: Harry S. Truman, Public Papers of the Presidents of the
United States: Harry S. Truman, 1947 (Washington, D.C.:
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1963), 176–180.

17. Harry S. Truman: Executive Order 9835,
Truman Loyalty Oath, 1947

Introduction
On 12 March 1947, President Harry S. Truman addressed Congress and declared that the United States should
assist any country that faced a communist threat, either through internal subversion or outside pressure from another



Primary Source
EXECUTIVE ORDER 9835

PRESCRIBING PROCEDURES FOR THE

ADMINISTRATION OF AN EMPLOYEES

LOYALTY PROGRAM IN THE

EXECUTIVE BRANCH OF THE

GOVERNMENT

Whereas each employee of the Government of the
United States is endowed with a measure of trustee-
ship over the democratic processes which are the heart
and sinew of the United States; and

Whereas it is of vital importance that persons em-
ployed in the Federal service be of complete and
unswerving loyalty to the United States; and

Whereas, although the loyalty of by far the over-
whelming majority of all Government employees is
beyond question, the presence within the Govern-
ment service of any disloyal or subversive person con-
stitutes a threat to our democratic processes; and

Whereas maximum protection must be afforded the
United States against infiltration of disloyal persons
into the ranks of its employees, and equal protection
from unfounded accusations of disloyalty must be af-
forded the loyal employees of the Government:
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Now, Therefore, by virtue of the authority vested in
me by the Constitution and statutes of the United
States, including the Civil Service Act of 1883 (22 Stat.
403), as amended, and section 9A of the act approved
August 2, 1939 (18 U.S.C. 61i), and as President and
Chief Executive of the United States, it is hereby, in
the interest of the internal management of the Gov-
ernment, ordered as follows:

PART I—INVESTIGATION OF

APPLICANTS

1. There shall be a loyalty investigation of every
person entering the civilian employment of any
department or agency of the executive branch of
the Federal Government. . . . 

2. The investigations of persons entering the em-
ploy of the executive branch may be conducted
after any such person enters upon actual employ-
ment therein, but in any such case the appoint-
ment of such person shall be conditioned upon
a favorable determination with respect to his
loyalty. . . . 

3. An investigation shall be made of all applicants at
all available pertinent sources of information and
shall include reference to:
a. Federal Bureau of Investigation files.
b. Civil Service Commission files.

state. This stance, christened the Truman Doctrine, made it more difficult for his administration to resist demands
that the U.S. government move decisively against communists and radicals at home. Since the 1930s, conservatives
in Congress had claimed that the Democratic administrations of President Franklin D. Roosevelt and Truman him-
self were riddled with leftists, socialists, and potential traitors whose first loyalties were to the Soviet Union rather
than their own country. In 1938 Congressman Martin Dies established the House Un-American Activities Com-
mittee (HUAC), which until its abolition in 1975 investigated the role of leftists in New Deal and other govern-
ment programs and numerous private organizations and businesses, including the movie industry and the media,
suspected of being communist fronts. Hoping to avert further criticism and to control the process, less than ten days
after announcing the Truman Doctrine the president instituted a wide-ranging loyalty program covering all federal
employees. Every individual who took any civilian federal position was liable to being subjected to extensive
investigation intended to prove beyond doubt his or her loyalty to the U.S. government. Loyalty review boards
were established for that purpose. The creation of the loyalty program failed to satisfy conservative critics, who con-
tinued their own parallel activities within and outside government and in some ways even encouraged a climate in
which not just dissent but even independent thinking became suspect and dangerous. In many cases, much of the
evidence submitted to the loyalty review boards consisted of malicious hearsay, subjective opinions, or innuendo,
and even when they initially gave an individual appropriate security clearance, this was liable to further challenges,
causing particular employees to become targets of repeated investigation. Assorted junior American diplomats who
correctly predicted a communist victory in China became favorite targets of the loyalty review boards, as their pro-
fessional assessments were taken as evidence that they were fellow travelers if not actual communist agents.



c. Military and naval intelligence files.
d. The files of any other appropriate government

investigative or intelligence agency.
e. House Committee on un-American Activities

files.
f. Local law-enforcement files at the place of

residence and employment of the applicant,
including municipal, county, and State law-
enforcement files.

g. Schools and colleges attended by applicant.
h. Former employers of applicant.
i. References given by applicant.
j. Any other appropriate source.

4. Whenever derogatory information with respect
to loyalty of an applicant is revealed a full inves-
tigation shall be conducted. A full field investiga-
tion shall also be conducted of those applicants,
or of applicants for particular positions, as may be
designated by the head of the employing depart-
ment or agency, such designations to be based on
the determination by any such head of the best
interests of national security.

PART II—INVESTIGATION OF

EMPLOYEES

1. The head of each department and agency in the
executive branch of the Government shall be
personally responsible for an effective program to
assure that disloyal civilian officers or employees
are not retained in employment in his depart-
ment or agency. . . . 

2. The head of each department and agency shall
appoint one or more loyalty boards, each com-
posed of not less than three representatives of
the department or agency concerned, for the pur-
pose of hearing loyalty cases arising within such
department or agency and making recommenda-
tions with respect to the removal of any officer
or employee of such department or agency on
grounds relating to loyalty, and he shall prescribe
regulations for the conduct of the proceedings
before such boards. . . . 

3. A recommendation of removal by a loyalty board
shall be subject to appeal by the officer or em-
ployee affected, prior to his removal, to the head
of the employing department or agency or to
such person or persons as may be designated by
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such head, under such regulations as may be pre-
scribed by him, and the decision of the depart-
ment or agency concerned shall be subject to
appeal to the Civil Service Commission’s Loyalty
Review Board, hereinafter provided for, for an
advisory recommendation.

4. The rights of hearing, notice thereof, and appeal
therefrom shall be accorded to every officer or
employee prior to his removal on grounds of dis-
loyalty, irrespective of tenure, or of manner,
method, or nature of appointment, but the head
of the employing department or agency may sus-
pend any officer or employee at any time pend-
ing a determination with respect to loyalty.

5. The loyalty boards of the various departments
and agencies shall furnish to the Loyalty Review
Board, hereinafter provided for, such reports as
may be requested concerning the operation of the
loyalty program in any such department or agency.

[. . .]

PART V—STANDARDS

1. The standard for the refusal of employment or
the removal from employment in an executive
department or agency on grounds relating to loy-
alty shall be that, on all the evidence, reasonable
grounds exist for belief that the person involved is
disloyal to the Government of the United States.

2. Activities and associations of an applicant or
employee which may be considered in connec-
tion with the determination of disloyalty may
include one or more of the following:
a. Sabotage, espionage, or attempts or prepara-

tions therefor, or knowingly associating with
spies or saboteurs;

b. Treason or sedition or advocacy thereof;
c. Advocacy of revolution or force or violence to

alter the constitutional form of government of
the United States;

d. Intentional, unauthorized disclosure to any per-
son, under circumstances which may indicate
disloyalty to the United States, of documents
or information of a confidential or non-public
character obtained by the person making the
disclosure as a result of his employment by the
Government of the United States;



e. Performing or attempting to perform his duties,
or otherwise acting, so as to serve the interests
of another government in preference to the
interests of the United States.

f. Membership in, affiliation with or sympathetic
association with any foreign or domestic organi-
zation, association, movement, group or com-
bination of persons, designated by the Attorney
General as totalitarian, fascist, communist, or
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subversive, or as having adopted a policy of
advocating or approving the commission of acts
of force or violence to deny other persons their
rights under the Constitution of the United
States, or as seeking to alter the form of gov-
ernment of the United States by unconstitu-
tional means.

Source: Harry Truman, Executive Order 9835, Code of Fed-
eral Regulations, Title 3, Sec. 675 (1943–1948).

18. George C. Marshall: Remarks by the Secretary of State
(Marshall Plan), 5 June 1947

Introduction
By spring 1947, it was becoming clear that Western Europe was unlikely to recover from the devastation of World
War II without a major infusion of outside funds. The harsh winter of 1946–1947 brought short-time working,
power cuts, food and fuel shortages, and social unrest in France and Italy, enhancing the political position of domes-
tic communist parties in the latter two countries. European leaders, spearheaded by the British, appealed to the
United States for economic aid. State Department officials such as Undersecretary of State Will Clayton who toured
Europe in early 1947 returned convinced that without such assistance, the West European nations were likely to
collapse, and communist regimes that looked to Moscow for guidance might well come to power there. On 5 June
1947 in a speech at the commencement ceremony of Harvard College in Cambridge, Massachusetts, U.S. Secretary
of State George C. Marshall proposed that the United States grant financial aid to countries in need to prevent
them from succumbing to communism. U.S. President Harry S. Truman later dubbed the proposal the Marshall
Plan, and it became one of the major U.S. initiatives of the early Cold War. American officials invited all European
countries, including the communist satellite states in Eastern Europe, to participate in the plan, which envisaged a
carefully coordinated scheme to revive the economies of all the European nations rather than a series of bilateral
programs between the individual countries and the United States. To join the enterprise, each nation had to pro-
vide accurate and detailed economic information. Several East European states initially expressed interest in tak-
ing part but, on Soviet instructions, eventually withdrew. Congress debated the Marshall Plan throughout 1948 and
eventually enacted a series of laws to implement the plan, officially known as the European Recovery Program and
run by the Economic Cooperation Administration. By 1953 the United States had provided approximately $13 bil-
lion in aid under the Marshall Plan, most of it directed to European nations but some to China, whose political allies
in Congress demanded that China be included. The Marshall Plan gave a great boost to European economic re-
covery and helped to usher in two decades of prosperity in Western Europe. The plan also helped to intensify the
Cold War. The inclusion of the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG, West Germany) in the Marshall Plan led
Soviet leader Josef Stalin to fear that any German economic revival would eventually lead to a German military
resurgence that would once more threaten the security of the Soviet state, and this was one reason for the Berlin
Blockade of 1948–1949, a period when for almost a year East German and Soviet forces denied the Western powers
land access to West Berlin. In 1948 Soviet-backed coups in Hungary and Czechoslovakia also ejected all noncom-
munist elements from the governments of those two states, tightening Soviet control. In response, in 1949 the
Western powers established the North Atlantic Treaty Organization security pact in which the United States,
Canada, and ten West European states agreed to come to each other’s assistance should any of them be attacked by
another power.



Primary Source
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. Further-
more, the people of this country are distant from the
troubled areas of the earth and it is hard for them to
comprehend the plight and consequent reaction 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 visible destruc-
tion of cities, factories, mines, and railroads was cor-
rectly estimated, but it has become obvious during
recent months that this visible destruction was proba-
bly less serious than the dislocation of the entire fabric
of the European economy. For the past 10 years condi-
tions have been highly abnormal. The feverish main-
tenance 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, virtually every possible enterprise was geared
into the German war machine. Long-standing commer-
cial ties, private institutions, banks, insurance com-
panies and shipping companies disappeared, through
the loss of capital, absorption through nationalization
or by simple destruction. In many countries, confi-
dence in the local currency has been severely shaken.
The breakdown of the business structure of Europe
during the war was complete. Recovery has been seri-
ously retarded by the fact that 2 years after the close of
hostilities a peace settlement with Germany and Aus-
tria has not been agreed upon. But even given a more
prompt solution of these difficult problems, the reha-
bilitation of the economic structure of Europe quite
evidently will require a much longer time and greater
effort than had been foreseen.

There is a phase of this matter which is both interest-
ing and serious. The farmer has always produced the
foodstuffs to exchange with the city dweller for the
other necessities of life. This division of labor is the

18. George C. Marshall: Remarks by the Secretary of State (Marshall Plan) 2379

basis of modern civilization. At the present time it is
threatened with breakdown. The town and city indus-
tries are not producing adequate goods to exchange
with the food-producing farmer. Raw materials and
fuel are in short supply.

Machinery is lacking or worn out. The farmer or the
peasant cannot find the goods for sale which he desires
to purchase. So the sale of his farm produce for money
which he cannot use seems to him an unprofitable
transaction. He, therefore, has withdrawn many fields
from crop cultivation and is using them for grazing. He
feeds more grain to stock and finds for himself and his
family an ample supply of food, however short he may
be on clothing and the other ordinary gadgets of civi-
lization. Meanwhile people in the cities are short of
food and fuel. So the governments are forced to use
their foreign money and credits to procure these neces-
sities abroad. This process exhausts funds which are
urgently needed for reconstruction. Thus a very serious
situation is rapidly developing which bodes no good
for the world. The modern system of the division of
labor upon which the exchange of products is based is
in danger of breaking down.

The truth of the matter is that Europe’s requirements
for the next 3 or 4 years of foreign food and other
essential products —principally from America—are so
much greater than her present ability to pay that she
must have substantial additional help, or face eco-
nomic, social, and political deterioration of a very grave
character.

The remedy lies in breaking the vicious circle and
restoring the confidence of the European people in the
economic future of their own countries and of Europe
as a whole. The manufacturer and the farmer through-
out wide areas must be able and willing to exchange
their products for currencies the continuing value of
which is not open to question.

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
consequences 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 policy is directed not against any
country or doctrine but against hunger, poverty, des-
peration, and chaos. Its purpose should be the revival
of a working economy in the world so as to permit the
emergence of political and social conditions in which
free institutions can exist. Such assistance, I am con-
vinced, must not be on a piecemeal basis as various
crises develop. Any assistance that this Government
may render in the future should provide a cure rather
than a mere palliative. Any government that is willing
to assist in the task of recovery will find full coopera-
tion, I am sure, on the part of the United States Gov-
ernment. Any government which maneuvers 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 agree-
ment among the countries of Europe as to the require-
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ments 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 Govern-
ment. 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 econom-
ically. This is the business of the Europeans. The ini-
tiative, I think, must come from Europe. The role of
this country should consist of friendly aid in the draft-
ing 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 a joint one, agreed to by a
number, if not all European 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 problem
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 responsibilities which history has clearly placed
upon our country, the difficulties I have outlined can
and will be overcome.

Source: George C. Marshall, “European Initiative Essential
to Economic Recovery,” Department of State Bulletin 16(415)
(1947): 1159–1160.

19. National Security Act, 26 July 1947

Introduction
At the end of World War II, American officials believed that the demands of national security required a major over-
haul of the associated bureaucracy, aimed at the consolidated administration of the country’s armed forces and for-
eign policy apparatus. Until that time, the army and the navy had functioned as two separate and often rival
bureaucracies that often had difficulty consolidating their operations. Against considerable opposition from the
navy, on 26 July 1947 the National Security Act placed the various branches of the U.S. armed forces under one
administrative unit, the National Military Establishment, that replaced the War and Navy Departments. The
National Military Establishment was to be overseen by the secretary of defense. This position was a new one,
replacing the secretary of war, and was superior to the subordinated individual service secretaries of the army, navy,
and air force. The air force, which had been a branch of the U.S. Army, became a separate service. This reorgani-
zation suited the needs of the country in light of the ongoing Cold War, which because of its unique characteristic
of not being an actual military war had fallen outside the purview of the secretary of war. The National Military
Establishment was renamed the Department of Defense two years later, at which time the authority of the secre-
tary of defense over the individual services was also strengthened. The National Security Act also created the Cen-
tral Intelligence Agency (CIA), the first overseas espionage organization created in the United States in time of
peace, with a mandate both to gather information and to mount covert operations; the National Security Agency, a
surveillance and decrypting organization; the Defense Intelligence Agency, part of the new Defense Department;
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Section 401. Congressional declaration of purpose
In enacting this legislation, it is the intent of Congress
to provide a comprehensive program for the future
security of the United States; to provide for the estab-
lishment of integrated policies and procedures for the
departments, agencies, and functions of the Govern-
ment relating to the national security; to provide a
Department of Defense, including the three military
Departments of the Army, the Navy (including naval
aviation and the United States Marine Corps), and the
Air Force under the direction, authority, and control of
the Secretary of Defense; to provide that each military
department shall be separately organized under its
own Secretary and shall function under the direction,
authority, and control of the Secretary of Defense; to
provide for their unified direction under civilian con-
trol of the Secretary of Defense but not to merge these
departments or services; to provide for the establish-
ment of unified or specified combatant commands,
and a clear and direct line of command to such com-
mands; to eliminate unnecessary duplication in the
Department of Defense, and particularly in the field of
research and engineering by vesting its overall direc-
tion and control in the Secretary of Defense; to provide
more effective, efficient, and economical administra-
tion in the Department of Defense; to provide for the
unified strategic direction of the combatant forces, for
their operation under unified command, and for their
integration into an efficient team of land, naval, and air
forces but not to establish a single Chief of Staff over
the armed forces nor an overall armed forces general
staff.
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[. . .]

SUBCHAPTER I—COORDINATION FOR

NATIONAL SECURITY

Section 402. National Security Council
(a) Establishment; presiding officer; functions; compo-
sition. There is established a council to be known as
the National Security Council (hereinafter in this sec-
tion referred to as the “Council”).

The President of the United States shall preside over
meetings of the Council: Provided, That in his ab-
sence he may designate a member of the Council to
preside in his place.

The function of the Council shall be to advise the
President with respect to the integration of domestic,
foreign, and military policies relating to the national
security so as to enable the military services and the
other departments and agencies of the Government to
cooperate more effectively in matters involving the
national security. The Council shall be composed of—

(1) the President;
(2) the Vice President;
(3) the Secretary of State;
(4) the Secretary of Defense;
(5) the Director for Mutual Security;
(6) the Chairman of the National Security Resources

Board; and
(7) the Secretaries and Under Secretaries of other

executive departments and of the military
departments, the Chairman of the Munitions

and a National Intelligence Council to coordinate all the various governmental intelligence bureaus. In addition,
the act established a National Security Council (NSC), its members to include the president and vice president and
the heads of all the organizations, including the State and Defense Departments and the CIA, involved in the for-
mulation of diplomatic and military policies to coordinate their making and direction. Every year, the president was
required to submit a National Security Strategy Report to Congress. The NSC, based in the White House, fell
under the direction of the president’s national security advisor, a new position intended to synchronize and inte-
grate the activities of all the bureaucratic agencies involved. Since the national security advisor enjoyed ready
access to the president, from the 1960s onward the incumbent of that position often rivaled the secretary of state in
influence over the making of foreign policy. The National Security Act gave striking evidence of the dramatic
post–World War II expansion of U.S. international activities as the country became the world’s greatest economic
and military power. Many of the individuals working within the national security apparatus were extremely and
assertively conscious of their country’s new global stature and wished to maintain it on a permanent basis, a devel-
opment that the National Security Act facilitated.



Board, and the Chairman of the Research and
Development Board, when appointed by the
President by and with the advice and consent of
the Senate, to serve at his pleasure.

(b) Additional functions. In addition to performing
such other functions as the President may direct, for
the purpose of more effectively coordinating the poli-
cies and functions of the departments and agencies of
the Government relating to the national security, it
shall, subject to the direction of the President, be the
duty of the Council—

(1) to assess and appraise the objectives, commit-
ments, and risks of the United States in relation
to our actual and potential military power, in the
interest of national security, for the purpose of
making recommendations to the President in
connection therewith; and

(2) to consider policies on matters of common
interest to the departments and agencies of the
Government concerned with the national secu-
rity, and to make recommendations to the Pres-
ident in connection therewith.

[. . .]

Section 403. Office of the Director of 
Central Intelligence
(a) Director of Central Intelligence. There is a Direc-
tor of Central Intelligence who shall be appointed by
the President, by and with the advice and consent of
the Senate. The Director shall—

(1) serve as head of the United States intelligence
community;

(2) act as the principal adviser to the President for
intelligence matters related to the national
security; and

(3) serve as head of the Central Intelligence
Agency.

[. . .]

Section 403-1. Central Intelligence Agency
There is a Central Intelligence Agency. The function
of the Agency shall be to assist the Director of Central
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Intelligence in carrying out the responsibilities referred
to in paragraphs (1) through (5) of section 403–3(d) of
this title.

Section 403-2. Intelligence Community contracting
The Director of Central Intelligence shall direct that
elements of the Intelligence Community, whenever
compatible with the national security interests of the
United States and consistent with the operational and
security concerns related to the conduct of intelligence
activities, and where fiscally sound, shall award con-
tracts in a manner that would maximize the procure-
ment of products in the United States. For purposes of
this provision, the term “Intelligence Community”
has the same meaning as set forth in paragraph 3.4(f)
of Executive Order 12333, dated December 4, 1981, or
successor orders.

[. . .]

Section 403-7. Prohibition on using journalists as
agents or assets
(a) Policy. It is the policy of the United States that an
element of the Intelligence Community may not use
as an agent or asset for the purposes of collecting intel-
ligence any individual who—

(1) is authorized by contract or by the issuance of
press credentials to represent himself or herself,
either in the United States or abroad, as a corre-
spondent of a United States news media organ-
ization; or

(2) is officially recognized by a foreign government
as a representative of a United States media
organization.

(b) Waiver. Pursuant to such procedures as the Presi-
dent may prescribe, the President or the Director of
Central Intelligence may waive subsection (a) of this
section in the case of an individual if the President
or the Director, as the case may be, makes a written
determination that the waiver is necessary to address
the overriding national security interest of the United
States. The Permanent Select Committee on Intelli-
gence of the House of Representatives and the Select
Committee on Intelligence of the Senate shall be noti-
fied of any waiver under this subsection.



(c) Voluntary cooperation. Subsection (a) of this sec-
tion shall not be construed to prohibit the voluntary
cooperation of any person who is aware that the coop-
eration is being provided to an element of the United
States Intelligence Community.

[. . .]

Section 404. Emergency preparedness
(a) Employment of personnel. The Director of the
Federal Emergency Management Agency, subject to
the direction of the President, is authorized, subject to
the civil-service laws and chapter 51 and subchapter
III of chapter 53 of title 5, to appoint and fix the com-
pensation of such personnel as may be necessary to
assist him in carrying out his functions.

(b) Functions. It shall be the function of the Director of
the Federal Emergency Management Agency to advise
the President concerning the coordination of military,
industrial, and civilian mobilization, including—

(1) policies concerning industrial and civilian mobi-
lization in order to assure the most effective
mobilization and maximum utilization of the
Nation’s manpower in the event of war;

(2) programs for the effective use in time of war of
the Nation’s natural and industrial resources for
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military and civilian needs, for the maintenance
and stabilization of the civilian economy in time
of war, and for the adjustment of such economy
to war needs and conditions;

(3) policies for unifying, in time of war, the activities
of Federal agencies and departments engaged
in or concerned with production, procurement,
distribution, or transportation of military or
civilian supplies, materials, and products;

(4) the relationship between potential supplies of,
and potential requirements for, manpower, re-
sources, and productive facilities in time of war;

(5) policies for establishing adequate reserves of
strategic and critical material, and for the con-
servation of these reserves;

(6) the strategic relocation of industries, services,
government, and economic activities, the con-
tinuous operation of which is essential to the
Nation’s security.

(c) Utilization of Government resources and facilities.
In performing his functions, the Director of the Fed-
eral Emergency Management Agency shall utilize to
the maximum extent the facilities and resources of the
departments and agencies of the Government.

[. . .]

Source: National Security Act, U.S. Code 50, §§ 401 et seq.

20. Soviet Announcement of the Establishment of the Cominform,
1 September 1947

Introduction
U.S. plans announced by Secretary of State George Marshall in June 1947 to mount and fund a major coordinated
initiative for the economic revival of the West European nations, the western sectors of Germany included, alarmed
Soviet leader Josef Stalin. The Russians feared that a revitalized Germany would once again pose a military threat
to the countries to its east. They were also concerned that the new economic aid plan would serve as a means of
detaching their East European satellites from the Soviet bloc. Poland, Czechoslovakia, and Hungary all initially
expressed interest in attending the meetings held in Paris in July 1947 by states interested in joining the plan but,
under Soviet pressure, eventually declined to do so. The episode impelled the Soviets to develop closer bonds
among the various European communist parties in order to coordinate their policies and enhance Soviet influence.
In September 1947 representatives of the communist parties of the Soviet Union, Yugoslavia, Bulgaria, Romania,
Hungary, Poland, France, Czechoslovakia, and Italy attended a conference at Sklarska Poreba, Poland. The meet-
ing established the Cominform, a bureau whose functions included both propaganda and the harmonization of poli-
cies among the various European communist parties. Although restricted to European communist parties, the new



Primary Source
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
shortcoming. Experience has shown that such division
between Communist parties is incorrect and harmful.
The requirement for an exchange of experience and
voluntary coordination of actions of the separate parties
has become particularly necessary 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 on
the following:

First, to set up an Information Bureau of representa-
tives of the Communist party of Yugoslavia, the Bul-
garian Workers party (of Communists) of Rumania,
the Hungarian Communist party, the Polish Workers
party, the All-Union Communist party (bolshevik), the
Communist party of France, the Communist party of
Czechoslovakia, the Communist party of Italy.
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Second, the task given to the Information Bureau is to
organize and exchange experiences and, in case of
necessity, coordinate the activity of communist parties
on foundation of mutual agreement.

Third, the Information Bureau will have in it repre-
sentatives of the Central Committee—two from each
Central Committee. Delegations of the Central Com-
mittee must be appointed and replaced by the Central
Committees.

Fourth, the Information Bureau is to have printed an
organ—fortnightly and, later on, weekly. The organ is
to be published in French and Russian and, if possible,
in other languages.

Fifth, the Information Bureau is to be in Belgrade.

Source: U.S. Congress, House Committee on Foreign
Affairs, Strategy and Tactics of World Communism (Washing-
ton, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1948).

organization was a successor to the Comintern, established by the Soviet Union at the end of World War I to pro-
mote and direct international revolution, that had been disbanded during World War II. Cominform headquarters
were originally set up in Belgrade, the Yugoslav capital. In 1948, however, the growing independence of Marshal
Josip Broz Tito, Yugoslav communist leader, caused Yugoslavia’s expulsion from the Comintern, and the body
moved to Bucharest, Romania. The Cominform effectively provided an apparatus that facilitated Soviet attempts
to control the policies of the assorted European communist parties. In 1956, shortly after a reconciliation had been
effected between the Soviet and Yugoslav communist governments, the Cominform was disbanded. The measure
was considered part of the campaign for de-Stalinization launched by new Soviet leader Nikita Khrushchev to dis-
mantle the worst aspects of his predecessor’s rule.

21. Rio de Janeiro Conference for the Maintenance of Continental 
Peace and Security (Rio Pact), August–September 1947

Introduction
Since the early nineteenth century, the United States had arrogated to itself a position of predominance in the
Western Hemisphere. After World War II, the administration of President Harry S. Truman moved to safeguard
U.S. interests in Latin America, including the strategically important Panama Canal. During the 1930s, American
officials had been particularly alarmed by the readiness of some nations, especially those such as Argentina and
Paraguay that were ruled by autocratic dictators, to contemplate military cooperation with the Axis states: Germany,
Italy, and Japan. Once the United States entered World War II, however, all the Latin American states with the
exception of Uruguay, which remained neutral, followed suit and declared war on the Axis. Under the Act of Cha-
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Inter-American Treaty of Reciprocal Assistance

[. . .]

Article 1. The High Contracting Parties formally con-
demn war and undertake in their international rela-
tions not to resort to the threat or the use of force in
any manner inconsistent with the provisions of the
Charter of the United Nations or of this Treaty.

Article 2. As a consequence of the principle set forth in
the preceding Article, the High Contracting Parties
undertake to submit every controversy which may arise
between them to methods of peaceful settlement and
to endeavor to settle any such controversy among them-
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selves by means of the procedures in force in the Inter-
American System before referring it to the General As-
sembly or the Security Council of the United Nations.

Article 3.

1. The High Contracting Parties agree that an
armed attack by any State against an American
State shall be considered as an attack against all
the American States and, consequently, each one
of the said Contracting Parties undertakes to
assist in meeting the attack in the exercise of
the inherent right of individual or collective self-
defense recognized by Article 51 of the Charter
of the United Nations.

pultepec, signed at the Conference on Inter-American Problems of War and Peace held in Mexico City in 1945,
the United States and the Latin American nations—but not Canada—agreed to establish a regional organization to
maintain peace and security in the Western Hemisphere. This was accomplished at a conference held in Rio de
Janeiro, Brazil, two years later during which the United States and nineteen Latin American signatory states agreed
that “an armed attack by any State against an American State shall be considered as an attack against all the Amer-
ican states.” To allay fears by some Latin American signatories that this might involve their countries in unwanted
conflicts, the pact included a provision that any collective action required the consent of two-thirds of the parties
and that no one state could be forced to take action if it did not wish to do so. The delegates also found it impos-
sible to agree on precisely what constituted “an act of aggression” or on just how the signatories should respond.
These reservations reflected the fears of many Latin American nations that the treaty opened the way for future
American intervention in their affairs, although small states also perceived it as a guarantee against encroachments
by larger and more powerful neighbors. Article 51 of the United Nations Charter had provided for such regional
defensive arrangements, and the Rio Pact was the first such to be negotiated. The U.S. Senate, which perceived
the agreement as tangible evidence of their country’s effective hegemony over the Western Hemisphere, gave the
treaty an enthusiastic reception, with a 72–1 vote in favor of ratification. Latin American leaders hoped that the U.S.
government would complement the Rio Pact with a substantial economic assistance and development program,
resembling the contemporaneous Marshall Plan for European recovery, but the Truman administration preferred
to leave this largely to the private sector. The Rio Pact was first invoked in December 1948 when Nicaraguan dic-
tator Anastasio Somoza Debayle sponsored an invasion of Costa Rica by a right-wing exile force and the Costa
Rican government requested its withdrawal, which ultimately occurred. During the 1950s and 1960s, Rio Pact sig-
natories frequently sought assistance under its provisions. Unilateral U.S. interventions, often covert, against com-
munist or leftist regimes in Guatemala in 1953, Cuba in 1961, and the Dominican Republic in 1965 were
undertaken outside the Rio Pact framework, evidence of the extent to which the United States not only dominated
the Rio Pact but could at its pleasure ignore the treaty’s stipulations. Again, in Chile, top American officials were at
least cognizant of a projected 1973 coup against populist President Salvador Allende, in the course of which
Allende died. Although several newly independent small states later joined the pact—Trinidad and Tobago in
1967, Belize in 1981, and the Bahamas in 1982—during the 1980s and 1990s it became something of a dead letter,
as the Reagan administration and its successors responded forcefully to crises in Nicaragua, Central America,
Panama, and Haiti without reference to the treaty. The United States did, however, resort to invoking the Rio Pact
in 2001 after the radical Muslim organization al-Qaeda launched terrorist attacks against the Pentagon building in
Washington, D.C., and the World Trade Center in New York City.



2. On the request of the State or States directly
attacked and until the decision of the Organ of
Consultation of the Inter-American System, each
one of the Contracting Parties may determine the
immediate measures which it may individually
take in fulfillment of the obligation contained in
the preceding paragraph and in accordance with
the principle of continental solidarity. The Organ
of Consultation shall meet without delay for the
purpose of examining those measures and agree-
ing upon the measures of a collective character
that should be taken.

3. The provisions of this Article shall be applied in
case of any armed attack which takes place within
the region described in Article 4 or within the
territory of an American State. When the attack
takes place outside of the said areas, the provi-
sions of Article 6 shall be applied.

4. Measures of self-defense provided for under this
Article may be taken until the Security Council
of the United Nations has taken the measures
necessary to maintain international peace and
security.

[. . .]

Article 5. The High Contracting Parties shall immedi-
ately send to the Security Council of the United
Nations, in conformity with Articles 51 and 54 of the
Charter of the United Nations, complete information
concerning the activities undertaken or in contempla-
tion in the exercise of the right of self-defense or for
the purpose of maintaining inter-American peace and
security.

Article 6. If the inviolability or the integrity of the ter-
ritory or the sovereignty or political independence of
any American State should be affected by an aggression
which is not an armed attack or by an extra-continental
or intra-continental conflict, or by any other fact or sit-
uation that might endanger the peace of America, the
Organ of Consultation shall meet immediately in order
to agree on the measures which must be taken in case
of aggression to assist the victim of the aggression or, in
any case, the measures which should be taken for the
common defense and for the maintenance of the peace
and security of the Continent.
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Article 7. In the case of a conflict between two or more
American States, without prejudice to the right of self-
defense in conformity with Article 51 of the Charter of
the United Nations, the High Contracting Parties,
meeting in consultation shall call upon the contending
States to suspend hostilities and restore matters to the
status quo ante bellum, and shall take in addition all other
necessary measures to reestablish or maintain inter-
American peace and security and for the solution of the
conflict by peaceful means. The rejection of the paci-
fying action will be considered in the determination of
the aggressor and in the application of the measures
which the consultative meeting may agree upon.

Article 8. For the purposes of this Treaty, the measures
on which the Organ of Consultation may agree will
comprise one or more of the following: recall of chiefs
of diplomatic missions; breaking of diplomatic relations;
breaking of consular relations; partial or complete inter-
ruption of economic relations or of rail, sea, air, postal,
telegraphic, telephonic, and radiotelephonic or radio-
telegraphic communications; and use of armed force.

Article 9. In addition to other acts which the Organ of
Consultation may characterize as aggression, the fol-
lowing shall be considered as such:

a. Unprovoked armed attack by a State against the
territory, the people, or the land, sea or air forces
of another State;

b. Invasion, by the armed forces of a State, of the
territory of an American State, through the tres-
passing of boundaries demarcated in accordance
with a treaty, judicial decision, or arbitral award,
or, in the absence of frontiers thus demarcated,
invasion affecting a region which is under the
effective jurisdiction of another State.

Article 10. None of the provisions of this Treaty shall
be construed as impairing the rights and obligations of
the High Contracting Parties under the Charter of the
United Nations.

[. . .]

Source: U.S. Department of State, A Decade of American For-
eign Policy: Basic Documents, 1941–1949 (Washington, DC:
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1950), 421–426.
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22. Charter of the Organization of American States,
Bogotá Conference of American States, 30 March–2 May 1948

Introduction
The Organization of American States (OAS), a Pan-American body to encourage regional cooperation, traces its ori-
gins back to the International Union of American Republics, founded in 1890, a body that later, in 1910, became
the Pan American Union. The current OAS was established at the Ninth International Conference of American
States held in Bogotá from March to May 1948, an occasion marred by fierce anti-American protests directed at U.S.
Secretary of State George C. Marshall. Twenty-one American countries signed the organization’s charter, binding
themselves to battle communism in the Western Hemisphere and adopting the American Declaration of the Rights
and Duties of Man, the first human rights manifesto accepted by any international gathering of states. The OAS
was designed to supplement the Rio Pact, a defensive military and security alliance concluded in September 1947
that linked the United States (but not, until 1990, Canada) and nineteen Latin American nations. According to the
OAS Charter, the broad purposes of its signatories were “to achieve an order of peace and justice, to promote their
solidarity, to strengthen their collaboration, and to defend their sovereignty, their territorial integrity and their inde-
pendence.” The principles and objectives that the new body sought to facilitate included strengthening peace and
security throughout the Western Hemisphere; the promotion of democracy; nonintervention in the affairs of other
states; the peaceful settlement of disputes among member states; common action against aggression; the resolution
of political, economic, and judicial problems; the promotion of economic, social, and cultural development; the
eradication of poverty; and arms control and limitation. Modeled on the United Nations, the OAS was headquar-
tered in Washington, D.C., and possessed a General Secretariat headed by a secretary general, a Permanent Coun-
cil, and a General Assembly. The OAS held regular meetings. As more Latin American states, mostly in the
Caribbean, gained independence, all joined the OAS, which had thirty-five members by the early twenty-first cen-
tury. The OAS member states could undertake collective action against transgressors, but this required a two-thirds
majority of the foreign ministers. The OAS sought to mediate disagreements among members in order to prevent
them from exploding into outright confrontation and successfully resolved a substantial number of border disputes.
Between 1962 and 2002, OAS observers supervised more than one hundred elections in member states in order to
ensure that they were free and fair. During the Cold War, the OAS tended to endorse American Cold War policies,
suspending Cuba’s membership in 1961 after that state had declared itself a Marxist-Leninist nation but leaving
undisturbed as members American-backed military dictatorships that held power in Argentina, Brazil, Chile, and
Guatemala. In response to Cuban efforts to promote revolution elsewhere in Latin America, between 1964 and
1975 the OAS imposed economic sanctions on Cuba while withdrawing diplomatic recognition. During the Cuban
Missile Crisis, the OAS supported President John F. Kennedy’s naval quarantine of Cuba, and in 1965 it endorsed
the unilateral U.S. intervention to prevent a leftist government from gaining power in the Dominican Republic.
Toward the end of the Cold War, the OAS began to exhibit greater independence of the United States. It declined
to oppose the left-wing Sandinista government that ruled Nicaragua from 1979 to 1990 on the grounds that how-
ever opprobrious it was to the United States, this regime posed no real threat to hemispheric security. The OAS also
issued regular reports on the state of human rights in the various Latin American nations and increasingly stressed
its role in encouraging peace, social justice, democracy, and economic development.



Primary Source
In the name of their peoples, the States represented
at the Ninth International Conference of American
States,

[. . .]

Have agreed upon the following

CHARTER OF THE ORGANIZATION OF

AMERICAN STATES

PART ONE

CHAPTER 1: NATURE AND PURPOSES

ARTICLE 1
The American States establish by this Charter the
international organization that they have developed to
achieve an order of peace and justice, to promote their
solidarity, to strengthen their collaboration, and to
defend their sovereignty, their territorial integrity and
their independence. Within the United Nations, the
Organization of American States is a regional agency.

ARTICLE 2
All American States that ratify the present Charter are
Members of the Organization.

ARTICLE 3
Any new political entity that arises from the union of
several Member States and that, as such, ratifies the
present Charter, shall become a Member of the Orga-
nization. The entry of the new political entity into the
Organization shall result in the loss of membership of
each one of the States which constitute it.

ARTICLE 4
The Organization of American States, in order to put
into practice the principles on which it is founded and
to fulfill its regional obligations under the Charter of
the United Nations, proclaims the following essential
purposes:

a) To strengthen the peace and security of the
continent;

b) To prevent possible causes of difficulties and to
ensure the pacific settlement of disputes that
may arise among the Member States;
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c) To provide for common action on the part of
those States in the event of aggression;

d) To seek the solution of political, juridical and eco-
nomic problems that may arise among them; and

e) To promote, by cooperative action, their eco-
nomic, social and cultural development.

CHAPTER II: PRINCIPLES

ARTICLE 5
The American States reaffirm the following principles:

a) International law is the standard of conduct of
States in their reciprocal relations;

b) International order consists essentially of respect
for the personality, sovereignty and independ-
ence of States, and the faithful fulfillment of obli-
gations derived from treaties and other sources of
international law;

c) Good faith shall govern the relations between
States;

d) The solidarity of the American States and the high
aims which are sought through it require the polit-
ical organization of those States on the basis of the
effective exercise of representative democracy;

e) The American States condemn war of aggression:
victory does not give rights;

f ) An act of aggression against one American State
is an act of aggression against all the other Amer-
ican States;

g) Controversies of an international character aris-
ing between two or more American States shall
be settled by peaceful procedures;

h) Social justice and social security are bases of last-
ing peace;

i) Economic cooperation is essential to the com-
mon welfare and prosperity of the peoples of the
continent;

j) The American States proclaim the fundamental
rights of the individual without distinction as to
race, nationality, creed or sex;

k) The spiritual unity of the continent is based on
respect for the cultural values of the American
countries and requires their close cooperation for
the high purposes of civilization;

l) The education of peoples should be directed
toward justice, freedom and peace.



CHAPTER III: FUNDAMENTAL RIGHTS

AND DUTIES OF STATES

ARTICLE 6
States are juridically equal, enjoy equal rights and
equal capacity to exercise these rights, and have equal
duties. The rights of each State depend not upon its
power to ensure the exercise thereof, but upon the
mere fact of its existence as a person under inter-
national law.

ARTICLE 7
Every American State has the duty to respect the
rights enjoyed by every other State in accordance with
international law.

ARTICLE 8
The fundamental rights of States may not be impaired
in any manner whatsoever.

ARTICLE 9
The political existence of the State is independent of
recognition by other States. Even before being recog-
nized, the State has the right to defend its integrity
and independence, to provide for its preservation and
prosperity, and consequently to organize itself as it
sees fit, to legislate concerning its interests, to admin-
ister its services, and to determine the jurisdiction and
competence of its courts. The exercise of these rights
is limited only by the exercise of the rights of other
States in accordance with international law.

ARTICLE 10
Recognition implies that the State granting it accepts
the personality of the new State, with all the rights and
duties that international law prescribes for the two
States.

ARTICLE 11
The right of each State to protect itself and to live its
own life does not authorize it to commit unjust acts
against another State.

ARTICLE 12
The jurisdiction of States within the limits of their
national territory is exercised equally over all the
inhabitants, whether nationals or aliens.
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ARTICLE 13
Each State has the right to develop its cultural, politi-
cal and economic life freely and naturally. In this free
development, the State shall respect the rights of the
individual and the principles of universal morality.

ARTICLE 14
Respect for and the faithful observance of treaties
constitute standards for the development of peaceful
relations among States. International treaties and agree-
ments should be public.

ARTICLE 15
No State or group of States has the right to intervene,
directly or indirectly, for any reason whatever, in the
internal or external affairs of any other State. The fore-
going principle prohibits not only armed force but also
any other form of interference or attempted threat
against the personality of the State or against its politi-
cal, economic and cultural elements.

ARTICLE 16
No State may use or encourage the use of coercive
measures of an economic or political character in order
to force the sovereign will of another State and obtain
from it advantages of any kind.

ARTICLE 17
The territory of a State is inviolable; it may not be the
object, even temporarily, of military occupation or of
other measures of force taken by another State, directly
or indirectly, on any grounds whatever. No territorial
acquisitions or special advantages obtained either by
force or by other means of coercion shall be recognized.

ARTICLE 18
The American States bind themselves in their interna-
tional relations not to have recourse to the use of force,
except in the case of self defense in accordance with
existing treaties or in fulfillment thereof.

ARTICLE 19
Measures adopted for the maintenance of peace and
security in accordance with existing treaties do not con-
stitute a violation of the principles set forth in Articles
15 and 17.



CHAPTER IV: PACIFIC SETTLEMENT 

OF DISPUTES

ARTICLE 20
All international disputes that may arise between
American States shall be submitted to the peaceful
procedures set forth in this Charter, before being re-
ferred to the Security Council of the United Nations.

ARTICLE 21
The following are peaceful procedures: direct negotia-
tion, good offices, mediation, investigation and concil-
iation, judicial settlement, arbitration, and those which
the parties to the dispute may especially agree upon at
any time.

ARTICLE 22
In the event that a dispute arises between two or more
American States which, in the opinion of one of them,
cannot be settled through the usual diplomatic chan-
nels, the Parties shall agree on some other peaceful
procedure that will enable them to reach a solution.

ARTICLE 23
A special treaty will establish adequate procedures for
the pacific settlement of disputes and will determine
the appropriate means for their application, so that no
dispute between American States shall fail of defini-
tive settlement within a reasonable period.

CHAPTER V: COLLECTIVE SECURITY

ARTICLE 24
Every act of aggression by a State against the territorial
integrity or the inviolability of the territory or against
the sovereignty or political independence of an Amer-
ican State shall be considered an act of aggression
against the other American States.

ARTICLE 25
If the inviolability or the integrity of the territory or
the sovereignty or political independence of any Amer-
ican State should be affected by an armed attack or by
an act of aggression that is not an armed attack, or by
an extra-continental conflict, or by a conflict between
two or more American States, or by any other fact or
situation that might endanger the peace of America,
the American States, in furtherance of the principles of
continental solidarity or collective self-defense, shall
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apply the measures and procedures established in the
special treaties on the subject.

CHAPTER VI: ECONOMIC STANDARDS

ARTICLE 26
The Member States agree to cooperate with one
another, as far as their resources may permit and their
laws may provide, in the broadest spirit of good neigh-
borliness, in order to strengthen their economic struc-
ture, develop their agriculture and mining, promote
their industry and increase their trade.

ARTICLE 27
If the economy of an American State is affected by
serious conditions that cannot be satisfactorily reme-
died by its own unaided effort, such State may place
its economic problems before the Inter-American Eco-
nomic and Social Council to seek through consultation
the most appropriate solution for such problems.

CHAPTER VII: SOCIAL STANDARDS

ARTICLE 28
The Member States agree to cooperate with one
another to achieve just and decent living conditions for
their entire populations.

ARTICLE 29
The Member States agree upon the desirability of
developing their social legislation on the following
bases:

a) All human beings, without distinction as to
race, nationality, sex, creed or social condition,
have the right to attain material well-being and
spiritual growth under circumstances of liberty,
dignity, equality of opportunity, and economic
security;

b) Work is a right and a social duty; it shall not be
considered as an article of commerce; it demands
respect for freedom of association and for the
dignity of the worker; and it is to be performed
under conditions that ensure life, health and a
decent standard of living, both during the work-
ing years and during old age, or when any circum-
stance deprives the individual of the possibility
of working.



CHAPTER VIII: CULTURAL STANDARDS

ARTICLE 30
The Member States agree to promote, in accordance
with their constitutional provisions and their material
resources, the exercise of the right to education, on the
following bases:

a) Elementary education shall be compulsory and,
when provided by the State, shall be without cost;

b) Higher education shall be available to all, with-
out distinction as to race, nationality, sex, lan-
guage, creed or social condition.
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ARTICLE 31
With due consideration for the national character of
each State, the Member States undertake to facili-
tate free cultural interchange by every medium of
expression.

[. . .]

Source: U.S. Department of State, A Decade of American For-
eign Policy: Basic Documents, 1941–1949 (Washington, DC:
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1950), 427–445.

23. Harry S. Truman: Statement Recognizing the Creation of Israel, 
15 May 1948

Introduction
Since well before World War I, Zionists around the world had sought the reestablishment of a Jewish state in Pales-
tine, the biblical Holy Land. In the November 1917 Balfour Declaration, Great Britain, which took administration
of the area under a League of Nations mandate after World War I, promised international Jewry a homeland in
Palestine, although the terms of this statement left it unclear whether or not this would be a separate state.
Between the world wars, hundreds of thousands of Jews immigrated to Palestine, where the local Arab community
deeply resented their presence. After World War II, Zionists, often citing the deaths of 6 million European Jews at
the hands of Hitler’s Germany, again took up the cause of an independent Jewish state. Against the advice of Sec-
retary of State George Marshall, who feared that creating such an entity would permanently alienate Arab countries
throughout the oil-rich Middle East, President Harry S. Truman supported its creation in the former British man-
date. As soon as the state of Israel came into existence, Truman recognized it. Israel was immediately confronted
by a military attack from its Arab neighbors, and the Soviet Union, which had also recognized the new state, sent
massive arms shipments as they competed for its allegiance. Caught between the passionate support that American
Jews accorded Israel and their fear of further alienating resentful and oil-rich Arab states, whose anger might pro-
pel them toward the Soviets, in 1948 U.S. officials launched the first of many successive and still-continuing efforts
to negotiate a lasting Middle East peace settlement between Arabs and Israelis. Meanwhile, the powerful domes-
tic Jewish lobby ensured that the small beleaguered Israeli state quickly became the single largest recipient of
American military and economic aid, a virtual U.S. client.

Primary Source
Text of Letter from the Agent of the Provisional
Government of Israel to the President of the U.S.
[Released to the press by the White House on 
15 May]
My Dear Mr. President:

I have the honor to notify you that the state of Israel
has been proclaimed as an independent republic
within frontiers approved by the General Assembly of

the United Nations in its Resolution of November 29,
1947, and that a provisional government has been
charged to assume the rights and duties of government
for preserving law and order within the boundaries of
Israel, for defending the state against external aggres-
sion, and for discharging the obligations of Israel to
the other nations of the world in accordance with inter-
national law. The Act of Independence will become
effective at one minute after six o’clock on the evening
of 14 May 1948, Washington time.



With full knowledge of the deep bond of sympathy
which has existed and has been strengthened over the
past thirty years between the Government of the
United States and the Jewish people of Palestine, I
have been authorized by the provisional government
of the new state to tender this message and to express
the hope that your government will recognize and will
welcome Israel into the community of nations.

Very respectfully yours,
Eliahu Epstein
Agent, Provisional Government of Israel
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Statement by President Truman [Released to the
press by the White House on 14 May]
This Government has been informed that a Jewish
state has been proclaimed in Palestine, and recognition
has been requested by the provisional government
thereof.

The United States recognizes the provisional govern-
ment as the de facto authority of the new State of Israel.

Source: “Israel Proclaimed As an Independent Republic,”
Department of State Bulletin 18(464) (1948): 673.

24. Vandenberg Resolution (Senate Resolution 239), 80th Congress,
11 June 1948

Introduction
Arthur H. Vandenberg of Michigan, chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee in 1948, was a leading
Republican senator who played a major role in converting his once isolationist party to support for internationalist
policies during World War II. As a delegate to the 1945 San Francisco Conference that drew up the final United
Nations Charter, Vandenberg, already suspicious of Soviet communism, obtained the inclusion of an article per-
mitting the creation of separate regional security organizations. Seeking to ensure Republican support for its for-
eign policy initiatives, the Democratic administration of President Harry S. Truman sedulously cultivated
Vandenberg, including him in the U.S. delegations to postwar meetings of Big Four (U.S., Soviet, British, and
Chinese) foreign ministers in New York, Paris, and London intended to resolve remaining outstanding questions
from World War II. These assignments convinced Vandenberg of the impossibility of reaching agreements with the
Soviet Union. As chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee in 1947 and 1948, he therefore worked dili-
gently to implement the Truman Doctrine aid program for Greece and Turkey and the Marshall Plan. In 1948 he
introduced a resolution in the Senate endorsing the creation of regional collective security arrangements among
specific nations. Passed in June 1948, the Vandenberg Resolution paved the way for the Senate to approve the cre-
ation in April 1949 of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), a defensive security pact whereby twelve
North American and West European countries, including the United States, pledged themselves to come to each
other’s assistance should any be attacked by another power. Although no potential enemy was mentioned, this was
implicitly an anti-Soviet alliance, designed to protect the signatories from any potential Soviet or communist threat.

Primary Source
Whereas peace with justice and the defense of human
rights and fundamental freedoms require international
cooperation through more effective use of the United
Nations: Therefore be it

Resolved, That the Senate reaffirm the policy of the
United States to achieve international peace and secu-
rity through the United Nations so that armed force
shall not be used except in the common interest, and

that the President be advised of the sense of the Senate
that this Government, by constitutional process, should
particularly pursue the following objectives within the
United Nations Charter:

1. Voluntary agreement to remove the veto from all
questions involving pacific settlements of inter-
national disputes and situations, and from the
admission of new members.



2. Progressive development of regional and other
collective arrangements for individual and collec-
tive self-defense in accordance with the purposes,
principles, and provisions of the Charter.

3. Association of the United States, by constitutional
process, with such regional and other collective
arrangements as are based on continuous and
effective self-help and mutual aid, and as affect
its national security.

4. Contributing to the maintenance of peace by
making clear its determination to exercise the
right of individual or collective self-defense under
article 51 should any armed attack occur affecting
its national security.
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5. Maximum efforts to obtain agreements to provide
the United Nations with armed forces as pro-
vided by the Charter, and to obtain agreement
among member nations upon universal regula-
tion and reduction of armaments under adequate
and dependable guaranty against violation.

6. If necessary, after adequate effort toward
strengthening the United Nations, review of the
Charter at an appropriate time by a General Con-
ference called under article 109 or by the General
Assembly.

Source: U.S. Congress, Vandenberg Resolution, S Res 283,
80th Cong., 2nd sess., 11 June 1948.

25. Cominform Resolution on Yugoslavia and the Yugoslav Reply,
June–July 1948

Introduction
Soviet demands that all other communist parties subordinate themselves to Soviet direction gave rise to major divi-
sions within the communist bloc. Within Eastern Europe, Soviet military forces driving the German armies back at
the end of World War II had normally installed communist governments in those states that they liberated or con-
quered. In mountainous Yugoslavia, however, indigenous communist resistance forces had waged a brutal guerrilla
war against both German occupying forces and their own political rivals. At the end of World War II, Soviet forces
had temporarily entered Yugoslavia to assist the communist partisans led by Josip Broz Tito in defeating the Ger-
mans, but at the end of hostilities the Soviet troops left. Tito soon followed an independent line in foreign policy.
Although Soviet leader Josef Stalin had agreed with British Prime Minister Winston Churchill that Greece would
fall within the British sphere of influence, for several years Tito encouraged and assisted a serious communist insur-
gency in that country. He was also eager to unite Yugoslavia with Bulgaria and Albania, a policy that although ini-
tially favored by Stalin may have aroused the Russian dictator’s fears that such territorial aggrandizement would
unduly enhance Tito’s own power. Ideological differences over agricultural policy and internal party structure also
divided the Soviet Union and Russia. In June 1948 the newly established Cominform, set up in September 1947 to
coordinate the activities of European communist parties with Soviet policy and headquartered in Belgrade, passed
a resolution denouncing Tito’s policies and expelling Yugoslavia. Yugoslavia responded defiantly, rejecting all the
Cominform’s charges and stating that the Cominform was in breach of its founding principles, under which every
member communist party was free to reach its own conclusions and should not be subject to Cominform dictation.
Stalin, perhaps remembering the Germans’ inability to subdue Yugoslavia during World War II and bearing in mind
Tito’s proven prowess as a guerrilla leader, refrained from any military attack on Yugoslavia. Instead, the Soviets
turned to rooting out Titoism and undesirable symptoms of independence in any other East European communist
party. Tito, meanwhile, turned to the Western powers for economic assistance. U.S. officials welcomed this evi-
dence of internal dissensions within the communist camp and hoped that other communist parties, including that
of China, would emulate Tito in breaking with the Soviet Union. In 1956 Nikita Khrushchev, who rejected much
of Stalin’s legacy, initiated a reconciliation with Tito, but Yugoslavia always remained outside the Warsaw Pact and
chose to follow its own course, independent of Soviet direction.



Primary Source
Cominform Communiqué, 28 June 1948

Resolution of the Information Bureau

Concerning the Situation in the Communist

Party of Yugoslavia

The Information Bureau, composed of the representa-
tives of the Bulgarian Workers’ Party (Communists),
Rumanian Workers’ Party, Hungarian Workers’ party,
Polish Workers’ Party, The Communist Party of the
Soviet Union (Bolsheviks) (CPSU (B)), Communist
Party of France, Communist Party of Czechoslovakia
and the Communist Party of Italy, upon discussing
the situation in the Communist Party of Yugoslavia
and announcing that the representatives of the Com-
munist Party of Yugoslavia had refused to attend the
meeting of the Information Bureau, unanimously
reached the following conclusions:

1. The Information Bureau notes that recently the lead-
ership of the Communist Party of Yugoslavia has pur-
sued an incorrect line on the main questions of home
and foreign policy, a line which represents a departure
from Marxism-Leninism. In this connection the Infor-
mation Bureau approves the action of the Central
Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet
Union (B), which took the initiative in exposing this
incorrect policy of the Central Committee of the Com-
munist Party of Yugoslavia, particularly the incorrect
policy of Comrades Tito, Kardelj, Djilas and Rankovic.

2. The Information Bureau declares that the leader-
ship of the Yugoslav Communist Party is pursuing an
unfriendly policy toward the Soviet Union and the
CPSU (B). An undignified policy of defaming Soviet
military experts and discrediting the Soviet Union, has
been carried out in Yugoslavia. A special regime was
instituted for Soviet civilian experts in Yugoslavia,
whereby they were under surveillance of Yugoslav
state security organs and were continually followed.
The representative of the CPSU (B) in the Informa-
tion Bureau, Comrade Yudin, and a number of official
representatives of the Soviet Union in Yugoslavia,
were followed and kept under observation by Yugoslav
state security organs.

All these and similar facts show that the leaders of the
Communist Party of Yugoslavia have taken a stand
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unworthy of Communists, and have begun to identify
the foreign policy of the Soviet Union with the foreign
policy of the imperialist powers, behaving toward the
Soviet Union in the same manner as they behave to the
bourgeois states. Precisely because of this anti-Soviet
stand, slanderous propaganda about the ‘degeneration’
of the CPSU (B), about the ‘degeneration’ of the
USSR, and so on, borrowed from the arsenal of counter-
revolutionary Trotskyism, is current within the Central
Committee of the Communist Party of Yugoslavia.

The Information Bureau denounces this anti-Soviet
attitude of the leaders of the Communist Party of Yugo-
slavia, as being incompatible with Marxism-Leninism
and only appropriate to nationalists.

3. In home policy, the leaders of the Communist Party
of Yugoslavia are departing from the positions of the
working class and are breaking with the Marxist theory
of classes and class struggle. They deny that there is a
growth of capitalist elements in their country, and con-
sequently, a sharpening of the class struggle in the
countryside. This denial is the direct result of the op-
portunist tenet that the class struggle does not become
sharper during the period of transition from capitalism
to socialism, as Marxism-Leninism teaches, but dies
down, as was affirmed by opportunists of the Bukharin
type, who propagated the theory of the peaceful grow-
ing over of capitalism into socialism.

[. . .]

4. The Information Bureau considers that the leader-
ship of the Communist Party of Yugoslavia is revising
the Marxist-Leninist teachings about the Party. Accord-
ing to the theory of Marxism-Leninism, the Party is
the main guiding and leading force in the country,
which has its own, specific programme, and does not
dissolve itself among the non-Party masses. The Party
is the highest form of organization and the most impor-
tant weapon of the working class.

In Yugoslavia, however, the People’s Front, and not the
Communist Party, is considered to be the main leading
force in the country. The Yugoslav leaders belittle the
role of the Communist Party and actually dissolve the
Party in the non-party People’s Front, which is com-



posed of the most varied class elements (workers, peas-
ants engaged in individual farming, kulaks, traders,
small manufacturers, bourgeois intelligentsia, etc.) as
well as mixed political groups which include certain
bourgeois parties. The Yugoslav leaders stubbornly
refuse to recognize the falseness of their tenet that the
Communist Party of Yugoslavia allegedly cannot and
should not have its own specific programme and that it
should be satisfied with the programme of the People’s
Front.

[. . .]

The Information Bureau believes that this policy of the
Central Committee of the Communist Party of Yugo-
slavia threatens the very existence of the Communist
Party, and ultimately carries with it the danger of the
degeneration of the People’s Republic of Yugoslavia.

5. The Information Bureau considers that the bureau-
cratic regime created inside the Party by its leaders is
disastrous for the life and development of the Yugoslav
Communist Party. There is no inner Party democracy,
no elections, and no criticism and self-criticism in the
Party. Despite the unfounded assurances of Comrades
Tito and Kardelj, the majority of the Central Commit-
tee of the Communist Party of Yugoslavia is composed
of co-opted, and not of elected members. The Com-
munist Party is actually in a position of semi-legality.
Party meetings are either not held at all, or meet in
secret—a fact which can only undermine the influence
of the Party among the masses. This type of organiza-
tion of the Yugoslav Communist Party cannot be
described as anything but a sectarian-bureaucratic
organization. It leads to the liquidation of the Party as
an active, self-acting organism, it cultivates military
methods of leadership in the Party similar to the meth-
ods advocated in his day by Trotsky.

It is a completely intolerable state of affairs when the
most elementary rights of members in the Yugoslav
Communist Party are suppressed, when the slightest
criticism of incorrect measures in the Party is brutally
repressed.

The Information Bureau regards as disgraceful such
actions as the expulsion from the Party and the arrest
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of the Central Committee members, Comrades
Djuiovic and Hebrang, because they dared to criticize
the anti-Soviet attitude of the leaders of the Yugoslav
Communist Party, and called for friendship between
Yugoslavia and the Soviet Union.

The Information Bureau considers that such a dis-
graceful, purely Turkish, terrorist regime cannot be
tolerated in the Communist Party. The interests of
the very existence and development of the Yugoslav
Communist Party demand that an end be put to this
regime.

6. The Information Bureau considers that the criticism
made by the Central Committee of the Communist
Party of the Soviet Union (B) and Central Committees
of the other Communist Parties of the mistakes of the
Central Committee of the Communist Party of Yugo-
slavia, and who in this way rendered fraternal assis-
tance to the Yugoslav Communist Party, provides the
Communist Party of Yugoslavia with all the conditions
necessary to speedily correct the mistakes committed.

However, instead of honestly accepting this criticism
and taking the Bolshevik path of correcting these mis-
takes, the leaders of the Communist Party of Yugo-
slavia, suffering from boundless ambition, arrogance
and conceit, met this criticism with belligerence and
hostility. They took the anti-Party path of indiscrimi-
nately denying all their mistakes, violated the doctrine
of Marxism-Leninism regarding the attitude of a polit-
ical party to its mistakes and thus aggravated their anti-
Party mistakes.

[. . .]

7. Taking into account the situation in the Communist
Party of Yugoslavia, and seeking to show the leaders of
the Party the way out of this situation, the Central Com-
mittee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union
(B) and the Central Committees of other fraternal par-
ties, suggested that the matter of the Yugoslav Com-
munist Party should be discussed at a meeting of the
Information Bureau, on the same, normal party footing
as that on which the activities of other Communist
Parties were discussed at the first meeting of the Infor-
mation Bureau.



However, the Yugoslav leaders rejected the repeated
suggestions of the fraternal Communist Parties to dis-
cuss the situation in the Yugoslav Party at a meeting of
the Information Bureau.

[. . .]

8. In view of this, the Information Bureau expresses
complete agreement with the estimation of the situa-
tion in the Yugoslav Communist Party, with the criti-
cism of the mistakes of the Central Committee of the
Party, and with the political analysis of these mistakes
contained in letters from the Central Committee of
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (B) to the
Central Committee of the Communist Party of Yugo-
slavia between March and May 1948.

The Information Bureau unanimously concludes that
by their anti-Party and anti-Soviet views, incompat-
ible with Marxism-Leninism, by their whole attitude
and their refusal to attend the meeting of the Informa-
tion Bureau, the leaders of the Communist Party of
Yugoslavia have placed themselves in opposition to
the Communist Parties affiliated to the Information
Bureau, have taken the path of seceding from the
united socialist front against imperialism, have taken
the path of betraying the cause of international solidar-
ity of the working people, and have taken up a position
of nationalism.

The Information Bureau condemns this anti-Party
policy and attitude of the Central Committee of the
Communist Party of Yugoslavia.

The Information Bureau considers that, in view of all
this, the Central Committee of the Communist Party
of Yugoslavia has placed itself and the Yugoslav Party
outside the family of the fraternal Communist Par-
ties, outside the united Communist front and conse-
quently outside the ranks of the Information Bureau.

The Information Bureau considers that the basis of
these mistakes made by the leadership of the Commu-
nist Party of Yugoslavia lies in the undoubted fact that
nationalist elements, which previously existed in a dis-
guised form, managed in the course of the past five or
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six months to reach a dominant position in the leader-
ship of the Communist Party of Yugoslavia, and that
consequently the leadership of the Yugoslav Commu-
nist Party has broken with the international traditions
of the Communist Party of Yugoslavia and has taken
the road of nationalism.

Considerably overestimating the internal, national
forces of Yugoslavia and their influence, the Yugoslav
leaders think that they can maintain Yugoslavia’s inde-
pendence and build socialism without the support of
the Communist Parties of other countries, without the
support of the people’s democracies, without the sup-
port of the Soviet Union. They think that the new
Yugoslavia can do without the help of these revolu-
tionary forces.

Showing their poor understanding of the international
situation and their intimidation by the blackmailing
threats of the imperialists, the Yugoslav leaders think
that by making concessions they can curry favour with
the Imperialist states. They think they will be able to
bargain with them for Yugoslavia’s independence and,
gradually, get the people of Yugoslavia orientated on
these states, that is, on capitalism. In this they proceed
tacitly from the well-known bourgeois-nationalist the-
sis that ‘capitalist states are a lesser danger to the inde-
pendence of Yugoslavia than the Soviet Union’.

The Yugoslav leaders evidently do not understand or,
probably, pretend they do not understand, that such a
nationalist line can only lead to Yugoslavia’s degenera-
tion into an ordinary bourgeois republic, to the loss of
its independence and to its transformation into a
colony of the imperialist countries.

The Information Bureau does not doubt that inside
the Communist Party of Yugoslavia there are sufficient
healthy elements, loyal to Marxism-Leninism, to the
international traditions of the Yugoslav Communist
Party and to the united socialist front.

Their task is to compel their present leaders to recog-
nize their mistakes openly and honestly and to rectify
them; to break with nationalism, return to internation-
alism; and in every way to consolidate the united
socialist front against imperialism.



Should the present leaders of the Yugoslav Commu-
nist Party prove incapable of doing this, their job is to
replace them and to advance a new internationalist
leadership of the Party.

The Information Bureau does not doubt that the Com-
munist Party of Yugoslavia will be able to fulfil this
honourable task.

Statement of the Central Committee of Communist
Party of Yugoslavia on the Resolution of the
Information Bureau of Communist Parties on the
Situation in the Communist Party of Yugoslavia,
29 June 1948
[. . .]

In connection with the publication of the Resolution
of the Information Bureau, the Central Committee
(CC) of the Communist Party of Yugoslavia (CPY)
makes the following statement:

1. The criticism contained in the Resolution is based
on inaccurate and unfounded assertions and repre-
sents an attempt to destroy the prestige of the CPY
both abroad and in the country, to arouse confusion
amongst the masses in the country and in the inter-
national workers’ movement, to weaken the unity
within the CPY and its leading role. . . . 

2. The Resolution maintains, without citing any proof,
that the leadership of the CPY carried out a hostile pol-
icy towards the USSR. The statement that Soviet mil-
itary specialists in Yugoslavia have been treated with
scant respect, and that Soviet civilian citizens have
been under the surveillance of state security agents
does not in the least correspond to the truth.

[. . .]

On the contrary, it is correct, as stated in the letter to
the CC of the CPSU of 13 April, and based on numer-
ous reports of members of the CPY to their Party
organizations as well as on statements of other citizens
of our country, that from the liberation up to date the
Soviet intelligence service sought to enroll them. The
CC of the CPY considered and considers that such an
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attitude towards a country where the communists are
the ruling party and which is advancing toward social-
ism is impermissible—and that it leads towards the
demoralization of the citizens of the Federated People’s
Republic of Yugoslavia and towards the weakening
and undermining of the governmental and Party leader-
ship. The CC of the CPY considered and considers
that the relationship of Yugoslavia toward the USSR
must be based exclusively on confidence and sincerity
and, in keeping with this principle, Yugoslav State
organs never even dreamed of following or exercising
any control over Soviet citizens in Yugoslavia.

[. . .]

8. The CC of the CPY does not consider that by refus-
ing to discuss the mistakes of which it is not guilty, it
has in any way injured the unity of the communist
front. The unity of this front is not based on the admis-
sion of invented or fabricated errors and slanders, but
on the fact of whether or not the policy of a Party is
actually internationalist. One cannot, however, ignore
the fact that the Information Bureau has committed a
breach of the principles on which it was based and
which provide for the voluntary adoption of conclu-
sions by every Party. The Informbureau, however, not
only forces the leaders of the CPY to admit errors
which they did not commit but also calls members of
the CPY to rebellion within the Party, to shatter the
unity of the Party. The CC of the CPY can never agree
to a discussion about its policy on the basis of inven-
tions and uncomradely behaviour without mutual con-
fidence. Such a basis is not one of principle and in this
and only in this sense the CC of the CPY considered
that it was not on an equal footing in the discussion
and that it could not accept discussion on that basis.
Further, in connection with the above, the CC of the
CPY resolutely rejects the accusation that the CPY has
passed on to positions of nationalism. By its entire
internal and foreign policy, and especially by its strug-
gle during the national liberation war and the proper
solution of the national question in Yugoslavia, the
CPY has given proof of the exact opposite.

By the above-mentioned unjust charges, the greatest
historical injustice has been done to our Party, our



working class and working masses, the peoples in Yugo-
slavia in general and their unselfish and heroic struggle.

It is clear to the CC of the CPY that the charges of the
CC of the CPSU against the CC of the CPY will be
used by enemy propaganda for the purpose of slander-
ing the Soviet Union, Yugoslavia and other democratic
countries. The CC of the CPY, however, declares that
it bears no responsibility for all these phenomena as it
did not provoke them by any act of its own.

The CC of the CPY calls upon the Party membership
to close their ranks in the struggle for the realization of
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the Party line and for even greater strengthening of
Party unity, while it calls upon the working class and
other working masses, gathered in the People’s Front,
to continue to work even more persistently on the
building of our socialist homeland. This is the only
way, the only method to prove in full and by deeds the
unjustness of the abovementioned charges.

The Plenum of the CC of the CPY
Belgrade

Source: The Soviet-Yugoslav Dispute (London: Royal Institute
of International Affairs, 1948), 61–79.

26. Soviet and Allied Statements on the Berlin Blockade, July 1948

Introduction
From spring 1945 when the World War II Allies defeated Germany until 1948, growing Cold War tensions meant that
the former Allies were unable to reach agreement on the future government of Germany. In May 1948 the three
Western powers—the United States, the United Kingdom, and France, each of which, with the Soviet Union, had
since 1945 occupied one sector of Berlin, the symbolically significant former German capital—decided to merge
their zones and introduce the new west German deutsche mark there. They also announced that western Germany
would definitely participate in the newly formulated European Recovery Program (also known as the Marshall Plan),
designed to facilitate Europe’s postwar economic revival. From late March 1948 onward the apprehensive Soviet
Union had begun to tighten its grip on freight traffic into Berlin. On 24 June the Soviets dramatically cut off all land
access—by rail, road, or water—to western Berlin, which lay deep within the Soviet occupation zone of Germany,
soon to become the German Democratic Republic (GDR, East Germany). The Soviet objective was to take over all
Berlin, where they announced that the four-power administration had ceased and the Allies no longer possessed any
rights. This would have eliminated the western bastion of Berlin, which not only possessed symbolic significance
but also served as a conduit through which, between 1945 and 1952, 2 million East Germans migrated to the West,
an embarrassing hemorrhage that also deprived the East of many young, well-qualified workers. Soviet obduracy
met Western resolve. Beginning on 26 June, a massive American and British airlift ferried all essential supplies into
West Berlin and also transported West Berlin’s greatly reduced industrial exports to the West. A Western coun-
terblockade of the Soviet zone in turn proved economically damaging, and each side progressively took incremental
steps to tighten its control. In February 1949, for example, the West announced that in the future only German
marks were legal tender in Berlin, while the Soviets expropriated the homes, land, and businesses of East Berlin res-
idents deemed to be bourgeois or capitalist in outlook. Although the Soviets lifted the blockade in May 1949, flights
continued until September, and during a fifteen-month period 275,000 flights transported in all more than 2.323 mil-
lion tons of food, fuel, machinery, and other supplies at a cost of $224 million. Initially, international tensions con-
tinued to increase. The two sides exchanged hostile notes, each affirming their own position, and compromise
seemed unlikely. By mid-July the Soviet army of occupation in East Germany had swelled to forty divisions, whereas
the Allies still had only eight divisions in the western sectors. Both sides nonetheless demonstrated the practical cau-
tion that often characterized Cold War crises. The Western powers avoided any potential direct military confronta-
tion with Soviet forces by eschewing attempts to resupply Berlin by road across Soviet-occupied territory, rejecting
early recommendations from General Lucius D. Clay, military governor of the U.S. zone of Germany, that armed
supply convoys be sent along East German highways to Berlin. Despite their strong protests and sporadic public



Primary Source
Note from the United States to the Soviet Union, 
6 July 1948
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 im-
posing restrictive measures 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 Government regards these measures
of blockade as a clear violation of existing agreements
concerning the administration of Berlin by the four
occupying powers.

The rights of the United States as a joint occupying
power in Berlin derive from the total defeat and un-
conditional surrender of Germany. The international
agreements undertaken in connection therewith by
the Governments of the United States, United King-
dom, France and the Soviet Union defined the zones
in Germany and the sectors in Berlin which are occu-
pied by these powers. They established the quadripar-
tite 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
Truman to Premier Stalin on June 14, 1945, which
agreed to the withdrawal of United States forces to the
zonal boundaries, provided satisfactory arrangements
could be entered into between the military command-
ers, which would give access by rail, road and air to
United States forces in Berlin. Premier Stalin replied
on June 16 suggesting a change in date but no other
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alteration in the plan proposed by the President. Pre-
mier Stalin then gave assurances that all necessary
measures would be taken in accordance 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 occupation of Germany and Berlin went
into effect. The United States would not have so with-
drawn 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 Govern-
ment categorically asserts that it is in occupation of its
sector in Berlin with free access thereto as a matter of
established right deriving from the defeat and surrender

announcements that they required the air corridors for their own military maneuvers, the Soviets likewise refrained
from shooting down Western aircraft resupplying Berlin, although during the fifteen months in which such missions
were flown, sixty fliers lost their lives in airplane crashes. The Berlin Blockade contributed to the Western decision
to abandon hope of German reunification and establish a separate state, the Federal Republic of Germany, in the for-
mer Western occupation sectors. With its foundation and that of East Germany in 1949, the territorial borders of Cold
War Europe were clearly delineated, in many ways helping to stabilize a division that lasted until 1989. The first
Berlin crisis also persuaded the United States to sign the 1949 North Atlantic Treaty, concluding a permanent mili-
tary alliance with most West European states to which it extended a security guarantee. The blockade helped to per-
suade West Germans that their future lay in an alliance with the West.



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. Restrictions 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 fulfilling that re-
sponsibility in an adequate manner.

The responsibility which this Government bears for the
physical well-being and the safety of the German pop-
ulation in its sector of Berlin is outstandingly humani-
tarian in character. This population includes hundreds
of thousands of women and children, whose health and
safety are dependent on the continued use of ade-
quate facilities for moving food, medical supplies and
other items indispensable to the maintenance of human
life in the western sectors of Berlin. The most elemen-
tal 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.

The United States Government is therefore obliged to
insist that in accordance with existing agreements the
arrangements for the movement of freight and passen-
ger 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 civilian population in the Berlin area are
imperative.

Holding these urgent views regarding its rights and
obligations in the United States sector of Berlin, yet
eager always to resolve controversies in the spirit of fair
consideration for the viewpoints of all concerned, the
Government of the United States declares that duress
should not be invoked as a method of attempting to dis-
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pose of any disagreements which may exist between the
Soviet Government and the Government of the United
States in respect of any aspect of the Berlin situation.

Such disagreements if any should be settled by nego-
tiation or by any of the other peaceful methods pro-
vided for in Article 33 of the Charter in keeping with
our mutual pledges as copartners in the United Nations.
For these reasons the Government of the United States
is ready as a first step to participate in negotiations in
Berlin among the four Allied Occupying Authorities
for the settlement of any question in dispute arising
out of the administration of the city of Berlin. It is,
however, a prerequisite that the lines of communica-
tion and the movement of persons and goods between
the United Kingdom, the United States and the French
sectors in Berlin and the Western Zones shall have
been fully restored.

[. . .]

Note from the Soviet Union to the United States, 
14 July 1948
1. The Soviet Government has familiarized itself with
the note of the Government of the United States of
America of July 6, 1948 in which the situation which has
been created at the present time in Berlin is described
as a result of measures taken by the Soviet side. The
Soviet Government cannot agree with this statement
of the Government of the United States and considers
that the situation which has been created in Berlin has
arisen as a result of violation by the Governments of
the United States of America, Great Britain, and France
of agreed decisions taken by the four powers in regard
to Germany and Berlin which [violation] has found its
expression in the carrying out of a separate currency
reform, in the introduction of a special currency for the
western sectors of Berlin and in the policy of the dis-
memberment of Germany. The Soviet Government
has more than once warned the Governments of the
United States of America, Great Britain, and France
in regard to the responsibility which they would take
upon themselves in following along the path of the
violation of agreed decisions previously adopted by
the four powers in regard to Germany. The decisions
adopted at the Yalta and Potsdam Conferences and
also the agreement of the four powers concerning the



control mechanism in Germany have as their aim the
demilitarization and democratization of Germany, the
removal of the base itself of German militarism and
the prevention of the revival of Germany as an aggres-
sive power and thereby the transformation of Ger-
many into a peace-loving and democratic state. These
agreements envisage the obligation of Germany to pay
reparations and thereby to make at least partial com-
pensation for the damage to those countries which suf-
fered from German aggression. In accordance with
these agreements the Governments of the four powers
took upon themselves the responsibility for the admin-
istration of Germany and bound themselves jointly to
draw up a statute for Germany or for any areas includ-
ing Berlin which were part of German territory and to
conclude with Germany a peace treaty which should
be signed by a Government of a democratic Germany
adequate for that purpose.

These most important agreements of the four powers
in regard to Germany have been violated by the Gov-
ernments of the United States of America, Great
Britain, and France. Measures for the demilitarization
of Germany have not been completed and such a very
important center of German military industry as the
Ruhr district has been taken out from under the con-
trol of the four powers. The execution of decisions
concerning reparations from the western zones of
occupation of Germany has been interrupted by the
Governments of the U. S. A., the U. K., and France. By
the separate actions of the Governments of the U. S. A.,
Great Britain, and France the four power control
mechanism in Germany has been destroyed and the
Control Council as a result thereof has ceased its activity.

Following the London meeting of the three powers
with the participation of Benelux, measures have been
undertaken by the Governments of the U. S. A., Great
Britain, and France directed towards the division and
dismemberment of Germany including preparations
which are now in progress for the designation of a sep-
arate Government for the western zones of Germany
and the separate currency reform for the western zones
of occupation carried out on June 18th of this year.

In as much as the situation created in Berlin as well as
in all Germany is the direct result of the systematic
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violation by the Governments of the U. S. A., Great
Britain, and France of the decisions of the Potsdam
Conference and also of the agreement of the four
powers concerning the control mechanism in Germany,
the Soviet Government must reject as completely un-
founded the statement of the Government of the U. S.
to the effect that the measures for the restriction of
transport communications between Berlin and the
western zones of occupation of Germany introduced
by the Soviet command for the defense of the econ-
omy of the Soviet zone against its disorganization are
allegedly in violation of the existing agreements con-
cerning the administration of Berlin.

2. The Government of the U. S. declares that it is
occupying its sector in Berlin by right arising out of the
defeat and capitulation of Germany, referring in this
connection to agreements between the four powers in
regard to Germany and Berlin. This merely confirms
the fact that the exercise of the above mentioned right
in regard to Berlin is linked to the obligatory execution
by the powers occupying Germany of the four power
agreements, concluded among themselves in regard to
Germany as a whole. In conformity with these agree-
ments Berlin was envisaged as the seat of the supreme
authority of the four powers occupying Germany, in
which connection the agreement concerning the ad-
ministration of ‘Greater Berlin’ under the direction of
the Control Council was reached.

Thus the agreement concerning the four power admin-
istration of Berlin is an inseparable component part of
the agreement for the four power administration of
Germany as a whole. After the U. S. A., Great Britain,
and France by their separate actions in the western
zones of Germany destroyed the system of four power
administration of Germany and had begun to set up a
capital for a Government for Western Germany in
Frankfurt-am-Main, they thereby undermined as well
the legal basis which assured their right to participa-
tion in the administration of Berlin.

The Government of the United States in its note
points out that its right to be in Berlin is based also
on the fact that the United States withdrew its forces
from certain regions of the Soviet zone of occupation
into which they had penetrated during the period of



hostilities in Germany, and that if it [the United States
Government] had foreseen the situation, which has
been created in Berlin, it would not have withdrawn its
forces from those regions. However, the Government
of the United States well knows that in removing its
troops to the boundaries of the American zone estab-
lished by agreement of the four powers concerning
zones of occupation in Germany it was only carrying
out an obligation which it had taken upon itself, the
execution of which could alone accord the right of the
entry of the troops of the U. S. into Berlin. An exami-
nation of the letter referred to in the note of the Gov-
ernment of the U. S. A. of President Truman to Premier
Stalin of June 14, 1945 and the letter in reply of Pre-
mier Stalin of June 16, 1945 confirms the fact that,
thanks to the agreement then reached, the forces of
the U. S. A., Great Britain, and France were given the
opportunity to enter not only the capital of Germany
Berlin, but also the capital of Austria, Vienna, which as
is known, were taken only by the forces of the Soviet
Army. In addition, it is known that the agreements
referred to concerning the question of Berlin and also
of Vienna were only a part of the agreements concern-
ing Germany and Austria upon the fulfillment of which
the Soviet Government continues to insist.

3. The Government of the United States declares that
the temporary measures put into effect by the Soviet
Command for the restriction of transport communi-
cations between Berlin and the western zones have
created difficulties in supplying the Berlin population
of the western sectors. It is impossible, however, to
deny the fact that these difficulties were occasioned
by the actions of the Governments of the U. S. A.,
Great Britain and France, and primarily by their sepa-
rate actions in the introduction of new currency in the
western zones of Germany and special currency in
the western sectors of Berlin.

Berlin lies in the center of the Soviet zone and is a part
of that zone. The interests of the Berlin population do
not permit a situation in which in Berlin or only in the
western sectors of Berlin there shall be introduced
special currency which has no validity in the Soviet
zone. Moreover, the carrying out of a separate mone-
tary reform in the western zones of Germany has placed
Berlin and the whole Soviet zone of occupation as well
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in a situation in which the entire mass of currency notes
which were cancelled in the western zone threatened
to pour into Berlin and the Soviet zone of occupation
of Germany.

The Soviet Command has been forced therefore to
adopt certain urgent measures for the protection of the
interests of the German population and also of the
economy of the Soviet zone of occupation and the area
of ‘Greater Berlin’. The danger of the disruption of the
normal economic activity of the Soviet zone and of
Berlin has not been eliminated even at the present
time, in as much as the United States, Great Britain
and France continue to maintain in Berlin their special
currency.

Furthermore, the Soviet Command has consistently
displayed and is displaying concern for the well being
of the Berlin population and for assuring to them nor-
mal supply in all essentials and is striving for the
speediest elimination of the difficulties which have
arisen recently in this matter. In this connection, if the
situation requires, the Soviet Government would not
object to assuring by its own means adequate supply
for all ‘Greater Berlin’.

With reference to the statement of the Government of
the United States that it will not be compelled by
threats, pressure or other actions to renounce its right
to participation in the occupation of Berlin, the Soviet
Government does not intend to enter into discussion of
this statement since it has no need for a policy of pres-
sure, since by violation of the agreed decisions concern-
ing the administration of Berlin the above-mentioned
Governments themselves are reducing to naught their
right to participation in the occupation of Berlin.

4. The Government of the United States in its note of
July 6 expresses the readiness to begin negotiations
between the four Allied occupying authorities for con-
sideration of the situation created in Berlin but passes
by in silence the question of Germany as a whole.

The Soviet Government, while not objecting to nego-
tiations, considers, however, it necessary to state that it
cannot link the inauguration of these negotiations with
the fulfilling of any preliminary conditions whatsoever



and that, in the second place, four-power conversations
could be effective only in the event that they were not
limited to the question of the administration of Berlin,
since that question cannot be severed from the general
question of four-power control in regard to Germany.
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Source: U.S. Department of State, The Berlin Crisis: A Report
on the Moscow Discussions, 1948, Including Text of a Note
Addressed to the Soviet Government on September 26 by the
Governments of the United States, the United Kingdom and
France, Publication 3298 (Washington, DC: U.S. Govern-
ment Printing Office, 1948).

27. United Nations: Universal Declaration of Human Rights, 1948

Introduction
The Holocaust and revelations of other World War II atrocities made international leaders more sensitive to the
need to protect basic human rights. Soon after the United Nations (UN) was established in 1945, delegates sug-
gested that the UN Charter did not define with sufficient clarity those rights that were protected. The UN secre-
tariat therefore decided to formulate a declaration on the subject. The burden of drafting rested primarily on John
Peters Humphrey of Canada, with substantial assistance from fellow delegate Eleanor Roosevelt, widow of Presi-
dent Franklin D. Roosevelt, who took a strong interest in the subject. René Cassin of France, Charles Malik of
Lebanon, and P. C. Chang of China also contributed to the declaration. Individuals were guaranteed the right to
life, liberty, and security of person; access to education; freedom from torture and from cruel and inhumane treat-
ment or punishment; and freedom of thought, conscience, religion, expression, and opinion. Many ideals expressed
in the U.S. Declaration of Independence (1776) are reflected in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, which
was adopted unanimously by the UN General Assembly as Resolution 217 A(III) on 10 December 1948, at a time
when the U.S. presence in the organization was especially powerful. Eight countries, including all the Soviet bloc,
South Africa, and Saudi Arabia, abstained from voting, the communist powers because they feared that it might
undermine their control over their populations, South Africa due to fears of criticism of its racial policies, and Saudi
Arabia because of its statements on the position of women. The declaration does not formally constitute inter-
national law, but it does facilitate the application of moral and diplomatic pressures to governments. Since its adop-
tion, the UN’s declaration has justified the organization’s involvement in a wide variety of situations around the
globe. It has also served as the foundation of two legally binding UN covenants, the International Covenant on
Civil and Political Rights and the International Covenant on Economic, Social, and Cultural Rights.

Primary Source
PREAMBLE

Whereas recognition of the inherent dignity and of the
equal and inalienable rights of all members of the
human family is the foundation of freedom, justice
and peace in the world,

Whereas disregard and contempt for human rights
have resulted in barbarous acts which have outraged
the conscience of mankind, and the advent of a world
in which human beings shall enjoy freedom of speech
and belief and freedom from fear and want has been
proclaimed as the highest aspiration of the common
people,

Whereas it is essential, if man is not to be compelled to
have recourse, as a last resort, to rebellion against

tyranny and oppression, that human rights should be
protected by the rule of law,

Whereas it is essential to promote the development of
friendly relations between nations,

Whereas the peoples of the United Nations have in
the Charter reaffirmed their faith in fundamental
human rights, in the dignity and worth of the human
person and in the equal rights of men and women and
have determined to promote social progress and better
standards of life in larger freedom,

Whereas Member States have pledged themselves to
achieve, in cooperation with the United Nations, the
promotion of universal respect for an observance of
human rights and fundamental freedoms,



Whereas a common understanding of these rights and
freedoms is of the greatest importance for the realiza-
tion of this pledge,

Now, therefore, the General Assembly proclaims this
Universal Declaration of Human Rights as a common
standard of achievement for all peoples and all nations,
to the end that every individual and every organ of
society, keeping this Declaration constantly in mind,
shall strive by teaching and education to promote
respect for these rights and freedoms and by progres-
sive measures, national and international, to secure
their universal and effective recognition and obser-
vance, both among the peoples of Member States
themselves and among the peoples of territories under
their jurisdiction.

ARTICLE 1
All human beings are born free and equal in dignity
and rights. They are endowed with reason and con-
science and should act towards one another in a spirit
of brotherhood.

ARTICLE 2
Everyone is entitled to all the rights and freedoms set
forth in this Declaration, without distinction of any
kind, such as race, colour, sex, language, religion, polit-
ical or other opinion, national or social origin, property,
birth or other status.

Furthermore, no distinction shall be made on the basis
of the political, jurisdictional or international status of
the country or territory to which a person belongs,
whether it be independent, trust, non-self-governing
or under any other limitation of sovereignty.

ARTICLE 3
Everyone has the right to life, liberty and security of
person.

ARTICLE 4
No one shall be held in slavery or servitude; slavery
and the slave trade shall be prohibited in all their forms.

ARTICLE 5
No one shall be submitted to torture or to cruel, inhu-
mane or degrading treatment or punishment.
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ARTICLE 6
Everyone has the right to recognition everywhere as a
person before the law.

ARTICLE 7
All are equal before the law and are entitled without
any discrimination to equal protection of the law. All
are entitled to equal protection against any discrimina-
tion in violation of this Declaration and against any
incitement to such discrimination.

ARTICLE 8
Everyone has the right to an effective remedy by the
competent national tribunals for acts violating the
fundamental rights granted him by the constitution or
by law.

ARTICLE 9
No one shall be subjected to arbitrary arrest, detention
or exile.

ARTICLE 10
Everyone is entitled in full equality to a fair and pub-
lic hearing by an independent and impartial tribunal,
in the determination of his rights and obligations and
of any criminal charge against him.

ARTICLE 11
1. Everyone charged with a penal offense has the right
to be presumed innocent until proved guilty according
to the law in a public trial at which he has had all the
guarantees necessary for his defense.

2. No one shall be held guilty of any penal offense on
account of any act or omission which did not constitute
a penal offense, under national or international law, at
the time when it was committed. Nor shall a heavier
penalty be imposed than the one that was applicable at
the time the penal offense was committed.

ARTICLE 12
No one shall be subjected to arbitrary interference
with his privacy, family, home or correspondence, nor
to attacks upon his honour and reputation. Everyone
has the right to the protection of the law against such
interference or attacks.



ARTICLE 13
1. Everyone has the rights to freedom of movement
and residence within the borders of each State.

2. Everyone has the right to leave any country, includ-
ing his own, and to return to his country.

ARTICLE 14
1. Everyone has the right to seek and to enjoy in other
countries asylum from persecution.

2. This right may not be invoked in the case of prose-
cutions genuinely arising from non-political crimes or
from acts contrary to the purposes and principles of the
United Nations.

ARTICLE 15
1. Everyone has the right to a nationality.

2. No one shall be arbitrarily deprived of his national-
ity nor denied the right to change his nationality.

ARTICLE 16
1. Men and women of full age, without any limitation
due to race, nationality or religion, have the right to
marry and to found a family. They are entitled to
equal rights as to marriage, during marriage and at its
dissolution.

2. Marriage shall be entered into only with the free and
full consent of the intending spouses.

3. The family is the natural and fundamental group
unit of society and is entitled to protection by society
and the State.

ARTICLE 17
1. Everyone has the right to own property alone as well
as in association with others.

2. No one shall be arbitrarily deprived of his property.

ARTICLE 18
Everyone has the right to freedom of thought, con-
science and religion; this right includes freedom to
change his religion or belief, and freedom, either alone
or in community with others and in public or private,
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to manifest his religion or belief in teaching, practice,
worship and observance.

ARTICLE 19
Everyone has the right to freedom of opinion and ex-
pression; this right includes freedom to hold opinions
without interference and to seek, receive and impart
information and ideas through any media and regard-
less of frontiers.

ARTICLE 20
1. Everyone has the right to freedom of peaceful
assembly and association.

2. No one may be compelled to belong to an association.

ARTICLE 21
1. Everyone has the right to take part in the govern-
ment of his country, directly or through freely chosen
representatives.

2. Everyone has the right of equal access to public ser-
vice in his country.

3. The will of the people shall be the basis of the
authority of government; this will shall be expressed in
periodic and genuine elections which shall be by uni-
versal and equal suffrage and shall be held by secret
vote or by equivalent free voting procedures.

ARTICLE 22
Everyone, as a member of society, has the right to
social security and is entitled to realization, through
national effort and international cooperation and in
accordance with the organization and resources of each
State, of the economic, social and cultural rights indis-
pensable for his dignity and the free development of
his personality.

ARTICLE 23
1. Everyone has the right to work, to free choice of
employment, to just and favourable conditions of work
and to protection against unemployment.

2. Everyone, without any discrimination, has the right
to equal pay for equal work.



3. Everyone who works has the right to just and
favourable remuneration ensuring for himself and his
family an existence worthy of human dignity, and
supplemented, if necessary, by other means of social
protection.

4. Everyone has the right to form and join trade unions
for the protection of his interests.

ARTICLE 24
Everyone has the right to rest and leisure, including
reasonable limitation of working hours and periodic
holidays and pay.

ARTICLE 25
1. Everyone has the right to a standard of living ade-
quate for the health and well-being of himself and his
family, including food, clothing, housing and medical
care and necessary social services, and the right to
security in the event of unemployment, sickness, dis-
ability, widowhood, old age or other lack of livelihood
in circumstances beyond his control.

2. Motherhood and childhood are entitled to special
care and assistance. All children, whether born in or
out of wedlock, shall enjoy the same social protection.

ARTICLE 26
1. Everyone has the right to education. Education shall
be free, at least in the elementary and fundamental
stages. Elementary education shall be compulsory.
Technical and professional education shall be made
generally available and higher education shall be
equally accessible to all on the basis of merit.

2. Education shall be directed to the full development
of the human personality and the strengthening of
respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms. It
shall promote understanding, tolerance and friendship
among all nations, racial or religious groups, and shall
further the activities of the United Nations for the
maintenance of peace.
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3. Parents have a prior right to choose the kind of edu-
cation that shall be given to their children.

ARTICLE 27
1. Everyone has the right freely to participate in the
cultural life of the community, and to enjoy the arts
and to share in scientific advancement and its benefits.

2. Everyone has the right to the protection of the moral
and material interests resulting from any scientific, lit-
erary or artistic production of which he is the author.

ARTICLE 28
Everyone is entitled to a social and international order
in which the rights and freedoms set forth in this Dec-
laration can be fully realized.

ARTICLE 29
1. Everyone has duties to the community in which
alone the free and full development of his personality
is possible.

2. In the exercise of his rights and freedoms, everyone
shall be subject only to such limitations as are deter-
mined by law solely for the purpose of securing due
recognition and respect for the rights and freedoms of
others and of meeting the just requirements of moral-
ity, public order and the general welfare in a demo-
cratic society.

3. These rights and freedoms may in no case be exer-
cised contrary to the purposes and principles of the
United Nations.

ARTICLE 30
Nothing in this Declaration may be interpreted as
implying for any State, group or person any right to
engage in any activity or to perform any act aimed at
the destruction of any of the rights and freedoms set
forth herein.

Source: United Nations, “Universal Declaration of Human
Rights,” http://www.un.org/Overview/rights.html.



Primary Source
Treaty establishing the North Atlantic 

Treaty Organization

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, com-
mon heritage and civilization of their peoples, founded
on the principles of democracy, individual liberty and
the rule of law.
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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 the preservation of peace and security.

They therefore agree to this North Atlantic Treaty:

ARTICLE 1
The Parties undertake, as set forth in the Charter of
the United Nations, to settle any international dispute
in which they may be involved by peaceful means in

28. North Atlantic Treaty, 1949

Introduction
Signed on 4 April 1949, the North Atlantic Treaty created the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), a
mutual defense alliance of nations from Europe and North America. NATO was organized to defend member
nations from the possible aggression of the Soviet Union and the nations of Eastern Europe, which formed the War-
saw Treaty Organization six years later. Originally NATO was comprised of the United States, Canada, and ten
West European nations, including Great Britain, France, Italy, Belgium, the Netherlands, Luxembourg, Iceland,
Denmark, Norway, and Portugal. In 1955 the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG, West Germany) became a mem-
ber, a move that reawakened bitter Soviet memories of past German attacks on Russia and impelled Soviet leaders
to respond by establishing the Warsaw Pact. Greece and Turkey both joined NATO in 1952, and Spain joined in
1982 after dictator Francisco Franco’s death brought the restoration of democracy in that country. NATO was
intended as a purely defensive alliance whose very existence would deter any Soviet attack on any of the signatory
nations, since all of them were bound to come to the assistance of any member that came under attack from an
outside power. The alliance did not cover attacks on or uprisings within the colonies of the various European sig-
natories. Perhaps one of the greatest successes of NATO was that no signatory ever found it necessary to invoke
the alliance during the Cold War, a fact that was either a tribute to its deterrent effect or, perhaps, evidence that the
Soviet Union never had any intention of attacking any of its signatories. NATO was the first permanent military
alliance ever concluded by the United States, a development that marked a new departure in American foreign pol-
icy. Although it was initially intended that NATO military forces in Europe should be small and the United States
only committed two divisions there, the outbreak of the Korean War in 1950 soon brought the dispatch of an ad-
ditional four divisions to Western Europe. One unspoken purpose of the alliance was to counter any potential
future military resurgence on the part of Germany, whose belligerent record since the mid-nineteenth century
prompted fears on the part of other NATO members, especially France, that German leaders might once again
seek to dominate Europe by force of arms. Despite differences among members and the withdrawal of France in
the mid-1960s, NATO endured even the end of the Cold War. As East-West tensions eased, former Soviet satel-
lites—including the Czech Republic, Hungary, and Poland in 1999 and Bulgaria, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Roma-
nia, Slovakia, and Slovenia in 2004—joined the alliance, perceiving it in part as a guarantee of their own security
should Russia once again seek to dominate them. The Warsaw Pact, by contrast, collapsed. NATO also sought to
redefine its role, participating in the 1991 Persian Gulf War and seeking to maintain peace in former Yugoslavia dur-
ing the 1990s. The NATO alliance was formally invoked for the first time in September 2001 after Muslim al-
Qaeda extremists mounted suicide aircraft attacks on the World Trade Center in New York City and the Pentagon
building in Washington, D.C., when NATO forces took part in the subsequent war against Afghanistan.



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 devel-
opment of peaceful and friendly international relations
by strengthening their free institutions, by bringing
about a better understanding of the principles upon
which these institutions are founded, and by promoting
conditions of stability and well-being. They will seek
to eliminate conflict in their international economic
policies and will encourage economic collaboration be-
tween any or all of them.

ARTICLE 3
In order more effectively to achieve the objectives of
this Treaty, the Parties, separately and jointly, by means
of continuous and effective self-help and mutual aid,
will maintain and develop their individual and collec-
tive capacity to resist armed attack.

ARTICLE 4
The Parties will consult together whenever, in the
opinion of any of them, the territorial integrity, polit-
ical 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 con-
sidered 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 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, individually, and in con-
cert with the other Parties, such action as it deems nec-
essary, 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 immediately be reported to the
[United Nations] Security Council. Such measures shall
be terminated when the Security Council has taken
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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:

(a) on the territory of any of the Parties in Europe
or North America, on the Algerian Departments
of France, on the territory of Turkey or on the
islands under the jurisdiction of any of the Parties
in the North Atlantic area north of the Tropic of
Cancer;

(b) on the forces, vessels, or aircraft of any of the
Parties, when in or over these territories or any
area in Europe in which occupation forces of any
of the Parties were stationed on the date when
the Treaty entered into force or the Mediter-
ranean Sea or the North Atlantic area north of
the Tropic of Cancer.

ARTICLE 7
The 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 maintenance of international
peace and security.

ARTICLE 8
Each Party declares that none of the international en-
gagements now in force between it and any other of the
Parties or any third State is in conflict with the provi-
sions 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 con-
cerning the implementation of this Treaty. The Coun-
cil 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 estab-
lish immediately a defense committee which shall rec-
ommend measures for the implementation of Articles
3 and 5.



ARTICLE 10
The Parties may, by unanimous agreement, invite any
other European State in a position to further the prin-
ciples 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 Gov-
ernment of the United States of America. The Gov-
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ernment of the United States of America will inform
each of the Parties of the deposit of each such instru-
ment of accession.

[. . .]

Source: North Atlantic Treaty Organisation, “The North
Atlantic Treaty,” Online Library, NATO Basic Texts,
http://www.nato.int/docu/basictxt/treaty.htm.

29. Geneva Convention relative to the Treatment of Prisoners of War, 
12 August 1949

Introduction
World War II was perhaps the most brutal war in human history, with prisoners frequently mistreated and civilians
subjected to bombing and other attacks and in some cases imprisoned in death camps. Since 1864, when the first
Geneva Convention was held, several attempts had been made to codify the humane treatment of soldiers and
civilians during wars. From April to August 1949, international representatives held a conference at Geneva that
passed four conventions, updating the various existing conventions on the humane conduct of warfare. The sub-
jects covered included the treatment of the sick and wounded, including captured enemies, during wartime; the
treatment of prisoners of war; and civilians in areas where hostilities were in progress. Prisoners of war could not be
murdered, tortured, used as hostages, or subjected to humiliating treatment and were entitled to regular medical
attention; the terms of their labor, mail, living conditions, and receipt of care packages were also enumerated in
detail. Prisoners of war were only required to provide basic personal details to their captors and were not to be sub-
jected to threats or torture in an effort to force them to divulge further information. The conventions also covered
noncombatant civilians in war zones, who were entitled to access to education and medical care and could not be
put at risk. Noncombatants, including both prisoners and civilians, were at all times to be treated humanely, and if
they were accused of any crime, they were entitled to legal representation and fair trial. Neither prisoners of war
nor civilians in areas affected by hostilities could renounce any of their rights under the Geneva Conventions. The
International Red Cross or neutral nonbelligerent countries were expected to supervise the implementation of the
Geneva Conventions in areas where hostilities existed. More than 200 countries ratified the new conventions,
although breaches of their stipulations still frequently occurred.

Primary Source
PART I

GENERAL PROVISIONS

[. . .]

Article 3
In the case of armed conflict not of an international
character occurring in the territory of one of the High
Contracting Parties, each party to the conflict shall be
bound to apply, as a minimum, the following provisions:

1. Persons taking no active part in the hostilities,
including members of armed forces who have
laid down their arms and those placed hors de

combat by sickness, wounds, detention, or any
other cause, shall in all circumstances be treated
humanely, without any adverse distinction
founded on race, colour, religion or faith, sex,
birth or wealth, or any other similar criteria.

To this end the following acts are and shall remain pro-
hibited at any time and in any place whatsoever with
respect to the above-mentioned persons:

(a) Violence to life and person, in particular mur-
der of all kinds, mutilation, cruel treatment
and torture;

(b) Taking of hostages;



(c) Outrages upon personal dignity, in particular,
humiliating and degrading treatment;

(d) The passing of sentences and the carrying
out of executions without previous judgment
pronounced by a regularly constituted court
affording all the judicial guarantees which
are recognized as indispensable by civilized
peoples.

2. The wounded and sick shall be collected and
cared for.

An impartial humanitarian body, such as the Inter-
national Committee of the Red Cross, may offer its
services to the Parties to the conflict.

The Parties to the conflict should further endeavour to
bring into force, by means of special agreements, all or
part of the other provisions of the present Convention.

The application of the preceding provisions shall not
affect the legal status of the Parties to the conflict.

Article 4
A. Prisoners of war, in the sense of the present Conven-
tion, are persons belonging to one of the following cate-
gories, who have fallen into the power of the enemy:

1. Members of the armed forces of a Party to the
conflict as well as members of militias or volun-
teer corps forming part of such armed forces.

2. Members of other militias and members of other
volunteer corps, including those of organized re-
sistance movements, belonging to a Party to the
conflict and operating in or outside their own ter-
ritory, even if this territory is occupied, provided
that such militias or volunteer corps, including
such organized resistance movements, fulfil the
following conditions:
(a) That of being commanded by a person re-

sponsible for his subordinates;
(b) That of having a fixed distinctive sign rec-

ognizable at a distance;
(c) That of carrying arms openly;
(d) That of conducting their operations in accor-

dance with the laws and customs of war.
3. Members of regular armed forces who profess

allegiance to a government or an authority not
recognized by the Detaining Power.
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4. Persons who accompany the armed forces with-
out actually being members thereof, such as
civilian members of military aircraft crews, war
correspondents, supply contractors, members of
labour units or of services responsible for the
welfare of the armed forces, provided that they
have received authorization from the armed forces
which they accompany, who shall provide them
for that purpose with an identity card similar to
the annexed model.

5. Members of crews, including masters, pilots and
apprentices, of the merchant marine and the
crews of civil aircraft of the Parties to the conflict,
who do not benefit by more favourable treatment
under any other provisions of international law.

6. Inhabitants of a non-occupied territory, who on
the approach of the enemy spontaneously take
up arms to resist the invading forces, without
having had time to form themselves into regular
armed units, provided they carry arms openly and
respect the laws and customs of war.

B. The following shall likewise be treated as prisoners
of war under the present Convention:

1. Persons belonging, or having belonged, to the
armed forces of the occupied country, if the occu-
pying Power considers it necessary by reason of
such allegiance to intern them, even though it
has originally liberated them while hostilities
were going on outside the territory it occupies,
in particular where such persons have made an
unsuccessful attempt to rejoin the armed forces
to which they belong and which are engaged in
combat, or where they fail to comply with a sum-
mons made to them with a view to internment.

2. The persons belonging to one of the categories
enumerated in the present Article, who have been
received by neutral or non-belligerent Powers
on their territory and whom these Powers are re-
quired to intern under international law, without
prejudice to any more favourable treatment which
these Powers may choose to give and with the
exception of Articles 8, 10, 15, 30, fifth paragraph,
58–67, 92, 126 and, where diplomatic relations
exist between the Parties to the conflict and the
neutral or non-belligerent Power concerned, those



Articles concerning the Protecting Power. Where
such diplomatic relations exist, the Parties to a
conflict on whom these persons depend shall be
allowed to perform towards them the functions of
a Protecting Power as provided in the present
Convention, without prejudice to the functions
which these Parties normally exercise in con-
formity with diplomatic and consular usage and
treaties.

[. . .]

Article 7
Prisoners of war may in no circumstances renounce in
part or in entirety the rights secured to them by the
present Convention, and by the special agreements
referred to in the foregoing Article, if such there be.

[. . .]

Article 9
The provisions of the present Convention constitute
no obstacle to the humanitarian activities which the
International Committee of the Red Cross or any other
impartial humanitarian organization may, subject to
the consent of the Parties to the conflict concerned,
undertake for the protection of prisoners of war and for
their relief.

[. . .]

PART II

GENERAL PROTECTION OF PRISONERS

OF WAR

Article 12
Prisoners of war are in the hands of the enemy Power,
but not of the individuals or military units who have
captured them. Irrespective of the individual responsi-
bilities that may exist, the Detaining Power is respon-
sible for the treatment given them.

Prisoners of war may only be transferred by the Detain-
ing Power to a Power which is a party to the Conven-
tion and after the Detaining Power has satisfied itself
of the willingness and ability of such transferee Power
to apply the Convention. When prisoners of war are
transferred under such circumstances, responsibility for
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the application of the Convention rests on the Power
accepting them while they are in its custody.

Nevertheless if that Power fails to carry out the provi-
sions of the Convention in any important respect, the
Power by whom the prisoners of war were transferred
shall, upon being notified by the Protecting Power,
take effective measures to correct the situation or shall
request the return of the prisoners of war. Such re-
quests must be complied with.

Article 13
Prisoners of war must at all times be humanely treated.
Any unlawful act or omission by the Detaining Power
causing death or seriously endangering the health of a
prisoner of war in its custody is prohibited, and will be
regarded as a serious breach of the present Conven-
tion. In particular, no prisoner of war may be subjected
to physical mutilation or to medical or scientific ex-
periments of any kind which are not justified by the
medical, dental or hospital treatment of the prisoner
concerned and carried out in his interest.

Likewise, prisoners of war must at all times be pro-
tected, particularly against acts of violence or intimida-
tion and against insults and public curiosity. Measures
of reprisal against prisoners of war are prohibited.

Article 14
Prisoners of war are entitled in all circumstances to
respect for their persons and their honour. Women
shall be treated with all the regard due to their sex and
shall in all cases benefit by treatment as favourable as
that granted to men. Prisoners of war shall retain the
full civil capacity which they enjoyed at the time of
their capture. The Detaining Power may not restrict
the exercise, either within or without its own territory,
of the rights such capacity confers except in so far as
the captivity requires.

Article 15
The Power detaining prisoners of war shall be bound
to provide free of charge for their maintenance and for
the medical attention required by their state of health.

Article 16
Taking into consideration the provisions of the present
Convention relating to rank and sex, and subject to any



privileged treatment which may be accorded to them by
reason of their state of health, age or professional quali-
fications, all prisoners of war shall be treated alike by the
Detaining Power, without any adverse distinction based
on race, nationality, religious belief or political opinions,
or any other distinction founded on similar criteria.

PART III

CAPTIVITY

SECTION I

BEGINNING OF CAPTIVITY

Article 17
Every prisoner of war, when questioned on the sub-
ject, is bound to give only his surname, first names and
rank, date of birth, and army, regimental, personal or
serial number, or failing this, equivalent information.
If he wilfully infringes this rule, he may render himself
liable to a restriction of the privileges accorded to his
rank or status.

Each Party to a conflict is required to furnish the persons
under its jurisdiction who are liable to become prisoners
of war, with an identity card showing the owner’s sur-
name, first names, rank, army, regimental, personal or
serial number or equivalent information, and date of
birth. The identity card may, furthermore, bear the
signature or the fingerprints, or both, of the owner, and
may bear, as well, any other information the Party to the
conflict may wish to add concerning persons belonging
to its armed forces. As far as possible the card shall meas-
ure 6.5 × 10 cm. and shall be issued in duplicate. The
identity card shall be shown by the prisoner of war upon
demand, but may in no case be taken away from him.

No physical or mental torture, nor any other form of
coercion, may be inflicted on prisoners of war to secure
from them information of any kind whatever. Prisoners
of war who refuse to answer may not be threatened,
insulted, or exposed to any unpleasant or disadvanta-
geous treatment of any kind.

Prisoners of war who, owing to their physical or mental
condition, are unable to state their identity, shall be
handed over to the medical service. The identity of such
prisoners shall be established by all possible means,
subject to the provisions of the preceding paragraph.
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The questioning of prisoners of war shall be carried
out in a language which they understand.

[. . .]

Article 19
Prisoners of war shall be evacuated, as soon as possible
after their capture, to camps situated in an area far
enough from the combat zone for them to be out of
danger.

Only those prisoners of war who, owing to wounds or
sickness, would run greater risks by being evacuated
than by remaining where they are, may be temporarily
kept back in a danger zone.

Prisoners of war shall not be unnecessarily exposed to
danger while awaiting evacuation from a fighting zone.

Article 20
The evacuation of prisoners of war shall always be
effected humanely and in conditions similar to those
for the forces of the Detaining Power in their changes
of station.

The Detaining Power shall supply prisoners of war
who are being evacuated with sufficient food and
potable water, and with the necessary clothing and
medical attention. The Detaining Power shall take all
suitable precautions to ensure their safety during evac-
uation, and shall establish as soon as possible a list of
the prisoners of war who are evacuated.

If prisoners of war must, during evacuation, pass
through transit camps, their stay in such camps shall be
as brief as possible.

SECTION II

INTERNMENT OF PRISONERS OF WAR

Chapter I

GENERAL OBSERVATIONS

Article 21
The Detaining Power may subject prisoners of war to
internment. It may impose on them the obligation of
not leaving, beyond certain limits, the camp where
they are interned, or if the said camp is fenced in, of



not going outside its perimeter. Subject to the provi-
sions of the present Convention relative to penal and
disciplinary sanctions, prisoners of war may not be
held in close confinement except where necessary to
safeguard their health and then only during the con-
tinuation of the circumstances which make such con-
finement necessary.

[. . .]

Article 22
Prisoners of war may be interned only in premises lo-
cated on land and affording every guarantee of hygiene
and healthfulness. Except in particular cases which are
justified by the interest of the prisoners themselves,
they shall not be interned in penitentiaries.

Prisoners of war interned in unhealthy areas, or where
the climate is injurious for them, shall be removed as
soon as possible to a more favourable climate.

[. . .]

Article 23
No prisoner of war may at any time be sent to or
detained in areas where he may be exposed to the fire
of the combat zone, nor may his presence be used to
render certain points or areas immune from military
operations.

Prisoners of war shall have shelters against air bom-
bardment and other hazards of war, to the same extent
as the local civilian population. With the exception of
those engaged in the protection of their quarters
against the aforesaid hazards, they may enter such
shelters as soon as possible after the giving of the
alarm. Any other protective measure taken in favour of
the population shall also apply to them.

Detaining Powers shall give the Powers concerned,
through the intermediary of the Protecting Powers, all
useful information regarding the geographical location
of prisoner of war camps.

Whenever military considerations permit, prisoner of
war camps shall be indicated in the day-time by the
letters PW or PG, placed so as to be clearly visible from
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the air. The Powers concerned may, however, agree
upon any other system of marking. Only prisoner of war
camps shall be marked as such.

Article 24
Transit or screening camps of a permanent kind
shall be fitted out under conditions similar to those
described in the present Section, and the prisoners
therein shall have the same treatment as in other
camps.

Chapter II

QUARTERS, FOOD AND CLOTHING OF

PRISONERS OF WAR

Article 25
Prisoners of war shall be quartered under conditions as
favourable as those for the forces of the Detaining
Power who are billeted in the same area. The said con-
ditions shall make allowance for the habits and cus-
toms of the prisoners and shall in no case be prejudicial
to their health.

The foregoing provisions shall apply in particular to
the dormitories of prisoners of war as regards both total
surface and minimum cubic space, and the general
installations, bedding and blankets.

The premises provided for the use of prisoners of war
individually or collectively, shall be entirely protected
from dampness and adequately heated and lighted, in
particular between dusk and lights out. All precautions
must be taken against the danger of fire.

In any camps in which women prisoners of war, as well
as men, are accommodated, separate dormitories shall
be provided for them.

Article 26
The basic daily food rations shall be sufficient in quan-
tity, quality and variety to keep prisoners of war in
good health and to prevent loss of weight or the devel-
opment of nutritional deficiencies. Account shall also
be taken of the habitual diet of the prisoners.

The Detaining Power shall supply prisoners of war
who work with such additional rations as are necessary
for the labour on which they are employed.



Sufficient drinking water shall be supplied to prisoners
of war. The use of tobacco shall be permitted.

Prisoners of war shall, as far as possible, be associated
with the preparation of their meals; they may be em-
ployed for that purpose in the kitchens. Furthermore,
they shall be given the means of preparing, them-
selves, the additional food in their possession.

Adequate premises shall be provided for messing.

Collective disciplinary measures affecting food are
prohibited.

Article 27
Clothing, underwear and footwear shall be supplied to
prisoners of war in sufficient quantities by the Detain-
ing Power, which shall make allowance for the climate
of the region where the prisoners are detained. Uni-
forms of enemy armed forces captured by the Detain-
ing Power should, if suitable for the climate, be made
available to clothe prisoners of war.

The regular replacement and repair of the above articles
shall be assured by the Detaining Power. In addition,
prisoners of war who work shall receive appropriate
clothing, wherever the nature of the work demands.

[. . .]

Chapter III

HYGIENE AND MEDICAL ATTENTION

Article 29
The Detaining Power shall be bound to take all sani-
tary measures necessary to ensure the cleanliness and
healthfulness of camps and to prevent epidemics.

Prisoners of war shall have for their use, day and night,
conveniences which conform to the rules of hygiene
and are maintained in a constant state of cleanliness.
In any camps in which women prisoners of war are
accommodated, separate conveniences shall be pro-
vided for them.

Also, apart from the baths and showers with which the
camps shall be furnished, prisoners of war shall be pro-
vided with sufficient water and soap for their personal
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toilet and for washing their personal laundry; the nec-
essary installations, facilities and time shall be granted
them for that purpose.

Article 30
Every camp shall have an adequate infirmary where
prisoners of war may have the attention they require,
as well as appropriate diet. Isolation wards shall, if nec-
essary, be set aside for cases of contagious or mental
disease.

Prisoners of war suffering from serious disease, or
whose condition necessitates special treatment, a sur-
gical operation or hospital care, must be admitted to
any military or civilian medical unit where such treat-
ment can be given, even if their repatriation is con-
templated in the near future. Special facilities shall be
afforded for the care to be given to the disabled, in
particular to the blind, and for their rehabilitation,
pending repatriation.

Prisoners of war shall have the attention, preferably, of
medical personnel of the Power on which they depend
and, if possible, of their nationality.

[. . .]

Chapter V

RELIGIOUS, INTELLECTUAL AND

PHYSICAL ACTIVITIES

Article 34
Prisoners of war shall enjoy complete latitude in the
exercise of their religious duties, including attendance
at the service of their faith, on condition that they com-
ply with the disciplinary routine prescribed by the mil-
itary authorities.

Adequate premises shall be provided where religious
services may be held.

Article 35
Chaplains who fall into the hands of the enemy Power
and who remain or are retained with a view to assisting
prisoners of war, shall be allowed to minister to them
and to exercise freely their ministry amongst prisoners
of war of the same religion, in accordance with their
religious conscience. They shall be allocated among



the various camps and labour detachments containing
prisoners of war belonging to the same forces, speak-
ing the same language or practising the same religion.
They shall enjoy the necessary facilities, including the
means of transport provided for in Article 33, for visit-
ing the prisoners of war outside their camp. They shall
be free to correspond, subject to censorship, on mat-
ters concerning their religious duties with the ecclesi-
astical authorities in the country of detention and with
international religious organizations. Letters and cards
which they may send for this purpose shall be in addi-
tion to the quota provided for in Article 71.

Article 36
Prisoners of war who are ministers of religion, without
having officiated as chaplains to their own forces, shall
be at liberty, whatever their denomination, to minister
freely to the members of their community. For this
purpose, they shall receive the same treatment as the
chaplains retained by the Detaining Power. They shall
not be obliged to do any other work.

Article 37
When prisoners of war have not the assistance of a re-
tained chaplain or of a prisoner of war minister of their
faith, a minister belonging to the prisoners’ or a similar
denomination, or in his absence a qualified layman, if
such a course is feasible from a confessional point of
view, shall be appointed, at the request of the prison-
ers concerned, to fill this office. This appointment,
subject to the approval of the Detaining Power, shall
take place with the agreement of the community of
prisoners concerned and, wherever necessary, with the
approval of the local religious authorities of the same
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faith. The person thus appointed shall comply with all
regulations established by the Detaining Power in the
interests of discipline and military security.

Article 38
While respecting the individual preferences of every
prisoner, the Detaining Power shall encourage the
practice of intellectual, educational, and recreational
pursuits, sports and games amongst prisoners, and
shall take the measures necessary to ensure the exer-
cise thereof by providing them with adequate prem-
ises and necessary equipment.

Prisoners shall have opportunities for taking physical
exercise, including sports and games, and for being out
of doors. Sufficient open spaces shall be provided for
this purpose in all camps.

Chapter VI

DISCIPLINE

[. . .]

Article 42
The use of weapons against prisoners of war, espe-
cially against those who are escaping or attempting to
escape, shall constitute an extreme measure, which
shall always be preceded by warnings appropriate to
the circumstances.

[. . .]

Source: Office of the United Nations High Commissioner
for Human Rights, “Geneva Convention relative to the
Treatment of Prisoners of War,” http://www.unhchr.ch/
html/menu3/b/91.htm.

30. First U.S. Acknowledgment of Soviet Atomic Bomb Detonation,
September 1949

Introduction
From July 1945 until August 1949, the United States and Britain enjoyed a nuclear monopoly that the Soviet Union
was determined to break. On learning of the success of the first U.S. atomic test, Soviet leader Josef Stalin imme-
diately launched a crash program to build a Soviet bomb. Due in part to the help of spies within the Anglo-American
Manhattan Project laboratories at Los Alamos, New Mexico, four years later, on 29 August 1949, the Soviet Union
successfully tested an atomic device. Three days later, specially equipped U.S. radar airplanes detected atmos-
pheric debris from the test. The newly established Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) had predicted that Soviet
scientists would eventually develop a bomb but had not expected this to occur for several more years. Soviet success



Primary Source
President Harry S. Truman
September 23, 1949.

I believe the American people, to the fullest extent
consistent with national security, are entitled to be
informed of all developments in the field of atomic
energy. That is my reason for making public the fol-
lowing information.

We have evidence that within recent weeks an atomic
explosion occurred in the U.S.S.R.

Ever since atomic energy was first released by man,
the eventual development of this new force by other
nations was to be expected. This probability has always
been taken into account by us.

Nearly 4 years ago I pointed out that “scientific opin-
ion appears to be practically unanimous that the essen-
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tial theoretical knowledge upon which the discovery is
based is already widely known. There is also substan-
tial agreement that foreign research can come abreast
of our present theoretical knowledge in time.” And, in
the Three-Nation Declaration of the President of the
United States and the Prime Ministers of the United
Kingdom and of Canada, dated November 15, 1945, it
was emphasized that no single nation could in fact have
a monopoly of atomic weapons.

This recent development emphasizes once again, if
indeed such emphasis were needed, the necessity for
that truly effective enforceable international control
of atomic energy which this Government and the
large majority of the members of the United Nations
support.

Source: Harry S. Truman, Public Papers of the Presidents of the
United States: Harry S. Truman, 1949 (Washington, DC: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1964), 485.

in doing so led to a rapid re-evaluation of the U.S. national security position. In late September, President Harry S.
Truman tersely informed the American people that the Soviet Union now possessed atomic weapons, stating that
this reinforced the need to bring nuclear power under “truly effective enforceable international control.” In prac-
tice, neither the United States nor the Soviet Union was prepared to relinquish direction of its own atomic weapons
to an outside body. At that juncture, American scientists and government officials were debating whether or not to
mount an expensive program to develop thermonuclear weapons in the form of the immensely more powerful
hydrogen bomb. On 31 January 1950, Truman authorized this project and ordered that it be implemented as expe-
ditiously as possible. Soviet scientists likewise began work on such weapons, which both sides developed in the
mid-1950s, bringing a mutual escalation of the nuclear arms race that eventually helped to generate growing pop-
ular and official support for arms control negotiations. In early 1950 the president also instructed the State Depart-
ment Policy Planning Staff and the National Security Council (NSC) to undertake a major review of U.S. national
security policies, which resulted in the April 1950 paper NSC-68, a document that urged major increases in U.S.
defense spending and overseas commitments and bases and envisaged the quadrupling of military budgets. Truman
initially rejected these conclusions on the grounds that they were too expensive, but with the outbreak of the Korean
War in late June 1950, most of NSC-68’s recommendations were eventually implemented. Russian possession of
atomic weapons contributed to a new sense of U.S. vulnerability, one reason that the domestic anticommunism of
Senator Joseph McCarthy and other Truman administration critics appealed to so many Americans in the early 1950s.

31. Dean Acheson: National Press Club Speech, “Crisis in Asia—
An Examination of U.S. Policy,” 12 January 1950

Introduction
By late 1947 or early 1948, the U.S. Department of State anticipated that the Chinese communists would emerge
victorious from their civil war with the Guomindang (Nationalist) government. This, in turn, called for a reorienta-
tion of American Pacific strategy, as a communist China was unlikely to be a dependable ally for the United States



Primary Source
[. . .]

Recent Developments in China

Now, may I suggest to you that much of the bewilder-
ment which has seized the minds of many of us about
recent developments in China comes from a failure to
understand this basic revolutionary force which is loose
in Asia. The reasons for the fall of the Nationalist Gov-
ernment in China are preoccupying many people. All
sorts of reasons have been attributed to it. Most com-
monly, it is said in various speeches and publications
that it is the result of American bungling, that we are
incompetent, that we did not understand, that Ameri-
can aid was too little, that we did the wrong things at
the wrong time. Other people go on and say: “No it is
not quite like that, but that an American general did not
like Chiang Kai-shek and out of all that relationship
grows the real trouble.” And they say: “Well, you have
to add to that there are a lot of women fooling around
in politics in China.”
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Nobody, I think, says that the Nationalist Government
fell because it was confronted by overwhelming mili-
tary force which it could not resist. Certainly no one in
his right mind suggests that. Now, what I ask you to do
is to stop looking for a moment under the bed and
under the chair and under the rug to find out these rea-
sons, but rather to look at the broad picture and see
whether something doesn’t suggest itself.

The broad picture is that after the war, Chiang Kai-
shek emerged as the undisputed leader of the Chinese
people. Only one faction, the Communists, up in the
hills, ill-equipped, ragged, a very small force, was deter-
minedly opposed to his position. He had overwhelm-
ing military power, greater military power than any
ruler had ever had in the entire history of China. He
had tremendous economic and military support and
backing from the United States. He had the accept-
ance of all other foreign countries, whether sincerely or
insincerely in the case of the Soviet Union is not really
material to this matter. Here he was in this position,

and might indeed become an opponent. Speaking at the National Press Club in January 1950 three months after the
Chinese communists took power, Secretary of State Dean Acheson expounded American policy in Asia in light of
this new development. Seeking to defuse domestic criticisms that the Guomindang government in China had col-
lapsed due to lack of support from the United States and that communist fellow travelers within the administration
of President Harry S. Truman had been responsible for this, Acheson ascribed the Guomindang’s downfall to its own
incompetence. As he also had in private sessions with the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, he stated that the
Soviet Union sought to exploit China and take over the northern regions of Manchuria, Mongolia, and Xinjiang, poli-
cies that Acheson believed would soon cause the two states to become antagonists. Acheson also expounded the new
American strategy toward Asia. By the time the communists proclaimed the foundation of the People’s Republic of
China (PRC) in October 1949, the Truman administration had come to accept that Japan, the defeated enemy of
World War II, would become the key U.S. ally in Asia. American strategy would be organized around a great crescent
or arc of countries along the fringes of the Asian mainland, from Pakistan through Thailand, Malaya, the Philippines,
and Japan, forming a defensive perimeter of friendly nations that would contain the further outward spread of com-
munism. Acheson stated that the United States would almost certainly come to the defense of Japan and the Philip-
pines if either were attacked. Other areas, including the Republic of Korea (ROK, South Korea), Southeast Asia, and
India and Pakistan, were not necessarily of vital strategic interest to the United States but could turn to the United
Nations for assistance if needed. After the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK, North Korea) launched
a war against South Korea in late June 1950, Acheson’s speech attracted heavy retrospective criticism, as his political
enemies argued that excluding South Korea from U.S. vital security interests was tantamount to an invitation to
North Korea to invade South Korea. It does seem that Soviet leader Josef Stalin and North Korean Premier Kim Il
Sung both interpreted this address as a green light to mount such an attack, and both believed—wrongly, as it tran-
spired—that the United States would not respond. Radical critics later suggested that Acheson had deliberately
intended to provoke such a war in order to implement the major expansion of U.S. defense spending and commit-
ments envisaged in the planning paper NSC-68. Although such conspiratorial interpretations are far-fetched, Ache-
son’s words on this occasion were undoubtedly some of his most controversial utterances as secretary of state.



and 4 years later what do we find? We find that his
armies have melted away. His support largely outside
the country has melted away, and he is a refugee on a
small island off the coast of China with the remnants of
his forces.

As I said, no one says that vast armies moved out of
the hills and defeated him. To attribute this to the
inadequacy of American aid is only to point out the
depth and power of the forces which were miscalcu-
lated or ignored. What has happened in my judgment is
that the almost inexhaustible patience of the Chinese
people in their misery ended. They did not bother to
overthrow this government. There was really nothing
to overthrow. They simply ignored it throughout the
country. They took the solution of their immediate
village problems into their own hands. If there was any
trouble or interference with the representatives of the
government, they simply brushed them aside. They
completely withdrew their support from this govern-
ment, and when that support was withdrawn, the
whole military establishment disintegrated. Added to
the grossest incompetence ever experienced by any
military command was this total lack of support both in
the armies and in the country, and so the whole matter
just simply disintegrated.

The Communists did not create this. The Commu-
nists did not create this condition. They did not create
this revolutionary spirit. They did not create a great
force which moved out from under Chiang Kai-shek.
But they were shrewd and cunning to mount it, to ride
this thing into victory and into power.

That, I suggest to you, is an explanation which has cer-
tain roots in realism and which does not require all this
examination of intricate and perhaps irrelevant details.
So much for the attitudes of the peoples of Asia.

U.S. Attitude Toward Asia

Let’s consider for a moment another important factor
in this relationship. That is the attitude of our own
people to Asia. What is that fundamental attitude out of
which our policy has grown? What is the history of it?
Because history is very important, and history furnishes
the belief on the one side in the reality and truth of the
attitude.
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What has our attitude been toward the peoples of Asia?
It has been, I submit to you, that Americans as indi-
viduals are interested in the peoples of Asia. We are
not interested in them as pawns or as subjects for ex-
ploitation but just as people.

For 100 years some Americans have gone to Asia to
bring in what they thought was the most valuable
thing they had their faith. They wanted to tell them
what they thought about the nature and relationship of
man to God. Others went to them to bring to them
what they knew of learning. Others went to them to
bring them healing of their bodies. Others and perhaps
fewer went to them to learn the depth and beauty of
their own cultures, and some went to them to trade and
they traded with them. But this trade was a very small
part of American interest in the Far East, and it was a
very small part of American interest in trade. It was
a valid interest; it was a good interest. There was noth-
ing wrong about it, but out of the total sum of the
interests of the American people in Asia, it was a com-
paratively small part.

Through all this period of time also, we had, and still
have great interests in Asia. But let me point out to you
one very important factor about our interests in Asia.
That is that our interests have been parallel to the
interests of the people of Asia. For 50 years, it has been
the fundamental belief of the American people—and I
am not talking about announcements of government
but I mean a belief of people in little towns and vil-
lages and churches and missionary forces and labor
unions throughout the United State—it has been their
profound belief that the control of China by a foreign
power was contrary to American interests. The inter-
esting part about that is it was not contrary to the inter-
ests of the people of China. There was not conflict but
parallelism in that interest. And so from the time of the
announcement of the open door policy through the 9-
power treaty to the very latest resolution of the Gen-
eral Assembly of the United Nations, we have stated
that principle and we believe it. And similarly in all the
rest of Asia in the Philippines, in India, in Pakistan and
Indonesia, and in Korea for years and years and years,
the interests of Americans throughout this country have
been in favor of their independence. This is where
their independence, societies, and their patriotic groups



have come for funds and sympathy. The whole policy
of our government insofar as we have responsibility in
the Philippines was to bring about the accomplish-
ment of independence and our sympathy and help.
The very real help which we have given other nations
in Asia has been in that direction, and it is still in that
direction.

The Factor of Communism

Now, I stress this, which you may think is a platitude,
because of a very important fact: I hear almost every
day someone say that the real interest of the United
States is to stop the spread of communism. Nothing
seems to me to put the cart before the horse more
completely than that. Of course we are interested in
stopping the spread of communism. But we are in-
terested for a far deeper reason than any conflict be-
tween the Soviet Union and the United States. We are
interested in stopping the spread of communism be-
cause communism is a doctrine that we don’t happen
to like. Communism is the most subtle instrument of
Soviet foreign policy that has ever been devised, and it
is really the spearhead of Russian imperialism which
would, if it could, take from these people what they
have won, what we want them to keep and develop,
which is their own national independence, their own
individual independence, their own development of
their own resources for their own good and not as mere
tributary states to this great Soviet Union.

Now, it is fortunate that this point that I made does not
represent any real conflict. It is an important point
because people will do more damage and create more
misrepresentation in the Far East by saying our inter-
est is merely to stop the spread of communism than
any other way. Our real interest is in those people as
people. It is because communism is hostile to that
interest that we want to stop it. But it happens that the
best way of doing things is to do just exactly what the
peoples of Asia want to do and what we want to help
them to do, which is to develop a soundness of admin-
istration of these new governments and to develop
their resources and their technical skills so that they are
not subject to penetration either through ignorance, or
because they believe these false promises, or because
there is real distress in their areas. If we can help that
development, if we can go forward with it, then we
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have brought about the best way that anyone knows of
stopping this spread of communism.

It is important to take this attitude not as a mere nega-
tive reaction to communism but as the most positive
affirmation of the most affirmative truth that we hold,
which is in the dignity and right of every nation, of
every people, and of every individual to develop in
their own way, making their own mistakes, reaching
their own triumphs but acting under their own respon-
sibility. That is what we are pressing for in the Far
East, and that is what we must affirm and not get
mixed up with purely negative and inconsequential
statements.

Soviet Attitude

Now, let me come to another underlying and impor-
tant factor which determines our relations and, in turn,
our policy with the peoples of Asia. That is the atti-
tude of the Soviet Union toward Asia, and particularly
towards those parts of Asia which are contiguous to the
Soviet Union, and with great particularity this after-
noon, to north China.

The attitude and interest of the Russians in north
China, and in these other areas as well, long antedates
communism. This is not something that has come out
of communism at all. It long antedates it. But the Com-
munist regime has added new methods, new skills, and
new concepts to the thrust [of] Russian imperialism.
This Communistic concept and techniques have armed
Russian imperialism with a new and most insidious
weapon of penetration. Armed with these new powers,
what is happening in China is that the Soviet Union is
detaching the northern provinces [areas] of China from
China and is attaching them to the Soviet Union. This
process is complete in outer Mongolia. It is nearly
complete in Manchuria, and I am sure that in inner
Mongolia and in Sinkiang there are very happy reports
coming from Soviet agents to Moscow. This is what is
going on. It is the detachment of these whole areas,
vast areas—populated by Chinese—the detachment
of these areas from China and their attachment to the
Soviet Union.

I wish to state this and perhaps sin against my doctrine
of nondogmatism, but I should like to suggest at any



rate that this fact that the Soviet Union is taking the
four northern provinces of China is the single most sig-
nificant, most important fact, in the relation of any for-
eign power with Asia.

[. . .]

What does that mean for us? It means something very,
very significant. It means that nothing that we do and
nothing that we say must be allowed to obscure the
reality of this fact. All the efforts of propaganda will not
be able to obscure it. The only thing that can obscure
it is the folly of ill-conceived adventures on our part
which easily could do so, and I urge all who are think-
ing about these foolish adventures to remember that
we must not seize the unenviable position which the
Russians have carved out for themselves. We must not
undertake to deflect from the Russians to ourselves
the righteous anger, and the wrath, and the hatred of
the Chinese people which must develop. It would be
folly to deflect it to ourselves. We must take the posi-
tion we have always taken—that anyone who violates
the integrity of China is the enemy of China and is
acting contrary to our own interest. That, I suggest to
you this afternoon, is the first and the greatest rule in
regard to the formulation of American policy toward
Asia.

I suggest that the second rule is very like the first.
That is to keep our own purposes perfectly straight,
perfectly pure, and perfectly aboveboard and do not
get them mixed-up with legal quibbles or the attempt
to do one thing and really achieve another.

The consequences of this Russian attitude and this
Russian action in China are perfectly enormous. They
are saddling all those in China who are proclaiming
their loyalty to Moscow, and who are allowing them-
selves to be used as puppets of Moscow, with the most
awful responsibility which they must pay for. Further-
more, these actions of the Russians are making plainer
than any speech, or any utterance, or any legislation
can make throughout all of Asia, what the true pur-
poses of the Soviet Union are and what the true func-
tion of communism as an agent of Russian imperialism
is. These I suggest to you are the fundamental factors,
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fundamental realities of attitude out of which our rela-
tions and policies must grow.

Military Security in the Pacific
Now, let’s in the light of that consider some of these
policies. First of all, let’s deal with the question of mil-
itary security. I deal with it first because it is important
and because, having stated our policy in that regard,
we must clearly understand that the military menace is
not the most immediate.

What is the situation with regard to the military secu-
rity of the Pacific area, and what is our policy in regard
to it?

In the first place, the defeat and the disarmament of
Japan has placed upon the United States the necessity
of assuming the military defense of Japan so long as
that is required, both in the interests of our security
and in the interests of the security of the entire Pacific
area and, in all honor, in the interest of Japanese secu-
rity. 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 inten-
tion of any sort of abandoning or weakening the de-
fenses of Japan and that whatever arrangements are to
be made either through permanent settlement or other-
wise, that defense must and shall be maintained.

This defensive perimeter runs along the Aleutians to
Japan and then goes to the Ryukyus. We hold impor-
tant 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 appro-
priate time offer to hold these islands under trustee-
ship 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 the Ryukyus to the
Philippine Islands. Our relations, our defensive rela-
tions with the Philippines are contained in agreements
between us. Those agreements are being loyally car-
ried out and will be loyally carried out. Both peoples
have learned by bitter experience the vital connec-
tions between our mutual defense requirements. We



are in no doubt about that, and it is hardly necessary
for me to say that an attack on the Philippines could
not and would not be tolerated by the United States.
But I hasten to say that no one perceives the immi-
nence of any such attack.

So far as the military security of other areas in the Pacific
is concerned, it must be clear that no person can guar-
antee these areas against military attack. But it must
also be clear that such a guarantee is hardly necessary
or sensible within the real of practical relationship.

Should such an attack occur—one hesitates to say
where such an armed attack could come from—the ini-
tial reliance must be on the people attacked to resist it
and then on 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
people who are determined to protect their indepen-
dence against outside aggression. But it is a mistake, I
think, in considering Pacific and Far Eastern problems
to become obsessed with military considerations. Im-
portant as they are, there are other problems that press,
and these problems are not capable of solution through
military means. These problems arise out of the sus-
ceptibility of many areas, and many countries in the
Pacific area, to subversion and penetration. That can-
not be stopped by military means.

Susceptibility to Penetration
The susceptibility to penetration arises because in
many areas there are new governments which have lit-
tle experience in governmental administration and
have not become firmly established or perhaps firmly
accepted in their countries. They grow, in part, from
some very serious economic problems, some of them
growing directly out of the last war, others growing
indirectly out of the last war because of the disruptions
of trade with other parts of the world, with the disrup-
tion of arrangements which furnished credit and man-
agement to these areas for many years. That has
resulted in dislocation of economic effort and in a good
deal of suffering among the peoples concerned. In part
this susceptibility to penetration comes from the great
social upheaval about which I have been speaking, an
upheaval which was carried on and confused a great deal
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by the Japanese occupation and by the propaganda
which has gone on from Soviet sources since the war.

Here, then, are the problems in these other areas which
require some policy on our part, and I should like to
point out two facts to you and then discuss in more
detail some of these areas.

The first fact is the great difference between our re-
sponsibility and our opportunities in the northern part
of the Pacific area and in the southern part of the
Pacific area. In the north, we have direct responsibility
in Japan and we have direct opportunity to act. The
same thing to a lesser degree is true in Korea. There
we had direct responsibility, and there we did act, and
there we have a greater opportunity to be effective
than we have in the more southerly part.

In the southerly part of the area, we are one of many
nations who can do no more than help. The direct
responsibility lies with the peoples concerned. They
are proud of their new national responsibility. You
cannot sit around in Washington, or London, or Paris,
or The Hague and determine what the policies are
going to be in those areas. You can be willing to help,
and you can help only when the conditions are right for
help to be effective.

Limitations of U.S. Assistance
That leads me to the other thing I wanted to point out,
and that is the limitation of effective American assis-
tance. American assistance can be effective when it is
the missing component in a situation which might oth-
erwise be solved. The United States cannot furnish all
these components to solve the question. It can not fur-
nish determination, it can not furnish the will, and it can
not furnish the loyalty of a people to its government.
But if the will and if the determination exists and if the
people are behind their government, then, and not al-
ways then, is there a very good chance. In that situation
American help can be effective, and it can lead to an ac-
complishment which could not otherwise be achieved.

Japan.—Let’s take the situation in Japan for a moment.
There are three great factors to be faced. The security
matter I have dealt with. Aside from that, there are the



economic questions and the political questions. In the
political field, General MacArthur has been very suc-
cessful and the Japanese are hammering out with some
effort, and with some backsliding, and regaining again
of progress, a political system which is based on non-
militaristic institutions.

In the economic field, we have not been so successful.
That is in very large part due to the inherent difficulty
of the problem. The problem arises with the necessity
of Japan being able to buy raw materials and sell
goods. The former connections of Japan with the
mainland and with some of the islands have been dis-
rupted. That has produced difficulties. The willing-
ness of other countries to receive Japanese goods has
very much contracted since the war.

Difficulties of currency have added to those problems.
But those matters have got to be faced and have got to
be solved. Whether they are solved under a treaty or if
the procedural difficulties of that are too great under
some other mechanism, they must be solved along lines
which permit the Japanese greater freedom—complete
freedom if possible—to buy what they need in the
world and to sell what they have to offer on the main-
land of Asia, in southeast Asia, and in other parts of the
world. That is the nature of the problem and it is a very
tough one. It is one on which the occupation authori-
ties, the Japanese government, ourselves, and others
are working. There can be no magic solution to it.

Korea.—In Korea, we have taken great steps which
have ended our military occupation, and in coopera-
tion with the United Nations we have established an
independent and sovereign country recognized by
nearly all the rest of the world. We have given that
nation great help in getting itself established. We are
asking the Congress to continue that help until it is
firmly established, and that legislation is now pending
before the Congress. The idea that we should scrap
all of that, that we should stop half way through the
achievement of the establishment of the country, seems
to me to be the most utter defeatism and utter mad-
ness in our interests in Asia. But there our responsibil-
ities are more direct and our opportunities more clear.
When you move to the south, you find that our oppor-
tunity is much slighter and that our responsibilities,
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except in the Philippines and there indirectly, are very
small. Those problems are very confusing.

Philippines.—In the Philippines, we acted with vigor
and speed to set up an independent sovereign nation
which we have done. We have given the Philippines a
billion dollars of direct economic aid since the war. We
have spent another billion dollars in such matters as
veterans’ benefits and other payments in the Philip-
pines. Much of that money has not been used as wisely
as we wish it had been used, but here again, we come
up against the matter of responsibility. It is the Philip-
pine government which is responsible. It is the Philip-
pine government which must make its own mistakes.
What we can do is advise and urge, and if help contin-
ues to be misused, to stop giving the help. We can not
direct, we should not direct, we have not the slightest
desire to direct. I believe that there are indications that
the Philippines may be facing serious economic diffi-
culties. With energetic, determined action, they can
perhaps be avoided or certainly minimized. Whether
that will be true or not, I can not say, but it does not
rest within the power of the American Government
to determine that. We are always ready to help and to
advise. That is all we can and all we should do.

Asia.—Elsewhere in southeast Asia, the limits of what
we can do are to help where we are wanted. We are
organizing the machinery through which we can make
effective help possible. The western powers are all
interested. We all know the techniques. We have all
had experiences which can be useful to those govern-
ments which are newly starting out if they want it. It
can not be useful if they don’t want it. We know tech-
niques of administration. We know techniques of organ-
izing school districts, and road districts, and taxation
districts. We know agricultural and industrial tech-
niques, all of which can be helpful, and those we are
preparing to make available if they are wanted, where
they are wanted, and under circumstances where they
have a fighting chance to be successful. We will not do
these things for the mere purpose of being active.
They will not be done for the mere purpose of running
around and doing good, but for the purpose of moving
in where we are wanted to a situation where we have
the missing component which, if put into the rest of
the picture, will spell success.



The situation in the different countries of southeast
Asia is difficult. It is highly confused in Burma where
five different factions have utterly disrupted the im-
mediate government of the country. Progress is being
made in Indochina where the French, although mov-
ing slowly, are moving. There are noticeable signs of
progress in transferring responsibility to a local admin-
istration and getting the adherence of the population
to this local administration. We hope that the situation
will be such that the French can make further progress
and make it quickly, but I know full well the difficul-
ties which are faced by the Foreign Minister of France
and my admiration and respect for him are so great that
I would not want one word I say to add a feather to the
burden that he carries.

In Malaya, the British have and are discharging their
responsibility harmoniously with the people of Malaya
and are making progress.

Indonesia.—In Indonesia, a great success has been
achieved within the last few weeks and over a period
of months. The round table conferences at The Hague
in which great statesmanship and restraint were dis-
played, both on the Dutch and the Indonesian side,
have resulted in this new government being formed.
Relations of this government with the Dutch will be
very good, and the Dutch can furnish them great help
and advice, and we will be willing to stand by to give
whatever help we can rightly and profitably give. The
situation is one which is full of encouragement although
it is full of difficulty also.

India and Pakistan.—As one goes to the end of this
semicircle and comes to India and Pakistan, we find
really grave troubles facing the world and facing these
two countries there, both with respect to Kashmir, and
to the utter difficulties—economic difficulties grow-
ing out of the differences in devaluation, settlement of
monetary plans back and forth, et cetera. We know that
they have assured one another, and they have assured
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the world, that as stubborn as these difficulties may be
and difficult as they may be of solution, they are not
going to resort to war to solve them. We are glad to hear
those assurances and the whole world is glad to hear it,
but we know also that the problems are in such a situ-
ation and in such an area that they are most inflam-
mable, and we believe that in addition to these most
desirable assurances there should be some accommoda-
tion of wills to bring about a result as soon as possible.

In India and Pakistan we are willing to be of such help
as we can be. Again, the responsibility is not ours. Again
we can only be helpful friends. Again the responsibility
lies with people who have won their freedom and who
are very proud of it.

The New Day for Asia
So after this survey, what 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 which 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 will-
ing to help, but we can help only where we are wanted
and only where the 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 decide for them.

Source: Dean Acheson, “Crisis in Asia—An Examination of
U.S. Policy,” Department of State Bulletin 22(551) (1950):
111–118.



Primary Source
The Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics and the Central People’s
Government of the People’s Republic of China,

Being determined, by strengthening friendship and
co-operation between the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics and the People’s Republic of China, jointly
to prevent the revival of Japanese imperialism and the
repetition of aggression on the part of Japan or of any
other State that might in any way join with Japan in
acts of aggression,

Being anxious to promote a lasting peace and general
security in the Far East and throughout the world in
accordance with the purposes and principles of the
United Nations,
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Being firmly convinced that the strengthening of good-
neighbourly and friendly relations between the Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics and the People’s Repub-
lic of China is in accordance with the fundamental
interests of the peoples of the Soviet Union and China,

Have decided for this purpose to conclude the present
Treaty and have appointed as their plenipotentiaries:

The Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics: Andrei Yanuarevich Vyshin-
sky, Minister of Foreign Affairs of the USSR;

The Central People’s Government of the People’s Re-
public of China: Chou En-lai, Chairman of the State
Administrative Council and Minister of Foreign Affairs
of China.

32. Treaty of Friendship, Alliance and Mutual Assistance
between the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and

the People’s Republic of China, 14 February 1950

Introduction
After a lengthy civil war, in October 1949 the Chinese Communist Party, led by Chairman Mao Zedong, won con-
trol of Mainland China and established the People’s Republic of China (PRC). Soviet leader Josef Stalin had ini-
tially been willing to cooperate with the Guomindang (Nationalist) government of China headed by Jiang Jieshi
and had earlier attempted to moderate Mao’s ambitions, suggesting that the Chinese communists only seek to con-
trol China north of the Yangtse River. When communist victory in China was assured, however, Stalin quickly
moved to demonstrate fraternal solidarity with the new regime. Despite some hopes by American officials, includ-
ing U.S. Secretary of State Dean Acheson, that China would ultimately turn to the United States, Mao regarded his
party as the standard-bearer of international revolution, particularly in Asia, and regarded the United States as the
ultimate capitalist enemy. He also resented the fact that during World War II and his subsequent civil war against
the Guomindang, massive amounts of American economic and military aid had been directed to Jiang’s govern-
ment, strengthening it against the communists. In January and February 1950, Mao and Chinese Premier Zhou
Enlai visited Moscow. Their first order of business was to negotiate a formal thirty-year alliance with the Soviet
Union. Under the terms of the alliance, the two agreed to come to each other’s aid if either were attacked by Japan
or an ally of Japan. Secret protocols to the treaty, which have never been published, gave the Soviet Union special
rights amounting to a virtual sphere of influence in the border provinces of Manchuria and Xinjiang. All other for-
eigners were excluded from Xinjiang. Russia kept its existing railway and naval concessions in Manchuria until
1954, including a share in the administration of the East Changchun Railway and a naval base at Lushun (Port
Arthur). China also received a $300 million low-interest loan from Russia. While in Moscow, Mao also asked Stalin
for Russian economic and military assistance in the projected Chinese invasion of the island of Taiwan, to which
Jiang and the remnants of his Guomindang forces had retreated. The conclusion of the Sino-Soviet treaty was an
international demonstration that, in a polarized world increasingly perceived in terms of ideological and strategic
competition between communist and noncommunist states, the new Chinese government had aligned itself firmly
with the Soviet Union.



The two plenipotentiary representatives, having ex-
changed their full powers, found in good and due form,
have agreed as follows:

Article 1
The two Contracting Parties undertake to carry out
jointly all necessary measures within their power to
prevent a repetition of aggression and breach of the
peace by Japan or any other State which might directly
or indirectly join with Japan in acts of aggression.
Should either of the Contracting Parties be attacked
by Japan or by States allied with Japan and thus find
itself in a state of war, the other Contracting Party shall
immediately extend military and other assistance with
all the means at its disposal.

The Contracting Parties likewise declare that they
are prepared to participate, in a spirit of sincere co-
operation, in all international action designed to safe-
guard peace and security throughout the world, and
will devote all their energies to the speediest realiza-
tion of these aims.

Article 2
The two Contracting Parties undertake, by common
agreement, to strive for the conclusion at the earliest
possible date, in conjunction with the other Powers
which were their Allies during the Second World War,
of a Peace Treaty with Japan.
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Article 3
Neither of the Contracting Parties shall enter into any
alliance directed against the other Party, or participate
in any coalition or in any action or measures directed
against the other Party.

Article 4
The two Contracting Parties shall consult together on
all important international questions involving the com-
mon interests of the Soviet Union and China, with a
view to strengthening peace and universal security.

Article 5
The two Contracting Parties undertake, in a spirit of
friendship and cooperation and in accordance with the
principles of equal rights, mutual interests, mutual re-
spect for State sovereignty and territorial integrity, and
non-intervention in the domestic affairs of the other
Party, to develop and strengthen the economic and
cultural ties between the Soviet Union and China, to
render each other all possible economic assistance and
to effect the necessary economic co-operation.

[. . .]

Source: “Treaty of Friendship, Alliance and Mutual Assis-
tance between the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and
the People’s Republic of China, February 14, 1950,” United
Nations Treaty Series 226: 12, 14, 16.

33. Joseph McCarthy: Speech on the Spread of Communism in the
United States, 20 February 1950

Introduction
In February 1950, Senator Joseph McCarthy of Wisconsin spoke before the Women’s Club of Wheeling, West Vir-
ginia, and claimed that he had a list of 205 known communists working in the U.S. State Department. McCarthy,
whose senate record was decidedly mediocre, was apparently looking for an issue that would help him win reelec-
tion in 1952. His allegations came a few months after the Chinese Communist Party had won the four-year Chinese
Civil War and established the People’s Republic of China (PRC). In 1949 the Soviet Union also successfully tested
an atomic bomb, an event that made the United States feel more vulnerable to sudden and devastating external
attack than ever before in its history. It soon became public that some Canadian, American, and British scientists
working in the American-financed nuclear program had passed information to the Soviets, accelerating the devel-
opment of Russian atomic weapons. In 1949 Alger Hiss, a former State Department official accused of passing
secret government information to the Soviet Union during the 1930s and 1940s, had also been tried and convicted
for perjury, although his former associate Secretary of State Dean Acheson publicly refused to condemn him.
McCarthy’s accusations therefore came at a psychologically fertile moment. They quickly made him into the foremost
leader of the eponymous McCarthyism, the movement in the early 1950s to weed out communists and communist



Primary Source
Five years after a world war has been won, men’s
hearts should anticipate a long peace, and men’s minds
should be free from the heavy weight that comes from
war. But this is not such a period—for this is not a
period of peace. This is a time of the “cold war.” This
is a time when all the world is split into two vast,
increasingly hostile armed camps. . . . 

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 to offer—the finest homes, the finest college edu-
cation, and the finest jobs in Government.

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 the worst.
. . . In my opinion, the State Department, which is one
of the most important government departments, is
thoroughly infested with Communists.

I have in my hand 205 cases of individuals who would
appear to be either card carrying members or certainly
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loyal to the Communist Party, but who nevertheless
are still helping to shape our foreign policy. . . . 

As you know, very recently the Secretary of State pro-
claimed his loyalty to a man guilty of what has always
been considered as the most abominable of all crimes
—of being a traitor to the people who gave him a posi-
tion of great trust. The Secretary of State in attempt-
ing to justify his continued devotion to the man who
sold out the Christian world to the atheistic world,
referred to Christ’s Sermon on the Mount as a justifica-
tion and reason therefor, and the reaction of the Amer-
ican people to this would have made the heart of
Abraham Lincoln happy.

When this pompous diplomat in striped pants, with a
phony British accent, proclaimed to the American peo-
ple that Christ on the Mount endorsed communism,
high treason, and a betrayal of a sacred trust, the blas-
phemy was so great that it awakened the dormant
indignation of the American people.

He has lighted the spark which is resulting in a moral
uprising and will end only when the whole sorry mess
of twisted, warped thinkers are swept from the
national scene so that we may have a new birth of
national honesty and decency in government.

Source: U.S. Congress, Congressional Record, 81st Cong., 2nd
sess., 1954–1957.

sympathizers in the U.S. government and American society in general. McCarthy was not inhibited by any consid-
erations of accuracy or even credibility, accusing such leading Cold Warriors as Acheson and former secretary of state
George Marshall of being communist sympathizers or dupes, if not outright agents. McCarthy’s charges touched off
a hailstorm of controversy that led to loyalty investigations of numerous diplomats, especially those concerned with
China policy, and other government officials. As chairman of the Senate Permanent Investigating Subcommittee of
the Government Operations Committee, McCarthy held well-broadcast public hearings to determine the political
ideologies of political figures and public personalities, including movie stars. He was taking advantage of a climate
of increasing suspicion of leftist dissent, exemplified by the antiradical activities of the House Un-American Activi-
ties Committee (HUAC) from the 1930s onward and later by President Harry S. Truman’s Executive Order 9835,
issued in March 1947, establishing a loyalty-security program for federal employees. McCarthy later submitted his
speech to Congress so that it could be recorded in the Congressional Record, but he changed the number of known
communists to 57. For several years, few Americans dared to challenge McCarthy, fearing that they themselves
would be attacked as communist agents. McCarthy also appealed to the populist resentment that many ordinary
Americans harbored toward the internationally oriented East Coast elite, whose members tended to dominate the
U.S. diplomatic and national security apparatus. In the long run, however, his inaccuracies and a general disregard of
facts led to McCarthy’s downfall, although he ruined the reputations of several prominent people in the process and
generated a climate of fear that discouraged dissent from or even honest criticism of American foreign policies.



Primary Source
SENATOR SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Secretary, I
get the impression, and I got it from Mr. Jessup’s state-
ment, that there is no immediate prospect of our rec-
ognizing China.

SECRETARY ACHESON. I see no immediate
prospect of that.

SENATOR SMITH of New Jersey. It seems to me
that it would be a terrible mistake.

SECRETARY ACHESON. I see no prospect; I see no
particular advantage. It is something on which I think we
should not take a position that we do not reconsider the
matter from time to time. We want to be flexible on it.
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SENATOR SMITH of New Jersey. I just wanted to
be relieved, that there is no immediate step of recog-
nizing them contemplated.

THE CHAIRMAN. He has said three times since he
has been there that there is no prospect of that.

[. . .]

SECRETARY ACHESON. I think there is a tendency
all the time to discuss Formosa as a question of For-
mosa, so it becomes one of the major questions of
American foreign policy.

Now, in and of itself, simply the island of Formosa is
not a great question in American foreign policy, but it

34. Dean Acheson: “The Situation in the Far East,” U.S. Senate,
Committee on Foreign Relations, 29 March 1950

Introduction
In October 1949 the Chinese Communist Party (CCP), which had for several years been locked in civil war with
the Guomindang (Nationalist) government headed by President Jiang Jieshi, won control of Mainland China and
proclaimed the new People’s Republic of China (PRC). Jiang and his followers fled to the island of Taiwan, about
one hundred miles off the coast of Fujian Province. U.S. President Harry S. Truman and his secretary of state, Dean
Acheson, had anticipated this development for some time. They now faced the question of whether the United
States should withdraw recognition from the Nationalists and accord diplomatic recognition to the new communist
state headed by Mao Zedong. Speaking in a closed session to the U.S. Senate Foreign Relations Committee in
October 1949, Acheson chose to defer the matter of recognition, stating “that nobody will profit by any precipitate
recognition of the Communist government.” The secretary believed that the United States should not offer the
new regime any gifts or loans but declined to consider either blockading China or equipping Chinese forces that
sought to attack the new regime, “vastly expensive and in the long run . . . futile” measures that he feared would
only “solidify the Chinese people against us and in favor of the Communist government.” Acheson reiterated these
principles in January 1950. Three months later, he provided the committee with a clearer reasoned exposition of
his thinking on both China and Taiwan (Formosa). His first priority was to drive a wedge between China and the
Soviet Union and “do everything you can to separate them from Moscow.” He expected that relations between the
two communist powers would soon deteriorate. He also anticipated that China would soon mount an invasion of
the island of Taiwan, which Jiang was using as a platform from which to mount major bombing raids on Chinese
cities. American assistance to Jiang on Taiwan, Acheson argued, would only alienate the new Chinese government
and drive it closer to Russia, and the island was not “vital” to U.S. security interests. A mainland takeover of Tai-
wan would, of course, have settled the issue of which Chinese government the United States should recognize, as
the People’s Republic of China would then have been the only one still surviving. The outbreak of the Korean War
three months later changed this strategy, as the Truman administration deployed the Seventh Fleet in the Taiwan
Strait to prevent a mainland invasion of the island. From then on, the Republic of China (ROC) on Taiwan would
effectively fall under the protection of the United States, and not until 1979 would the U.S. government switch
diplomatic recognition to the mainland regime.



may become a very great question if it obscures or
changes or interferes with what we are trying to do in
regard to China. Formosa is of importance only as it re-
lates to our hopes and our activities in regard to China.

[. . .]

What we are concerned with in China are two great
things. The first one is that whoever runs China, even
if the devil himself runs China, if he is an independent
devil. That is infinitely better than if he is a stooge of
Moscow or China comes under Russia. The No. 1
objective is, whoever runs it, good, bad, indifferent,
whatever his politics, if his group is independent and is
doing better or worse but what they think is the right
thing for Formosa and for China, that is an objective of
our policy.

The second thing is, if we can have somebody other
than Communists running China, we would like that,
because Communists try to gravitate to Moscow. Those
are the objectives.

Now you find that the Communists are in control of
China, and therefore when you look at the problem
you see that there are two great objects or methods
in which you can operate. One is to fight them. You can
send over, directly or indirectly, airplanes, ships, sol-
diers, and go in and fight.

The other one is to do everything you can to separate
them from Moscow.

Now, which of those is the most productive? On which
of those would you put your money?

I would put my money clearly on the second. I do not
think we are going to or can put the amount of money,
men, and material that would be necessary into a mili-
tary overthrow of Communist China.

SENATOR SMITH OF NEW JERSEY. You and I
agree entirely on that.

SECRETARY ACHESON. That is the purpose. We
agree entirely on that. We think we have a great force
operating with us, and instead of fighting that force if
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what you do is roll with it, you get the advantage of the
gravitation of the earth or the turning of the earth,
whatever it is that is behind that force: That is, that the
Chinese inevitably, we believe, will come into conflict
with Moscow, because the very basic objectives of Mos-
cow are hostile to the very basic objectives of China,
and that is what we have been trying to point out, what
we have been trying to hammer by propaganda,
leaflets, and everything we can get into China, includ-
ing the speeches I made in California and elsewhere.

What we want to say to the Chinese is: watch out!
Look what has happened. You will see that all this area,
swinging around from Sinkiang all the way around to
the north to the China Sea, you will find little by little,
or sometimes very swiftly, that the Russians will be
moving in. Watch and see if there aren’t some secret
clauses to these treaties by which the Russians have
military posts under the guise of protecting the north-
ern area of China. Watch and see what happens about
that. See what develops about this great gesture where
they say they are going to give up Port Arthur and their
rights. They aren’t even going to talk about this for
some years. See if they do it. We bet they don’t do it.
We bet they will say you have breached your agree-
ments and it will never come to pass.

Watch and see whether the control of the Russians
over the railways doesn’t turn into a situation where
there is an area on each side of the road patrolled by
Russian troops. Watch all of this and see if there aren’t
airfields with Russian airmen established in China.
See if there aren’t controls put up as Russian bases.

Now, we are putting all of these into our propaganda.
Some of them are going to happen, because we think
what the Russians are primarily interested in is nailing
down these great northern border areas. That is the
No. 1 objective.

No. 2 is all of China if they can get it, but much better
take something which they are sure of, than gamble on
the whole.

Then we say, look at this economic help that you are
going to get. What have you got? A little piddling loan
over 5 years, $60 million a year, and the first thing they



do is to revalue the ruble so that they cheat you out of
$15 million and get it down to $45 million each year.

In order to get that, what have you done? You have
entered into arrangements under which you are sure
you are always going to have a colonial economy. You
are going to be contributary to the development of
Siberia. All of your valuables are going to Siberia, and
the dream of the Chinese that there is going to be a
great industrial development of China will never come
true. Here is this pitiful loan of $45 million a year, com-
pared to a grant in 1 year, in 1948, when the U.S. Con-
gress gave you $400 million. They gave you more than
these people are going to lend you over five years in
one year. We are building up all of that.

SENATOR SMITH OF NEW JERSEY. How do you
plan to get that information through to the Chinese? I
agree with you entirely. How are we going to get it
through, through the broadcasting business, the “Voice
of America”?

SECRETARY ACHESON. The “Voice of America”
does it, people do it, radio does it. This is one of the
main efforts. There are various other ways which we
do not want to discuss here but that can be done also.

These are the ideas that we are planting there, and they
are not fake ideas, because this is what is happening.

Now, we believe that as the Moscow dominated group
begins to try and exercise the central control which is
the core of the Communist strategy in China, they are
going to get into trouble, as all central governments
have in China, and there will be a tendency to split off,
and that tendency we want to increase and work with
when it develops, and that is what we think is the best
bet in China.

Now, it is against that that you talk about Formosa. How
does what you do in Formosa affect the objectives that
I have just discussed? The fundamental facts that you
have about Formosa are, first of all, that it is controlled
and run by Chiang Kai-shek. Mr. Jessup has told you
what the feeling in Asia is about Chiang Kai-shek.
Whatever his merits, whatever he may have done in
the past, he is not the person who is going to liberate
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China. He cannot get anyone to rally to him and any
kind of effort which is made by him through military
attack is going to have exactly the opposite result. It is
going to solidify everybody against him.

SENATOR SMITH OF NEW JERSEY. I do not want
to argue with you, but I want the record to show I do
not share your conclusions.

Now, assuming you can’t use him, what are we going to
do with Formosa?

SECRETARY ACHESON. The fact I am pointing out
is that he is there, he is running it. How is he running
it? He is running it by carrying on an aggressive, offen-
sive war against the mainland, bombing Nanking and
other cities. Each of these bombing raids results in the
deaths of between one thousand and two thousand
Chinese civilians. All of these raids are carried out by
American planes, the bombs dropped are American. All
of these have been given to him by the United States
Government.

That does not make for the popularity of the United
States in China. You are not going, and we are not try-
ing, to win a popularity contest, but we do not want
to deflect from the Russians to ourselves the historic
Chinese xenophobia, and that is what is happening.

SENATOR LODGE. Then why isn’t it true that the
sooner we disconnect ourselves completely from China
the better?

SECRETARY ACHESON. There are many reasons
why that is not upon us, including the attitude of a large
number of people in the United States and Congress.

SENATOR LODGE. I am of the Congress and I am
of the United States, and my attitude is that we ought
to. It seems to me it is just fatal to carry that old man of
the sea on our backs all the time.

SECRETARY ACHESON. We have it very definitely
on our backs.

SENATOR LODGE. Wouldn’t we be much better off
if we got him off?



SECRETARY ACHESON. If, instead of carrying on
an aggressive way, he was doing something else, then
you might perhaps decide it would be very important
to see if you can build up Formosa something like a
good show. These are the choices that we now have.

Now, the second thing, not only is Chiang Kai-shek in
charge, not only is he behaving in this way, but whether
by this conduct or whether by the opposite conduct,
but chiefly by this one, he is inviting a first-class inva-
sion of his island from the mainland. Under present cir-
cumstances, the Communists would be criminally crazy
if they did not put an end to it just as soon as possible.

SENATOR SMITH OF NEW JERSEY. I might say
that was one of the reasons I wanted to explore the
possibility of militarization of the island. That is over
the dam now.

SECRETARY ACHESON. This probably is inevi-
table, that there will be an assault on the island. He is
in a position where, if he husbanded his resources
instead of wasting them in what he is doing now, he
could for a very considerable time, if he had decent
administration on the island, hold it. But if he runs out
of supplies, then he won’t be able to.

Furthermore, if the nuisance of this thing is great
enough and both the blockade of Shanghai and these
bombings are a very serious nuisance, then the Com-
munists will accelerate their cooperation with the Rus-
sian military, bomb the life out of the place, and before
long they will take it.

Very well. Now that is what you are faced with.

SENATOR SMITH OF NEW JERSEY. You think
the Russians would participate in that actively?

SECRETARY ACHESON. I am sure they would, and
I am sure we think they are now.

SENATOR SMITH OF NEW JERSEY. I think so too.

SECRETARY ACHESON. I do not mean they would
send their own forces, but they would fix it so they
would help.
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[. . .]

The situation therefore being that by reason of present
conduct and past conduct an assault is inevitable on
this island, the question then arises, what are we going
to do? Now, if we go to Chiang Kai-shek and say “If
you will stop doing this we will guarantee your safety,”
in the first place I do not think he would do it, because
everyone who has talked with him comes back with
one thought, and that is that he believes World War III
is absolutely inevitable, that the United States will
have to go back and conquer China, and that he will
come riding in on our coat tails. That is quite wrong,
but he believes it. He has no other thought.

What he is doing with this bombing is purely provoca-
tive, to provoke the very thing we have been talking
about, to get us involved, to get us committed to the
thing, and then we are either in World War III or in a
war with the Chinese.

Supposing we go in and say, “If you stop this, we will
do that.” The only thing he knows and our military
knows and everybody else knows, the only way you
can ever assure that Taiwan is not going to fall in the
face of Chinese assault, which I now say is inevitable,
is by the intervention of American military force. We
could beat it back. Nobody else could beat it back.

Now, do we want to assume that commitment? And, if
so, why? What do we gain by doing that? We lose the
very things that I was trying to point out at the begin-
ning are the objectives of our policy in China. We
become militarily committed to continue a long guer-
rilla warfare with the Chinese for the purpose of hold-
ing an island which as a military outpost is not one
which we must hold. It will be better for us to have it
in friendly hands than enemy hands, but it is not one
of our vital security points in the Far East.

Why should we reverse our entire objectives as regards
China in order to fight the Chinese for an island which
is not vital?

That is the situation as we see it. There may be all sorts
of developments. I am not saying that this is a complete
writing off or that we are through or anything more than



giving you the analysis of the matter as it stands at the
present time, and the reasons why we cannot assume
responsibility for Chiang Kai-shek. We cannot tell him
what he has to do because he asks a price for it, and the
price is that we guarantee the security of the island.

You can say that you can assume a whole lot of things
might happen, and maybe they might, and if they did
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we would reconsider this thing, but they are not hap-
pening and the thing is marching now down this road.

Source: Dean Acheson, Reviews of the World Situation,
1949–1950: Hearings Held in Executive Session before the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations, United States Senate, Eighty-first
Congress, First and Second Sessions, On the World Situation
(Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1974),
271–277.

35. NSC-68: U.S. Objectives and Programs
for National Security, 1950

Introduction
By 1949 the European Cold War was rapidly stabilizing as the Marshall Plan took effect and NATO was estab-
lished. At least some American officials nonetheless felt a pervasive sense of threat, due in part to Russia’s suc-
cessful detonation of an atomic bomb in August 1949 and the seizure of power by the Chinese Communist Party
(CCP) in October. U.S. President Harry S. Truman met on 31 January 1950 with Secretary of Defense Louis A.
Johnson, Secretary of State Dean Acheson, and Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission David Lilienthal to
discuss the status of the U.S. nuclear program. Truman asked the National Security Council (NSC) to draw up a
report on the state of U.S. defenses and the country’s position in regard to world affairs. Various officials in the State
and Defense Departments, led by Paul H. Nitze, who had replaced George F. Kennan as director of the State
Department’s Policy Planning Staff, argued that should war break out, the United States lacked the military
resources to meet even its existing international commitments. Implicitly, they endorsed the 1947 Truman Doc-
trine pledging American assistance to any nation facing internal or external communist threat. The planning paper
NSC-68, which they drafted and submitted to Truman on 7 April 1950, is widely regarded as the U.S. military blue-
print for much of the Cold War. NSC-68 demanded massive enhancements in American conventional and nuclear
military capabilities, including substantially increased American troop contributions to North Atlantic Treaty Orga-
nization (NATO) forces in Europe. The paper envisaged increasing the existing U.S. defense budget from $13.5
billion to anywhere between $18 billion and $50 billion, recommendations that the economy-conscious Truman
initially rejected, although ultimately he might well have endorsed more modest increases. The outbreak of the
Korean War in June 1950 proved crucial both in implementing NSC-68 and in effectively globalizing the Cold War.
American officials regarded this conflict as proof positive that in Asia and globally, the international communist
camp, united under Soviet leadership, actively sought to expand its territory. U.S. defense spending soared in
Europe as well as in Asia, reaching $48 billion in fiscal 1951 and $61 billion the following year. After the 1953
Korean armistice, U.S. defense budgets still remained far higher than in the past. In June 1950 the United States
had 1.46 million military personnel, of whom 280,000 were stationed abroad. Four years later, the totals were 3.555
million and 963,000, respectively. Fearing that Korea was only a feint intended to divert attention from a forth-
coming threat to Europe, in late 1950 Truman sent four additional American divisions to join the two understrength
formations already on the continent, a deployment that effectively soon became permanent. These measures were
only part of a broader expansion of American overseas commitments and alliances in Asia and the Middle East dur-
ing the 1950s, a web of bases, treaties, and economic and military assistance that, by the end of the decade, made
U.S. Cold War strategy global in nature.



Primary Source
TOP SECRET

TERMS OF REFERENCE

The following report is submitted in response to the
President’s directive of January 31 which reads:

That the President direct the Secretary of State and
the Secretary of Defense to undertake a reexamina-
tion of our objectives in peace and war and of the
effect of these objectives on our strategic plans, in
the light of the probable fission bomb capability and
possible thermonuclear bomb capability of the Soviet
Union.

The document which recommended that such a direc-
tive be issued reads in part: It must be considered
whether a decision to proceed with a program directed
toward determining feasibility prejudges the more fun-
damental decisions (a) as to whether, in the event that
a test of a thermonuclear weapon proves successful,
such weapons should be stockpiled, or (b) if stock-
piled, the conditions under which they might be used
in war. If a test of a thermonuclear weapon proves suc-
cessful, the pressures to produce and stockpile such
weapons to be held for the same purposes for which
fission bombs are then being held will be greatly in-
creased. The question of use policy can be adequately
assessed only as a part of a general reexamination of
this country’s strategic plans and its objectives in peace
and war. Such reexamination would need to consider
national policy not only with respect to possible ther-
monuclear weapons, but also with respect to fission
weapons—viewed in the light of the probable fission
bomb capability and the possible thermonuclear bomb
capability of the Soviet Union. The moral, psycholog-
ical, and political questions involved in this problem
would need to be taken into account and be given due
weight. The outcome of this reexamination would
have a crucial bearing on the further question as to
whether there should be a revision in the nature of
the agreements, including the international control of
atomic energy, which we have been seeking to reach
with the U.S.S.R.

ANALYSIS

[. . .]
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IV. The Underlying Conflict in the Realm of

ideas and Values between the U.S. Purpose and

the Kremlin Design

A. Nature of Conflict
The Kremlin regards the United States as the only
major threat to the conflict between idea of slavery
under the grim oligarchy of the Kremlin, which has
come to a crisis with the polarization of power described
in Section I, and the exclusive possession of atomic
weapons by the two protagonists. The idea of free-
dom, moreover, is peculiarly and intolerably subver-
sive of the idea of slavery. But the converse is not true.
The implacable purpose of the slave state to eliminate
the challenge of freedom has placed the two great
powers at opposite poles. It is this fact which gives the
present polarization of power the quality of crisis.

The free society values the individual as an end in
himself, requiring of him only that measure of self-
discipline and self-restraint which make the rights of
each individual compatible with the rights of every
other individual. The freedom of the individual has
as its counterpart, therefore, the negative responsibility
of the individual not to exercise his freedom in ways
inconsistent with the freedom of other individuals and
the positive responsibility to make constructive use of
his freedom in the building of a just society.

From this idea of freedom with responsibility derives
the marvelous diversity, the deep tolerance, the law-
fulness of the free society. This is the explanation of
the strength of free men. It constitutes the integrity
and the vitality of a free and democratic system. The
free society attempts to create and maintain an envi-
ronment in which every individual has the opportunity
to realize his creative powers. It also explains why the
free society tolerates those within it who would use
their freedom to destroy it. By the same token, in rela-
tions between nations, the prime reliance of the free
society is on the strength and appeal of its idea, and it
feels no compulsion sooner or later to bring all soci-
eties into conformity with it.

For the free society does not fear, it welcomes, diver-
sity. It derives its strength from its hospitality even to
antipathetic ideas. It is a market for free trade in ideas,



secure in its faith that free men will take the best
wares, and grow to a fuller and better realization of
their powers in exercising their choice.

The idea of freedom is the most contagious idea in his-
tory, more contagious than the idea of submission to
authority. For the breadth of freedom cannot be toler-
ated in a society which has come under the domination
of an individual or group of individuals with a will to
absolute power. Where the despot holds absolute power
—the absolute power of the absolutely powerful will—
all other wills must be subjugated in an act of willing
submission, a degradation willed by the individual upon
himself under the compulsion of a perverted faith. It is
the first article of this faith that he finds and can only
find the meaning of his existence in serving the ends
of the system. The system becomes God, and sub-
mission to the will of God becomes submission to the
will of the system. It is not enough to yield outwardly
to the system—even Gandhian non-violence is not
acceptable—for the spirit of resistance and the devo-
tion to a higher authority might then remain, and the
individual would not be wholly submissive.

The same compulsion which demands total power
over all men within the Soviet state without a single
exception, demands total power over all Communist
Parties and all states under Soviet domination. Thus
Stalin has said that the theory and tactics of Leninism
as expounded by the Bolshevik party are mandatory
for the proletarian parties of all countries. A true inter-
nationalist is defined as one who unhesitatingly upholds
the position of the Soviet Union and in the satellite
states true patriotism is love of the Soviet Union. By
the same token the “peace policy” of the Soviet Union,
described at a Party Congress as “a more advantageous
form of fighting capitalism,” is a device to divide and
immobilize the non-Communist world, and the peace
the Soviet Union seeks is the peace of total conformity
to Soviet policy.

The antipathy of slavery to freedom explains the iron
curtain, the isolation, the autarchy of the society whose
end is absolute power. The existence and persistence
of the idea of freedom is a permanent and continuous
threat to the foundation of the slave society; and it
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therefore regards as intolerable the long continued
existence of freedom in the world. What is new, what
makes the continuing crisis, is the polarization of power
which now inescapably confronts the slave society
with the free.

The assault on free institutions is world-wide now, and
in the context of the present polarization of power a
defeat of free institutions anywhere is a defeat every-
where. The shock we sustained in the destruction of
Czechoslovakia was not in the measure of Czechoslo-
vakia’s material importance to us. In a material sense,
her capabilities were already at Soviet disposal. But
when the integrity of Czechoslovak institutions was
destroyed, it was in the intangible scale of values that
we registered a loss more damaging than the material
loss we had already suffered.

Thus unwillingly our free society finds itself mortally
challenged by the Soviet system. No other value sys-
tem is so wholly irreconcilable with ours, so implacable
in its purpose to destroy ours, so capable of turning to
its own uses the most dangerous and divisive trends in
our own society, no other so skillfully and powerfully
evokes the elements of irrationality in human nature
everywhere, and no other has the support of a great
and growing center of military power.

B. Objectives
The objectives of a free society are determined by its
fundamental values and by the necessity for maintain-
ing the material environment in which they flourish.
Logically and in fact, therefore, the Kremlin’s challenge
to the United States is directed not only to our values
but to our physical capacity to protect their environ-
ment. It is a challenge which encompasses both peace
and war and our objectives in peace and war must take
account of it.

1. Thus we must make ourselves strong, both in the
way in which we affirm our values in the conduct of our
national life, and in the development of our military
and economic strength.

2. We must lead in building a successfully functioning
political and economic system in the free world. It is



only by practical affirmation, abroad as well as at home,
of our essential values, that we can preserve our own
integrity, in which lies the real frustration of the Krem-
lin design.

3. But beyond thus affirming our values our policy and
actions must be such as to foster a fundamental change
in the nature of the Soviet system, a change toward
which the frustration of the design is the first and per-
haps the most important step. Clearly it will not only
be less costly but more effective if this change occurs
to a maximum extent as a result of internal forces in
Soviet society.

In a shrinking world, which now faces the threat of
atomic warfare, it is not an adequate objective merely
to seek to check the Kremlin design, for the absence of
order among nations is becoming less and less toler-
able. This fact imposes on us, in our own interests, the
responsibility of world leadership. It demands that we
make the attempt, and accept the risks inherent in it,
to bring about order and justice by means consistent
with the principles of freedom and democracy. We
should limit our requirement of the Soviet Union to its
participation with other nations on the basis of equal-
ity and respect for the rights of others. Subject to this
requirement, we must with our allies and the former
subject peoples seek to create a world society based on
the principle of consent. Its framework cannot be in-
flexible. It will consist of many national communities
of great and varying abilities and resources, and hence
of war potential. The seeds of conflicts will inevitably
exist or will come into being. To acknowledge this is
only to acknowledge the impossibility of a final solu-
tion. Not to acknowledge it can be fatally dangerous in
a world in which there are no final solutions.

All these objectives of a free society are equally valid
and necessary in peace and war. But every considera-
tion of devotion to our fundamental values and to our
national security demands that we seek to achieve
them by the strategy of the cold war. It is only by
developing the moral and material strength of the free
world that the Soviet regime will become convinced
of the falsity of its assumptions and that the pre-
conditions for workable agreements can be created. By
practically demonstrating the integrity and vitality of
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our system the free world widens the area of possible
agreement and thus can hope gradually to bring about
a Soviet acknowledgement of realities which in sum
will eventually constitute a frustration of the Soviet
design. Short of this, however, it might be possible to
create a situation which will induce the Soviet Union
to accommodate itself, with or without the conscious
abandonment of its design, to coexistence on tolerable
terms with the non-Soviet world. Such a development
would be a triumph for the idea of freedom and demo-
cracy. It must be an immediate objective of United
States policy.

[. . .]

C. Means
The free society is limited in its choice of means to
achieve its ends.

Compulsion is the negation of freedom, except when
it is used to enforce the rights common to all. The
resort to force, internally or externally, is therefore a
last resort for a free society. The act is permissible only
when one individual or groups of individuals within it
threaten the basic rights of other individuals or when
another society seeks to impose its will upon it. The
free society cherishes and protects as fundamental the
rights of the minority against the will of a majority,
because these rights are the inalienable rights of each
and every individual.

The resort to force, to compulsion, to the imposition of
its will is therefore a difficult and dangerous act for a
free society, which is warranted only in the face of
even greater dangers. The necessity of the act must be
clear and compelling; the act must commend itself to
the overwhelming majority as an inescapable excep-
tion to the basic idea of freedom; or the regenerative
capacity of free men after the act has been performed
will be endangered.

[. . .]

Practical and ideological considerations therefore both
impel us to the conclusion that we have no choice but
to demonstrate the superiority of the idea of freedom
by its constructive application, and to attempt to change



the world situation by means short of war in such a way
as to frustrate the Kremlin design and hasten the decay
of the Soviet system.

For us the role of military power is to serve the
national purpose by deterring an attack upon us while
we seek by other means to create an environment in
which our free society can flourish, and by fighting, if
necessary, to defend the integrity and vitality of our
free society and to defeat any aggressor. The Kremlin
uses Soviet military power to back up and serve the
Kremlin design. It does not hesitate to use military
force aggressively if that course is expedient in the
achievement of its design. The differences between our
fundamental purpose and the Kremlin design, there-
fore, are reflected in our respective attitudes toward and
use of military force.

Our free society, confronted by a threat to its basic
values, naturally will take such action, including the
use of military force, as may be required to protect
those values. The integrity of our system will not be
jeopardized by any measures, covert or overt, violent
or non-violent, which serve the purposes of frustrating
the Kremlin design, nor does the necessity for con-
ducting ourselves so as to affirm our values in actions
as well as words forbid such measures, provided only
they are appropriately calculated to that end and are
not so excessive or misdirected as to make us enemies
of the people instead of the evil men who have en-
slaved them.

But if war comes, what is the role of force? Unless we
so use it that the Russian people can perceive that our
effort is directed against the regime and its power for
aggression, and not against their own interests, we will
unite the regime and the people in the kind of last
ditch fight in which no underlying problems are solved,
new ones are created, and where our basic principles
are obscured and compromised. If we do not in the
application of force demonstrate the nature of our
objectives we will, in fact, have compromised from the
outset our fundamental purpose. In the words of the
Federalist (No. 28) “The means to be employed must
be proportioned to the extent of the mischief.” The
mischief may be a global war or it may be a Soviet cam-
paign for limited objectives. In either case we should
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take no avoidable initiative which would cause it to
become a war of annihilation, and if we have the forces
to defeat a Soviet drive for limited objectives it may
well be to our interest not to let it become a global war.
Our aim in applying force must be to compel the
acceptance of terms consistent with our objectives,
and our capabilities for the application of force should,
therefore, within the limits of what we can sustain over
the long pull, be congruent to the range of tasks which
we may encounter.

[. . .]

VII. Present Risks

A. General
It is apparent from the preceding sections that the
integrity and vitality of our system is in greater jeop-
ardy than ever before in our history. Even if there were
no Soviet Union we would face the great problem of
the free society, accentuated many fold in this indus-
trial age, of reconciling order, security, the need for
participation, with the requirement of freedom. We
would face the fact that in a shrinking world the absence
of order among nations is becoming less and less toler-
able. The Kremlin design seeks to impose order among
nations by means which would destroy our free and
democratic system. The Kremlin’s possession of atomic
weapons puts new power behind its design, and in-
creases the jeopardy to our system. It adds new strains
to the uneasy equilibrium-without-order which exists
in the world and raises new doubts in men’s minds
whether the world will long tolerate this tension with-
out moving toward some kind of order, on somebody’s
terms.

The risks we face are of a new order of magnitude,
commensurate with the total struggle in which we are
engaged. For a free society there is never total victory,
since freedom and democracy are never wholly at-
tained, are always in the process of being attained. But
defeat at the hands of the totalitarian is total defeat.
These risks crowd in on us, in a shrinking world of
polarized power, so as to give us no choice, ultimately,
between meeting them effectively or being overcome
by them.

[. . .]



VIII. Atomic Armaments

A. Military Evaluation of U.S. and USSR Atomic
Capabilities
1. The United States now has an atomic capability,
including both numbers and deliverability, estimated to
be adequate, if effectively utilized, to deliver a serious
blow against the war-making capacity of the USSR. It is
doubted whether such a blow, even if it resulted in the
complete destruction of the contemplated target sys-
tems, would cause the USSR to sue for terms or prevent
Soviet forces from occupying Western Europe against
such ground resistance as could presently be mobilized.
A very serious initial blow could, however, so reduce
the capabilities of the USSR to supply and equip its
military organization and its civilian population as to
give the United States the prospect of developing a
general military superiority in a war of long duration.

2. As the atomic capability of the USSR increases, it will
have an increased ability to hit at our atomic bases and
installations and thus seriously hamper the ability of the
United States to carry out an attack such as that out-
lined above. It is quite possible that in the near future
the USSR will have a sufficient number of atomic
bombs and a sufficient deliverability to raise a question
whether Britain with its present inadequate air defense
could be relied upon as an advance base from which a
major portion of the U.S. attack could be launched.

It is estimated that, within the next four years, the
USSR will attain the capability 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 opposition than we now
have programmed. Such a blow could so seriously dam-
age the United States as to greatly reduce its superior-
ity in economic potential.

Effective opposition to this Soviet capability will
require among other measures greatly increased air
warning systems, air defenses, and vigorous develop-
ment and implementation of a civilian defense pro-
gram which has been thoroughly integrated with the
military defense systems.

In time the atomic capability of the USSR can be
expected to grow to a point where, given surprise and
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no more effective opposition than we now have pro-
grammed, the possibility of a decisive initial attack
cannot be excluded.

3. In the initial phases of an atomic war, the advantages
of initiative and surprise would be very great. A police
state living behind an iron curtain has an enormous
advantage in maintaining the necessary security and
centralization of decision required to capitalize on this
advantage.

4. For the moment our atomic retaliatory capability is
probably adequate to deter the Kremlin from a delib-
erate direct military attack against ourselves or other
free peoples. However, when it calculates that it has a
sufficient atomic capability to make a surprise attack
on us, nullifying our atomic superiority and creating a
military situation decisively in its favor, the Kremlin
might be tempted to strike swiftly and with stealth.
The existence of two large atomic capabilities in such
a relationship might well act, therefore, not as a deter-
rent, but as an incitement to war.

5. A further increase in the number and power of our
atomic weapons is necessary in order to assure the
effectiveness of any U.S. retaliatory blow, but would
not of itself seem to change the basic logic of the
above points. Greatly increased general air, ground,
and sea strength, and increased air defense and civilian
defense programs would also be necessary to provide
reasonable assurance that the free world could survive
an initial surprise atomic attack of the weight which it
is estimated the USSR will be capable of delivering by
1954 and still permit the free world to go on to the
eventual attainment of its objectives. Furthermore,
such a build-up of strength could safeguard and
increase our retaliatory power, and thus might put off
for some time the date when the Soviet Union could
calculate that a surprise blow would be advantageous.
This would provide additional time for the effects of
our policies to produce a modification of the Soviet
system.

6. If the USSR develops a thermonuclear weapon
ahead of the U.S., the risks of greatly increased Soviet
pressure against all the free world, or an attack against
the U.S., will be greatly increased.



7. If the U.S. develops a thermonuclear weapon ahead
of the USSR, the U.S. should for the time being be
able to bring increased pressure on the USSR.

[. . .]

IX. Possible Courses of Action

Introduction. Four possible courses of action by the
United States in the present situation can be distin-
guished. They are:

a. Continuation of current policies, with current
and currently projected programs for carrying out
these policies;

b. Isolation;
c. War; and
d. A more rapid building up of the political, eco-

nomic, 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 ourselves
in the event that the free world is attacked.

[. . .]

A. THE FIRST COURSE—

CONTINUATION OF CURRENT

POLICIES, WITH CURRENT AND

CURRENTLY PROJECTED PROGRAMS

FOR CARRYING OUT THESE POLICIES

1. Military aspects. On the basis of current programs,
the United States has a large potential military capa-
bility but an actual capability which, though improv-
ing, is declining relative to the USSR, particularly in
light of its probable fission bomb capability and pos-
sible thermonuclear bomb capability. The same holds
true for the free world as a whole relative to the Soviet
world as a whole. If war breaks out in 1950 or in the
next few years, the United States and its allies, apart
from a powerful atomic blow, will be compelled to con-
duct delaying actions, while building up their strength
for a general offensive. A frank evaluation of the re-
quirements, to defend the United States and its vital
interests and to support a vigorous initiative in the cold
war, on the one hand, and of present capabilities, on
the other, indicates that there is a sharp and growing
disparity between them.
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A review of Soviet policy shows that the military capa-
bilities, actual and potential, of the United States and
the rest of the free world, together with the apparent
determination of the free world to resist further Soviet
expansion, have not induced the Kremlin to relax its
pressures generally or to give up the initiative in the
cold war. On the contrary, the Soviet Union has con-
sistently pursued a bold foreign policy, modified only
when its probing revealed a determination and an
ability of the free world to resist encroachment upon
it. The relative military capabilities of the free world
are declining, with the result that its determination to
resist may also decline and that the security of the
United States and the free world as a whole will be
jeopardized.

From the military point of view, the actual and poten-
tial capabilities of the United States, given a continua-
tion of current and projected programs, will become
less and less effective as a war deterrent. Improvement
of the state of readiness will become more and more
important not only to inhibit the launching of war by
the Soviet Union but also to support a national policy
designed to reverse the present ominous trends in
international relations. A building up of the military
capabilities of the United States and the free world is
a pre-condition to the achievement of the objectives
outlined in this report and to the protection of the
United States against disaster.

Fortunately, the United States military establishment
has been developed into a unified and effective force
as a result of the policies laid down by the Congress
and the vigorous carrying out of these policies by the
Administration in the fields of both organization and
economy. It is, therefore, a base upon which increased
strength can be rapidly built with maximum efficiency
and economy.

2. Political aspects. The Soviet Union is pursuing the
initiative in the conflict with the free world. Its atomic
capabilities, together with its successes in the Far East,
have led to an increasing confidence on its part and to
an increasing nervousness in Western Europe and the
rest of the free world. We cannot be sure, of course,
how vigorously the Soviet Union will pursue its initia-
tive, nor can we be sure of the strength or weakness of



the other free countries in reacting to it. There are,
however, ominous signs of further deterioration in the
Far East. There are also some indications that a decline
in morale and confidence in Western Europe may be
expected. In particular, the situation in Germany is
unsettled. Should the belief or suspicion spread that
the free nations are not now able to prevent the Soviet
Union from taking, if it chooses, the military actions
outlined in Chapter V, the determination of the free
countries to resist probably would lessen and there
would be an increasing temptation for them to seek a
position of neutrality.

Politically, recognition of the military implications of
a continuation of present trends will mean that the
United States and especially other free countries will
tend to shift to the defensive, or to follow a dangerous
policy of bluff, because the maintenance of a firm ini-
tiative in the cold war is closely related to aggregate
strength in being and readily available.

This is largely a problem of the incongruity of the cur-
rent actual capabilities of the free world and the threat
to it, for the free world has an economic and military
potential far superior to the potential of the Soviet
Union and its satellites. The shadow of Soviet force
falls darkly on Western Europe and Asia and supports
a policy of encroachment. The free world lacks ade-
quate means—in the form of forces in being—to thwart
such expansion locally. The United States will there-
fore be confronted more frequently with the dilemma
of reacting totally to a limited extension of Soviet con-
trol or of not reacting at all (except with ineffectual
protests and half measures). Continuation of present
trends is likely to lead, therefore, to a gradual with-
drawal under the direct or indirect pressure of the
Soviet Union, until we discover one day that we have
sacrificed positions of vital interest. In other words, the
United States would have chosen, by lack of the nec-
essary decisions and actions, to fall back to isolation
in the Western Hemisphere. This course would at best
result in only a relatively brief truce and would be
ended either by our capitulation or by a defensive war
—on unfavorable terms from unfavorable positions—
against a Soviet Empire compromising all or most of
Eurasia. (See Section B.)
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3. Economic and social aspects. As was pointed out in
Chapter Vl, the present foreign economic policies and
programs of the United States will not produce a solu-
tion to the problem of international economic equilib-
rium, notably the problem of the dollar gap, and will
not create an economic base conducive to political sta-
bility in many important free countries.

The European Recovery Program has been successful
in assisting the restoration and expansion of produc-
tion in Western Europe and has been a major factor
in checking the dry rot of Communism in Western
Europe. However, little progress has been made toward
the resumption by Western Europe of a position of
influence in world affairs commensurate with its poten-
tial strength. Progress in this direction will require inte-
grated political, economic, and military policies and
programs, which are supported by the United States
and the Western European countries and which will
probably require a deeper participation by the United
States than has been contemplated.

The Point IV Program and other assistance programs
will not adequately supplement, as now projected, the
efforts of other important countries to develop effec-
tive institutions, to improve the administration of their
affairs, and to achieve a sufficient measure of economic
development. The moderate regimes now in power
in many countries, like India, Indonesia, Pakistan, and
the Philippines, will probably be unable to restore or
retain their popular support and authority unless they
are assisted in bringing about a more rapid improve-
ment of the economic and social structure than present
programs will make possible.

The Executive Branch is now undertaking a study of
the problem of the United States balance of payments
and of the measures which might be taken by the
United States to assist in establishing international
economic equilibrium. This is a very important proj-
ect and work on it should have a high priority. How-
ever, unless such an economic program is matched
and supplemented by an equally far-sighted and vig-
orous political and military program, we will not be
successful in checking and rolling back the Kremlin’s
drive.



4. Negotiation. In short, by continuing along its pres-
ent course the free world will not succeed in making
effective use of its vastly superior political, economic,
and military potential to build a tolerable state of order
among nations. On the contrary, the political, economic,
and military situation of the free world is already un-
satisfactory and will become less favorable unless we
act to reverse present trends.

This situation is one which militates against successful
negotiations with the Kremlin—for the terms of agree-
ments on important pending issues would reflect pres-
ent realities and would therefore be unacceptable, if
not disastrous, to the United States and the rest of the
free world. Unless a decision had been made and action
undertaken to build up the strength, in the broadest
sense, of the United States and the free world, an
attempt to negotiate a general settlement on terms
acceptable to us would be ineffective and probably
long drawn out, and might thereby seriously delay the
necessary measures to build up our strength.

This is true despite the fact that the United States now
has the capability of delivering a powerful blow against
the Soviet Union in the event of war, for one of the
present realities is that the United States is not pre-
pared to threaten the use of our present atomic supe-
riority to coerce the Soviet Union into acceptable
agreements. In light of present trends, the Soviet
Union will not withdraw and the only conceivable
basis for a general settlement would be spheres of
influence and of no influenced “settlement” which
the Kremlin could readily exploit to its great advan-
tage. The idea that Germany or Japan or other impor-
tant areas can exist as islands of neutrality in a divided
world is unreal, given the Kremlin design for world
domination.

B. THE SECOND COURSE—ISOLATION

Continuation of present trends, it has been shown
above, will lead progressively to the withdrawal of the
United States from most of its present commitments
in Europe and Asia and to our isolation in the Western
Hemisphere and its approaches. This would result not
from a conscious decision but from a failure to take the
actions necessary to bring our capabilities into line
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with our commitments and thus to a withdrawal under
pressure. This pressure might come from our present
Allies, who will tend to seek other “solutions” unless
they have confidence in our determination to acceler-
ate our efforts to build a successfully functioning polit-
ical and economic system in the free world.

There are some who advocate a deliberate decision to
isolate ourselves. Superficially, this has some attrac-
tiveness as a course of action, for it appears to bring our
commitments and capabilities into harmony by reduc-
ing the former and by concentrating our present, or
perhaps even reduced, military expenditures on the
defense of the United States.

This argument overlooks the relativity of capabilities.
With the United States in an isolated position, we
would have to face the probability that the Soviet
Union would quickly dominate most of Eurasia, prob-
ably without meeting armed resistance. It would thus
acquire a potential far superior to our own, and would
promptly proceed to develop this potential with the
purpose of eliminating our power, which would, even
in isolation, remain as a challenge to it and as an ob-
stacle to the imposition of its kind of order in the
world. There is no way to make ourselves inoffensive
to the Kremlin except by complete submission to its
will. Therefore isolation would in the end condemn us
to capitulate or to fight alone and on the defensive,
with drastically limited offensive and retaliatory capa-
bilities in comparison with the Soviet Union. (These
are the only possibilities, unless we are prepared to
risk the future on the hazard that the Soviet Empire,
because of over-extension or other reasons, will spon-
taneously destroy itself from within.)

The argument also overlooks the imponderable, but
nevertheless drastic, effects on our belief in ourselves
and in our way of life of a deliberate decision to isolate
ourselves. As the Soviet Union came to dominate free
countries, it is clear that many Americans would feel a
deep sense of responsibility and guilt for having aban-
doned their former friends and allies. As the Soviet
Union mobilized the resources of Eurasia, increased its
relative military capabilities, and heightened its threat
to our security, some would be tempted to accept



“peace” on its terms, while many would seek to defend
the United States by creating a regimented system
which would permit the assignment of a tremendous
part of our resources to defense. Under such a state of
affairs our national morale would be corrupted and the
integrity and vitality of our system subverted.

Under this course of action, there would be no negoti-
ation, unless on the Kremlin’s terms, for we would
have given up everything of importance.

It is possible that at some point in the course of isola-
tion, many Americans would come to favor a surprise
attack on the Soviet Union and the area under its con-
trol, in a desperate attempt to alter decisively the bal-
ance of power by an overwhelming blow with modern
weapons of mass destruction. It appears unlikely that
the Soviet Union would wait for such an attack before
launching one of its own. But even if it did and even if
our attack were successful, it is clear that the United
States would face appalling tasks in establishing a tol-
erable state of order among nations after such a war
and after Soviet occupation of all or most of Eurasia
for some years. These tasks appear so enormous and
success so unlikely that reason dictates an attempt to
achieve our objectives by other means.

C. THE THIRD COURSE—WAR

Some Americans favor a deliberate decision to go to
war against the Soviet Union in the near future. It goes
without saying that the idea of “preventive” war—in
the sense of a military attack not provoked by a mili-
tary attack upon us or our allies—is generally unaccept-
able to Americans. Its supporters argue that since the
Soviet Union is in fact at war with the free world now
and that since the failure of the Soviet Union to use all-
out military force is explainable on grounds of expe-
diency, we are at war and should conduct ourselves
accordingly. Some further argue that the free world is
probably unable, except under the crisis of war, to
mobilize and direct its resources to the checking and
rolling back of the Kremlin’s drive for world dominion.
This is a powerful argument in the light of history, but
the considerations against war are so compelling that
the free world must demonstrate that this argument
is wrong. The case for war is premised on the assump-
tion that the United States could launch and sustain an
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attack of sufficient impact to gain a decisive advantage
for the free world in a long war and perhaps to win an
early decision.

The ability of the United States to launch effective
offensive operations is now limited to attack with
atomic weapons. A powerful blow could be delivered
upon the Soviet Union, but it is estimated that these
operations alone would not force or induce the Krem-
lin to capitulate and that the Kremlin would still be
able to use the forces under its control to dominate
most or all of Eurasia. This would probably mean a
long and difficult struggle during which the free insti-
tutions of Western Europe and many freedom-loving
people would be destroyed and the regenerative capac-
ity of Western Europe dealt a crippling blow.

Apart from this, however, a surprise attack upon the
Soviet Union, despite the provocativeness of recent
Soviet behavior, would be repugnant to many Ameri-
cans. Although the American people would probably
rally in support of the war effort, the shock of responsi-
bility for a surprise attack would be morally corrosive.
Many would doubt that it was a “just war” and that all
reasonable possibilities for a peaceful settlement had
been explored in good faith. Many more, proportion-
ately, would hold such views in other countries, partic-
ularly in Western Europe and particularly after Soviet
occupation, if only because the Soviet Union would
liquidate articulate opponents. It would, therefore, be
difficult after such a war to create a satisfactory inter-
national order among nations. Victory in such a war
would have brought us little if at all closer to victory in
the fundamental ideological conflict.

These considerations are no less weighty because they
are imponderable, and they rule out an attack unless it
is demonstrably in the nature of a counter-attack to a
blow which is on its way or about to be delivered. (The
military advantages of landing the first blow become
increasingly important with modern weapons, and this
is a fact which requires us to be on the alert in order to
strike with our full weight as soon as we are attacked,
and, if possible, before the Soviet blow is actually de-
livered.) If the argument of Chapter IV is accepted, it
follows that there is no “easy” solution and that the
only sure victory lies in the frustration of the Kremlin



design by the steady development of the moral and
material strength of the free world and its projection
into the Soviet world in such a way as to bring about an
internal change in the Soviet system.

D. THE REMAINING COURSE OF

ACTION—A RAPID BUILD-UP OF

POLITICAL, ECONOMIC, AND

MILITARY STRENGTH IN THE 

FREE WORLD

A more rapid build-up of political, economic, and mil-
itary 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 frustration of the Kremlin
design requires the free world to develop a success-
fully functioning 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 expan-
sion, 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
ability 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.

1. Military aspects. It has been indicated in Chapter VI
that U.S. military capabilities are strategically more
defensive in nature than offensive and are more poten-
tial than actual. It is evident, from an analysis of the
past and of the trend of weapon development, that
there is now and will be in the future no absolute
defense. The history of war also indicates that a favor-
able decision can only be achieved through offensive
action. Even a defensive strategy, if it is to be success-
ful, calls not only for defensive forces to hold vital posi-
tions while mobilizing and preparing for the offensive,
but also for offensive forces to attack the enemy and
keep him off balance.

The two fundamental requirements which must be met
by forces in being or readily available are support of
foreign policy and protection against disaster. To meet
the second requirement, the forces in being or readily
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available must be able, at a minimum, to perform cer-
tain basic tasks:

a. To defend the Western Hemisphere and essen-
tial allied areas in order that their war-making
capabilities can be developed;

b. To provide and protect a mobilization base while
the offensive forces required for victory are being
built up;

c. To conduct offensive operations to destroy vital
elements of the Soviet war-making capacity, and
to keep the enemy off balance until the full offen-
sive strength of the United States and its allies
can be brought to bear;

d. To defend and maintain the lines of communica-
tion and base areas necessary to the execution of
the above tasks; and

e. To provide such aid to allies as is essential to the
execution of their role in the above tasks.

In the broadest terms, the ability to perform these tasks
requires a build-up of military strength by the United
States and its allies to a point at which the combined
strength will be superior for at least these tasks, both
initially and throughout a war, to the forces that can be
brought to bear by the Soviet Union and its satellites.
In specific terms, it is not essential to match item for
item with the Soviet Union, but to provide an ade-
quate defense against air attack on the United States
and Canada and an adequate defense against air and
surface attack on the United Kingdom and Western
Europe, Alaska, the Western Pacific, Africa, and the
Near and Middle East, and on the long lines of com-
munication to these areas. Furthermore, it is manda-
tory that in building up our strength, we enlarge upon
our technical superiority by an accelerated exploita-
tion of the scientific potential of the United States and
our allies.

Forces of this size and character are necessary not only
for protection against disaster but also to support our
foreign policy. In fact, it can be argued that larger
forces in being and readily available are necessary to
inhibit a would-be aggressor than to provide the nucleus
of strength and the mobilization base on which the
tremendous forces required for victory can be built.
For example, in both World Wars I and II the ultimate



victors had the strength, in the end, to win though they
had not had the strength in being or readily available
to prevent the outbreak of war. In part, at least, this
was because they had not had the military strength on
which to base a strong foreign policy. 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 to roll back the Kremlin’s
drive for world domination.

Moreover, the United States and the other free coun-
tries do not now have the forces in being and readily
available to defeat local Soviet moves with local action,
but must accept reverses or make these local moves
the occasion for war—for which we are not prepared.
This situation makes for great uneasiness among our
allies, particularly in Western Europe, for whom total
war means, initially, Soviet occupation. Thus, unless
our combined strength is rapidly increased, our allies
will tend to become increasingly reluctant to support a
firm foreign policy on our part and increasingly anxious
to seek other solutions, even though they are aware
that appeasement means defeat. An important advan-
tage in adopting the fourth course of action lies in its
psychological impact—the revival of confidence and
hope in the future. It is recognized, of course, that any
announcement of the recommended course of action
could be exploited by the Soviet Union in its peace
campaign and would have adverse psychological effects
in certain parts of the free world until the necessary
increase in strength has been achieved. Therefore, in
any announcement of policy and in the character of the
measures adopted, emphasis should be given to the
essentially defensive character and care should be taken
to minimize, so far as possible, unfavorable domestic
and foreign reactions.

2. Political and economic aspects. The immediate
objectives—to the achievement of which such a build-
up of strength is a necessary though not a sufficient
condition—are a renewed initiative in the cold war and
a situation to which the Kremlin would find it expe-
dient to accommodate itself, first by relaxing tensions
and pressures and then by gradual withdrawal. The
United States cannot alone provide the resources re-
quired for such a build-up of strength. The other free
countries must carry their part of the burden, but their
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ability and determination to do it will depend on the
action the United States takes to develop its own
strength and on the adequacy of its foreign political
and economic policies. Improvement in political and
economic conditions in the free world, as has been
emphasized above, is necessary as a basis for building
up the will and the means to resist and for dynamically
affirming the integrity and vitality of our free and
democratic way of life on which our ultimate victory
depends.

At the same time, we should take dynamic steps to
reduce the power and influence of the Kremlin inside
the Soviet Union and other areas under its control.
The objective would be the establishment of friendly
regimes not under Kremlin domination. Such action is
essential to engage the Kremlin’s attention, keep it off
balance, and force an increased expenditure of Soviet
resources in counteraction. In other words, it would be
the current Soviet cold war technique used against the
Soviet Union.

A program for rapidly building up strength and im-
proving political and economic 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 dangerous, 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 independence 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 neces-
sary to achieve our national objectives. It would prob-
ably 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 mili-
tary purposes adequate to meet the require-
ments for the tasks listed in Section D-1.

3. A substantial increase in military assistance pro-
grams, designed to foster cooperative efforts,
which will adequately and efficiently meet the



requirements of our allies for the tasks referred
to in Section D-l-e.

4. Some increase in economic assistance pro-
grams 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, along the lines
already approved by the President.

6. Development of programs designed to build and
maintain confidence among other peoples in
our strength and resolution, and to wage overt
psychological warfare calculated to encourage
mass defections from Soviet allegiance and to
frustrate the Kremlin design in other ways.

7. Intensification of affirmative and timely meas-
ures and operations by covert means in the fields
of economic warfare and political and psycho-
logical warfare with a view to fomenting and
supporting unrest and revolt in selected strate-
gic satellite countries.

8. Development of internal security and civilian
defense programs.

9. Improvement and intensification of intelligence
activities.

10. Reduction of Federal expenditures for pur-
poses other than defense and foreign assistance,
if necessary by the deferment of certain desir-
able programs.

11. Increased taxes.

Essential as prerequisites to the success of this pro-
gram would be (a) consultations with Congressional
leaders designed to make the program the object of
non-partisan legislative support, and (b) a presentation
to the public of a full explanation of the facts and
implications of present international trends.

The program will be costly, but it is relevant to recall
the disproportion between the potential capabilities of
the Soviet and non-Soviet worlds (cf. Chapters V and
VI). The Soviet Union is currently devoting about 40
percent of available resources (gross national product
plus reparations, equal in 1949 to about $65 billion) to
military expenditures (14 percent) and to investment
(26 percent), much of which is in war-supporting indus-
tries. In an emergency the Soviet Union could increase
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the allocation of resources to these purposes to about
50 percent, or by one-fourth.

The United States is currently devoting about 22 per-
cent of its gross national product ($255 billion in 1949)
to military expenditures (6 percent), foreign assistance
(2 percent), and investment (14 percent), little of
which is in war-supporting industries. (As was pointed
out in Chapter V, the “fighting value” obtained per
dollar of expenditure by the Soviet Union consider-
ably exceeds that obtained by the United States, pri-
marily because of the extremely low military and
civilian living standards in the Soviet Union.) In an
emergency the United States could devote upward of
50 percent of its gross national product to these pur-
poses (as it did during the last war), an increase of sev-
eral times present expenditures for direct and indirect
military purposes and foreign assistance.

From the point of view of the economy as a whole, the
program might not result in a real decrease in the stan-
dard of living, for the economic effects of the program
might be to increase the gross national product by
more than the amount being absorbed for additional
military and foreign assistance purposes. One of the
most significant lessons of our World War II experience
was that the American economy, when it operates at a
level approaching full efficiency, can provide enormous
resources for purposes other than civilian consumption
while simultaneously providing a high standard of liv-
ing. After allowing for price changes, personal consump-
tion expenditures rose by about one-fifth between 1939
and 1944, even though the economy had in the mean-
time increased the amount of resources going into
Government use by $60–$65 billion (in 1939 prices).

This comparison between the potentials of the Soviet
Union and the United States also holds true for the
Soviet world and the free world and is of fundamental
importance in considering the courses of action open
to the United States.

The comparison gives renewed emphasis to the fact
that the problems faced by the free countries in their
efforts to build a successfully functioning system lie
not so much in the field of economics as in the field
of politics. The building of such a system may require



more rapid progress toward the closer association of
the free countries in harmony with the concept of the
United Nations. It is clear that our long-range objec-
tives require a strengthened United Nations, or a suc-
cessor organization, to which the world can look for the
maintenance of peace and order in a system based on
freedom and justice. It also seems clear that a unifying
ideal of this kind might awaken and arouse the latent
spiritual energies of free men everywhere and obtain
their enthusiastic support for a positive program for
peace going far beyond the frustration of the Kremlin
design and opening vistas to the future that would out-
weigh short-run sacrifices.

The threat to the free world involved in the develop-
ment of the Soviet Union’s atomic and other capabili-
ties will rise steadily and rather rapidly. For the time
being, the United States possesses a marked atomic
superiority over the Soviet Union which, together with
the potential capabilities of the United States and other
free countries in other forces and weapons, inhibits
aggressive Soviet action. This provides an opportunity
for the United States, in cooperation with other free
countries, to launch a build-up of strength which will
support a firm policy directed to the frustration of the
Kremlin design. The immediate goal of our efforts to
build a successfully functioning political and economic
system in the free world backed by adequate military
strength is to postpone and avert the disastrous situa-
tion which, in light of the Soviet Union’s probable fis-
sion bomb capability and possible thermonuclear bomb
capability, might arise in 1954 on a continuation of our
present programs. By acting promptly and vigorously
in such a way that this date is, so to speak, pushed into
the future, we would permit time for the process of
accommodation, withdrawal and frustration to produce
the necessary changes in the Soviet system. Time is
short, however, and the risks of war attendant upon a
decision to build up strength will steadily increase the
longer we defer it.

CONCLUSIONS AND

RECOMMENDATIONS

Conclusions
The foregoing analysis indicates that the probable fis-
sion bomb capability and possible thermonuclear bomb
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capability of the Soviet Union have greatly intensified
the Soviet threat to the security of the United States.
This threat is of the same character as that described in
NSC 20/4 (approved by the President on November
24, 1948) but is more immediate than had previously
been estimated. In particular, the United States now
faces the contingency that within the next four or five
years the Soviet Union will possess the military capa-
bility of delivering a surprise atomic attack of such
weight that the United States must have substantially
increased general air, ground, and sea strength, atomic
capabilities, and air and civilian defenses to deter war
and to provide reasonable assurance, in the event of
war, that it could survive the initial blow and go on to
the eventual attainment of its objectives. In return,
this contingency requires the intensification of our
efforts in the fields of intelligence and research and
development.

[. . .]

A continuation of present trends would result in a seri-
ous decline in the strength of the free world relative to
the Soviet Union and its satellites. This unfavorable
trend arises from the inadequacy of current programs
and plans rather than from any error in our objectives
and aims. These trends lead in the direction of isola-
tion, not by deliberate decision but by lack of the nec-
essary basis for a vigorous initiative in the conflict with
the Soviet Union.

Our position as the center of power in the free world
places a heavy responsibility upon the United States
for leadership. We must organize and enlist the ener-
gies and resources of the free world in a positive pro-
gram for peace which will frustrate the Kremlin design
for world domination by creating a situation in the
free world to which the Kremlin will be compelled to
adjust. Without such a cooperative effort, led by the
United States, we will have to make gradual with-
drawals under pressure until we discover one day that
we have sacrificed positions of vital interest.

It is imperative that this trend be reversed by a much
more rapid and concerted build-up of the actual
strength of both the United States and the other nations



of the free world. The analysis shows that this will be
costly and will involve significant domestic financial
and economic adjustments.

The execution of such a build-up, however, requires
that the United States have an affirmative program
beyond the solely defensive one of countering the
threat posed by the Soviet Union. This program must
light the path to peace and order among nations in a
system based on freedom and justice, as contemplated
in the Charter of the United Nations. Further, it must
envisage the political and economic measures with
which and the military shield behind which the free
world can work to frustrate the Kremlin design by the
strategy of the cold war; for every consideration of
devotion to our fundamental values and to our national
security demands that we achieve our objectives by
the strategy of the cold war, building up our military
strength in order that it may not have to be used. The
only sure victory lies in the frustration of the Kremlin
design by the steady development of the moral and
material strength of the free world and its projection
into the Soviet world in such a way as to bring about an
internal change in the Soviet system. Such a positive
program—harmonious with our fundamental national
purpose and our objectives—is necessary if we are to
regain and retain the initiative and to win and hold
the necessary popular support and cooperation in the
United States and the rest of the free world.

This program should include a plan for negotiation
with the Soviet Union, developed and agreed with our
allies and which is consonant with our objectives. The
United States and its allies, particularly the United
Kingdom and France, should always be ready to nego-
tiate with the Soviet Union on terms consistent with
our objectives. The present world situation, however,
is one which militates against successful negotiations
with the Kremlin—for the terms of agreements on im-
portant pending issues would reflect present realities
and would therefore be unacceptable, if not disastrous,
to the United States and the rest of the free world.
After a decision and a start on building up the strength
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of the free world has been made, it might then be
desirable for the United States to take an initiative in
seeking negotiations in the hope that it might facilitate
the process of accommodation by the Kremlin to the
new situation. Failing that, the unwillingness of the
Kremlin to accept equitable terms or its bad faith in
observing them would assist in consolidating popular
opinion in the free world in support of the measures
necessary to sustain the build-up.

In summary, we must, by means of a rapid and sus-
tained build-up of the political, economic, and military
strength of the free world, and by means of an affirma-
tive program intended to wrest the initiative from the
Soviet Union, confront it with convincing evidence of
the determination and ability of the free world to frus-
trate the Kremlin design of a world dominated by its
will. Such evidence is the only means short of war
which eventually may force the Kremlin to abandon its
present course of action and to negotiate acceptable
agreements on issues of major importance.

The whole success of the proposed program hangs ulti-
mately on recognition by this Government, the Amer-
ican people, and all free peoples, that the cold war is in
fact a real war in which the survival of the free world is
at stake. Essential prerequisites to success are consul-
tations with Congressional leaders designed to make
the program the object of non-partisan legislative
support, and a presentation to the public of a full
explanation of the facts and implications of the present
international situation. The prosecution of the pro-
gram will require of us all the ingenuity, sacrifice, and
unity demanded by the vital importance of the issue
and the tenacity to persevere until our national objec-
tives have been attained.

[. . .]

Source: U.S. Department of State, “NSC 68: United States
Objectives and Programs for National Security,” Federation
of American Scientists, http://www.fas.org/irp/offdocs/
nsc-hst/nsc-68.htm.
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Telegram from Filippov [Stalin] to Mao Zedong
and Zhou Enlai, 1 October 1950
I am far away from Moscow on vacation and somewhat
detached from events in Korea. However, judging by
the information that I have received from Moscow
today, I see that the situation of our Korean friends is
getting desperate.

It was on 16 September already that Moscow warned
our Korean friends that the landing of the U.S. troops
at Chemulp’o [Inchon] had great significance and was
aimed at cutting off the First and Second Army Groups
of the North Koreans from their rear in the North.
Moscow admonished them to withdraw at least four
divisions from the South immediately, to set up a front-
line to the north and east of Seoul, and later to gradu-
ally pull out most of the troops fighting in the South
northward, thereby providing for the defense of the
38th parallel. However, the 1 and 2 Army Groups’ Com-
mands failed to implement Kim Il Sung’s order for the
withdrawal of troops northward, which allowed the U.S.
troops to cut them off and surround them. Our Korean
friends have no troops capable of resistance in the
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vicinity of Seoul. Hence, one needs to consider the
way toward the 38th parallel wide open.

I think that if in the current situation you consider it
possible to send troops to assist the Koreans, then you
should move at least five–six divisions toward the 38th
parallel at once so as to give our Korean comrades an
opportunity to organize combat reserves north of the
38th parallel under the cover of your troops. The Chi-
nese divisions could be considered as volunteers, with
Chinese in command at the head, of course.

I have not informed and am not going to inform our
Korean friends about this idea, but I have no doubt in
my mind that they will be glad when they learn about
it. I await your reply.

Telegram from Mao Zedong to Josef Stalin, 
2 October 1950
1. We have decided to send some of our troops to
Korea under the name of [Chinese People’s] Volun-
teers to fight the United States and its lackey Syngman
Rhee and to aid our Korean comrades. From the fol-
lowing considerations, we think it necessary to do so:

36. Josef Stalin, Mao Zedong, and Zhou Enlai: Telegram Exchange, 1950

Introduction
After General Douglas MacArthur led a surprise invasion at Inchon in central Korea in September 1950, United
Nations (UN) troops crossed the 38th Parallel into the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK, North
Korea), turning the tide in the Korean War. As UN forces neared complete victory at the beginning of October,
Soviet leader Josef Stalin and Chinese leader Mao Zedong exchanged telegrams on how they should react to the
UN advance. Stalin, clearly not prepared to commit Soviet troops, begged Mao to send his own forces, in the guise
of volunteers, to aid beleaguered North Korean leader Kim Il Sung. According to the official Chinese published
version, Mao promptly did so, cabling back the next day. Documents now available in Soviet archives, however,
give a more complex picture, revealing that the Soviets did not receive this message. Mao initially refused to
dispatch Chinese troops to the Korean War, arguing that there was a danger that this would expand the war into
a full-scale confrontation between China and the United States, which might even involve the Soviet Union.
V. N. Roshchin, Soviet ambassador in Beijing, commented that Mao had retreated from earlier promises of military
assistance to North Korea. It is not clear whether Mao was genuinely wavering, whether he sought to obtain more
generous aid from Stalin for China’s war effort, or whether, facing substantial opposition within the Chinese polit-
buro, he felt unable to promise Chinese intervention. Within two weeks, Roshchin was able to inform Stalin that
Mao had reversed his position, a decision that quickly triggered large-scale Chinese troop deployments in North
Korea. The new Chinese forces quickly drove the surprised UN troops back well beyond the 38th Parallel but were
unable to achieve a total victory over their opponents. By spring of the following year, the war had settled into a
near stalemate that would last until an armistice was signed in summer 1953.



the Korean revolutionary force will meet with a funda-
mental defeat, and the American aggressors will ram-
page unchecked once they occupy the whole of Korea.
This will be unfavorable to the entire East.

2. Since we have decided to send Chinese troops to
fight the Americans in Korea, we hold that, first, we
should be able to solve the problem; that is, [we are]
ready to annihilate and drive out the invading armies
of the United States and other countries. Second, since
Chinese troops are to fight American troops in Korea
(although we will use the name Volunteers), we must
be prepared for a declaration of war by the United
States and for the subsequent use of the U.S. air force
to bomb many of China’s main cities and industrial
bases, as well as an attack by the U.S. Navy on [our]
coastal areas.

3. Of these two problems, the primary problem is
whether or not the Chinese troops can annihilate the
American troops in Korea and effectively resolve the
Korean issue. Only when it is possible for our troops to
annihilate the American troops in Korea, principally
the Eighth Army (an old army with combat effective-
ness), can the situation become favorable to the revo-
lutionary camp and to China, although the second
problem (a declaration of war by the United States) is
still a serious one. This means that the Korean issue
will be solved in reality along with the defeat of Amer-
ican troops (in name it probably will remain unsolved
because the United States most likely will not admit
Korea’s victory for a considerable period of time). Con-
sequently, even if the United States declares war on
China, the war will probably not be of great scope or
last long. The most unfavorable situation, we hold,
would result from the inability of the Chinese troops to
annihilate American troops in Korea and the involve-
ment of the two countries’ troops in a stalemate while
the United States publicly declares war on China,
undermines the plans for China’s economic recon-
struction, which has already begun, and sparks the dis-
satisfaction of [China’s] national bourgeoisie and other
segments of the people (they are very afraid of war).

4. Under the current situation, we have reached a de-
cision to order the 12 divisions stationed in advance
in South Manchuria to set off on October 15. They
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will be deployed in appropriate areas in North Korea
(not necessarily reaching to the 38th Parallel). On the
one hand, they will fight the enemies who dare to cross
the 38th Parallel. At the initial stage, they will merely
engage in defensive warfare to wipe out small detach-
ments of enemy troops and ascertain the enemy’s
situation; on the other hand, they will wait for the
delivery of Soviet weapons. Once they are [well]
equipped, they will cooperate with the Korean com-
rades in counterattacks to annihilate American aggres-
sor troops.

5. According to our intelligence to date, an American
corps (composed of two infantry divisions and a mech-
anized division) has 1,500 guns of 70mm to 240mm
caliber, including tank cannons and anti-air-craft guns.
In comparison, each of our corps (composed of three
divisions) has only 36 such guns. The enemy domi-
nates the air. By comparison, we have only just started
training pilots. We shall not be able to employ more
than 300 aircraft in combat until February 1951. Ac-
cordingly, we do not now have any certainty of success
in annihilating a single American corps in one blow.
Since we have made the decision to fight the Ameri-
cans, we certainly must be prepared to deal with a sit-
uation in which the U.S. headquarters will employ
one American corps against our troops in one [of the
Korean] theaters. For the purpose of eliminating com-
pletely one enemy corps with a certainty of success,
we should in such a situation assemble four times as
many troops as the enemy (employing four corps to
deal with one enemy corps) and firepower from one-
and-a-half times to twice as heavy as the enemy’s (using
2,200 to 3,000 guns of more than 70mm caliber to deal
with 1,500 enemy guns of the same caliber).

6. In addition to the above-mentioned 12 divisions, we
are moving 24 divisions from south of the Yangtze River
and from Shaanzi and Gansu provinces to areas along
the Xuzhou-Lanzhou, Tianjin-Pukou, and Beijing-
Shenyang railroad lines. We plan to employ these divi-
sions as the second and third groups of troops sent to
aid Korea in the spring and summer of next year as the
future situation requires.

Source: “Ciphered Telegram,” CWIHP Bulletin 6/7 (Winter
1995): 114–115.



Primary Source
[. . .]

We have reviewed together the outstanding problems
facing our two countries in international affairs. The
objectives of our two nations in foreign policy are the
same: to maintain world peace and respect for the fights
and interests of all peoples, to promote strength and
confidence among the freedom-loving countries of the
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world, to eliminate the causes of fear, want and discon-
tent, and to advance the democratic way of life.

We first reviewed the changed aspect of world affairs
arising from the massive intervention of Chinese Com-
munists in Korea. We have discussed the problems of
the Far East and the situation as it now presents itself
in Europe. We have surveyed the economic problems
and the defense programs of our respective countries,

37. Harry S. Truman and Clement Attlee:
Joint Communiqué, 8 December 1950

Introduction
The intervention of communist China in the Korean War in November 1950 came as a major shock to the Western
powers. Before this event, United Nations (UN) commander Douglas MacArthur had promised that the war would
be over by Christmas. The entry of China transformed the war. Initially, the Chinese drove South Korean and UN
forces back down the Korean peninsula and well across the former 38th Parallel border dividing the Democratic
People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK, North Korea) and the Republic of Korea (ROK, South Korea). By spring of
1951, the noncommunist forces had recovered some of the lost ground, and the two sides eventually found them-
selves facing each other in positions not far removed from the original frontier between the two states. Even so, the
conflict had changed decisively from one in which full-scale victory was anticipated in the near future to a limited
war of attrition in which all the major powers were seeking to restrain the further spread of hostilities and prevent
any broadening of the war beyond its existing boundaries. The British, who had contributed substantial forces to
the UN Korea force, were particularly eager to avoid any expansion of the war. Using this opportunity to demon-
strate his country’s loyalty to the United States, its foremost NATO ally, in July 1950 British Prime Minister
Clement Attlee committed British troops to the American-led UN forces. British officials welcomed the massive
American enhancement of NATO forces that quickly resulted from the Korean conflict. Even so, Attlee was anx-
ious to restrain the United States, fearing that American leaders might escalate the Korean intervention into full-
scale war with China and perhaps even the Soviet Union, jeopardizing Britain’s Asian colonies, alienating India,
diverting American forces from Europe and the Middle East, and, in the worst eventuality, risking Soviet devasta-
tion of Western Europe. Attlee supported the fall 1950 UN decision to cross the 38th Parallel, believing that nei-
ther the Soviets nor the Chinese would intervene. When the Chinese did so, British leaders sought to prevent the
conflict’s further expansion. President Harry S. Truman’s public comments that month that the United States
might employ atomic weapons reinforced their anxieties. In early December, Attlee flew to Washington seeking to
reassure the British public, restrain the United States, and reaffirm Britain’s status within the Atlantic alliance. In a
series of six meetings with Attlee, Truman and Secretary of State Dean Acheson endorsed Attlee’s view that UN
forces in Korea should not seek total victory but should only aim to achieve an acceptable battlefield position giv-
ing them a line along which they could negotiate an armistice. They refused, however, to offer China political or
diplomatic concessions in exchange for a cease-fire. Publicly, the two Western leaders issued a joint communiqué
announcing that they would continue their strong support of UN forces in Korea and cooperate in building up their
military forces in Europe as well as in Asia. They did, however, open the door to negotiations with their opponents
and left open the question of the future status of Taiwan. Attlee exaggerated his successes when he returned to
Britain, and the belief became widespread that he had prevented further American escalation of the war. Alarmed
by UN commander General Douglas MacArthur’s bellicose subsequent pronouncements on the potential use of
nuclear weapons, Attlee welcomed the general’s dismissal by Truman in April 1951.



and particularly the existing and threatened shortages
of raw materials. We have considered the arrange-
ments for the defense of the Atlantic community, and
our future course in the United Nations.

The unity of objectives of our two countries underlay
all the discussions. There is no difference between us
as to the nature of the threat which our countries face
or the basic policies which must be pursued to over-
come it. We recognize that many of the problems
which we have discussed can only be decided through
the procedures of the United Nations or the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization.

The peoples of the United States and the United King-
dom will act together with resolution and unity to meet
the challenge to peace which recent weeks have made
clear to all.

The situation in Korea is one of great gravity and far-
reaching consequences. By the end of October, the
forces of the United Nations had all but completed the
mission set for them by the United Nations “to repel
the armed attack and to restore international peace and
security in the area.” A free and unified Korea—the
objective which the United Nations has long sought
—was well on the way to being realized. At that point
Chinese Communist forces entered Korea in large
numbers, and on November 27 launched a large-scale
attack on the United Nations troops. The United
Nations forces have the advantage of superior air
power and naval support, but on the ground they are
confronted by a heavy numerical superiority.

The United Nations forces were sent into Korea on the
authority and at the recommendation of the United
Nations. The United Nations has not changed the
mission which it has entrusted to them and the forces
of our two countries will continue to discharge their
responsibilities.

We were in complete agreement that there can be no
thought of appeasement or of rewarding aggression,
whether in the Far East or elsewhere. Lasting peace
and the future of the United Nations as an instrument
for world peace depend upon strong support for resist-
ance against aggression.
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For our part we are ready, as we have always been, to
seek an end to the hostilities by means of negotiation.
The same principles of international conduct should
be applied to this situation as are applied, in accor-
dance with our obligations under the Charter of the
United Nations, to any threat to world peace. Every
effort must be made to achieve the purposes of the
United Nations in Korea by peaceful means and to
find a solution of the Korean problem on the basis of a
free and independent Korea. We are confident that the
great majority of the United Nations takes the same
view. If the Chinese on their side display any evidence
of a similar attitude, we are hopeful that the cause of
peace can be upheld. If they do not, then it will be for
the peoples of the world, acting through the United
Nations, to decide how the principles of the Charter
can best be maintained. For our part, we declare in
advance our firm resolve to uphold them.

We considered two questions regarding China which
are already before the United Nations. On the ques-
tion of the Chinese seat in the United Nations, the
two governments differ. The United Kingdom has rec-
ognized the Central People’s Government and con-
siders that its representatives should occupy China’s
seat in the United Nations. The United States has
opposed and continues to oppose the seating of the
Chinese communist representatives in the United
Nations. We have discussed our difference of view on
this point and are determined to prevent it from inter-
fering with our united effort in support of our com-
mon objectives.

On the question of Formosa, we have noted that both
Chinese claimants have insisted upon the validity of
the Cairo Declaration and have expressed reluctance
to have the matter considered by the United Nations.
We agreed that the issues should be settled by peace-
ful means and in such a way as to safeguard the inter-
ests of the people of Formosa and the maintenance of
peace and security in the Pacific, and that considera-
tion of this question by the United Nations will con-
tribute to these ends.

The free nations of Asia have given strong support to
the United Nations and have worked for world peace.
Communist aggression in Korea increases the danger



to the security and independence of these nations. We
reaffirm our intention to continue to help them.

The pressure of communist expansion existed in
Europe and elsewhere long before the aggression
against Korea, and measures were taken to meet it.
The need to strengthen the forces of collective secu-
rity had already been recognized and action for this
purpose is under way. Clearly, decisions regarding the
Far East have their repercussions and effects else-
where. In considering the necessities of the Far East-
ern situation, we have kept in mind the urgency of
building up the strength of the whole free world. We
are in complete agreement on the need for immediate
action by all the North Atlantic Treaty countries to
intensify their efforts to build up their defenses and
to strength[en] the Atlantic Community.

We recognize that adequate defense forces are essen-
tial if war is to be prevented.

Accordingly, we have reached the following conclusions:

1. The military capabilities of the United States
and the United Kingdom should be increased as
rapidly as possible.

2. The two countries should expand the production
of arms which can be used by the forces of all the
free nations that are joined together in common
defense. Together with those other nations the
United States and the United Kingdom should
continue to work out mutual arrangements by
which all will contribute appropriately to the com-
mon defense.

We agreed that as soon as the plan now nearing com-
pletion in the North Atlantic Treaty Organization for
an effective integrated force for the defense of Europe
is approved, a Supreme Commander should be ap-
pointed. It is our joint desire that this appointment
shall be made soon.

In addition to these decisions on increasing our mili-
tary strength, we have agreed that the maintenance of
healthy civilian economies is of vital importance to the
success of our defense efforts. We agreed that, while
defense production must be given the highest practi-
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cable priority in the case of raw materials whose supply
is inadequate, the essential civilian requirements of
the free countries must be met so far as practicable. In
order to obtain the necessary materials and to devote
them as rapidly as possible to these priority purposes,
we have agreed to work closely together for the pur-
pose of increasing supplies of raw materials. We have
recognized the necessity of international action to assure
that basic raw materials are distributed equitably in
accordance with defense and essential civilian needs.
We discussed certain immediate problems of raw
materials shortages and consideration of these specific
matters will continue. We are fully conscious of the
increasing necessity of preventing materials and items
of strategic importance from flowing into the hands of
those who might use them against the free world.

In the circumstances which confront us throughout the
world our nations have no other choice but to devote
themselves with all vigor to the building up of our
defense forces. We shall do this purely as a defensive
measure. We believe that the communist leaders of the
Soviet Union and China could, if they chose, modify
their conduct in such a way as to make these defense
preparations unnecessary. We shall do everything that
we can, through whatever channels are open to us, to
impress this view upon them and to seek a peaceful
solution of existing issues.

The President stated that it was his hope that world
conditions would never call for the use of the atomic
bomb. The President told the Prime Minister that it
was also his desire to keep the Prime Minister at all
times informed of developments which might bring
about a change in the situation.

In this critical period, it is a source of satisfaction to us
that the views of our governments on basic problems
are so similar. We believe that this identity of aims will
enable our governments to carry out their determina-
tion to work together to strengthen the unity which
has already been achieved among the free nations and
to defend those values which are of fundamental
importance to the people we represent.

Source: Harry S. Truman, Public Papers of the Presidents of the
United States: Harry S. Truman, 1950 (Washington, DC: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1965), 738–740.
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By the President of the United States of America a
Proclamation

WHEREAS recent events in Korea and elsewhere
constitute a grave threat to the peace of the world and
imperil the efforts of this country and those of the
United Nations to prevent aggression and armed con-
flict; and

WHEREAS world conquest by communist imperial-
ism is the goal of the forces of aggression that have
been loosed upon the world; and

WHEREAS, if the goal of communist imperialism
were to be achieved, the people of this country would
no longer enjoy the full and rich life they have with
God’s help built for themselves and their children; they
would no longer enjoy the blessings of the freedom
of worshipping as they severally choose, the freedom of
reading and listening to what they choose, the right of
free speech including the right to criticize their Gov-
ernment, the right to choose those who conduct their
Government, the right to engage freely in collective
bargaining, the right to engage freely in their own busi-
ness enterprises, and the many other freedoms and
rights which are a part of our way of life; and
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WHEREAS the increasing menace of the forces of
communist aggression requires that the national defense
of the United States be strengthened as speedily as
possible:

Now, THEREFORE, I, HARRY S. TRUMAN, Presi-
dent of the United States of America, do proclaim the
existence of a national emergency, which requires that
the military, naval, air, and civilian defenses of this
country be strengthened as speedily as possible to the
end that we may be able to repel any and all threats
against our national security and to fulfill our responsi-
bilities in the efforts being made through the United
Nations and otherwise to bring about lasting peace.

I summon all citizens to make a united effort for the
security and well-being of our beloved country and to
place its needs foremost in thought and action that the
full moral and material strength of the Nation may be
readied for the dangers which threaten us.

I summon our farmers, our workers in industry, and
our businessmen to make a mighty production effort
to meet the defense requirements of the Nation and
to this end to eliminate all waste and inefficiency
and to subordinate all lesser interests to the common
good.

38. Harry S. Truman: Truman’s Declaration of a National 
Emergency, 16 December 1950

Introduction
Until late November 1950, when it became apparent that communist Chinese forces had intervened in large num-
bers in the Korean War, the Democratic administration of President Harry S. Truman assumed that by the end of
1950 the conflict would be over and would have ended in a sweeping United Nations (UN) victory, uniting all
Korea under a pro-Western government. Chinese intervention ensured that the fighting would be protracted and
would eventually end in a stalemate, a compromise that completely satisfied none of the combatants. It also meant
that the United States would have to make far greater efforts than originally expected to attain even these limited
goals. As the forces under General Douglas MacArthur’s command retreated in a near rout throughout December,
Truman proclaimed a national state of emergency, urging the American people to make all necessary sacrifices to
ensure their country’s ultimate triumph over communism. In apocalyptic terms, Truman warned that unless they
did so, they faced a communist threat to their way of life, which would mean that Americans would lose the free-
doms of religion, speech, thought, education, and political and economic activity that they currently enjoyed. The
draft was reinstated for young men of military age, and rationing and price controls were imposed. The United
States also launched a massive military buildup, implementing the permanent expansion of its armed forces and
American overseas bases and commitments envisaged the previous year in the policy planning paper NSC-68.



I summon every person and every community to
make, with a spirit of neighborliness, whatever sacri-
fices are necessary for the welfare of the Nation.

I summon all State and local leaders and officials to
cooperate fully with the military and civilian defense
agencies of the United States in the national defense
program.

I summon all citizens to be loyal to the principles upon
which our Nation is founded, to keep faith with our
friends and allies, and to be firm in our devotion to the
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peaceful purposes for which the United Nations was
founded.

I am confident that we will meet the dangers that con-
front us with courage and determination, strong in the
faith that we can thereby “secure the Blessings of Lib-
erty to ourselves and our Posterity.”

[. . .]

Source: Harry S. Truman, Public Papers of the Presidents of the
United States: Harry S. Truman, 1950 (Washington, DC: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1965), 746–747.

39. Irving Kaufman: Rosenberg Trial, Statement upon Sentencing, 1951

Introduction
On 5 April 1951, U.S. judge Irving Kaufman sentenced American husband and wife Julius and Ethel Rosenberg to
death after they had been convicted on charges of revealing nuclear secrets to the Soviet Union. The charges
against the Rosenbergs were brought soon after the Soviet Union had successfully detonated an atomic bomb, a
development for which the couple were—probably wrongly—held partly responsible. When sentencing them,
Kaufman went so far as to argue that had the Soviets not possessed the atomic bomb, the Korean War would not
have begun, holding the Rosenbergs directly responsible for this. Their prosecution became a radical cause célèbre,
with leftist sympathizers arguing that the pair were innocent as well as drawing attention to numerous legal short-
comings in their defense and alleging that from the beginning the judge was prejudiced against them, depriving
them of a fair trial. The case became extremely controversial and excited a great deal of public interest in the
United States and around the globe, especially as the Rosenbergs appeared at first as such ordinary citizens. Both
were Jewish, and to some it seemed that their prosecution had anti-Semitic overtones. Their conviction, however,
heightened fears of a communist insurgency in America during the apex of the Cold War and gave additional impe-
tus to the forces of McCarthyism. The Venona transcripts of intercepted Soviet cables and Soviet materials that
have become available since the ending of the Cold War have confirmed that Julius Rosenberg, an aeronautical
engineer who, like Ethel, had been a communist since the mid-1930s, had passed on documents on radar and avi-
ation design to the Soviet Union, although nothing substantive relating to atomic weapons. Ethel’s brother,
Sergeant David Greenglass, who worked on the Los Alamos nuclear project, had also furnished information to
Soviet representatives. Ethel Rosenberg’s role was less clear. At most, it seems, she typed up some notes for her
brother and husband. Her trial on charges of conspiracy to commit treason was apparently initiated largely as an
unsuccessful effort to exert pressure on her husband to cooperate with the prosecution and finger other potential
Soviet agents. Greenglass, who was spared the death penalty, later stated that he had exaggerated Ethel’s involve-
ment in order to reduce his own sentence. In the overheated anticommunist atmosphere of the early 1950s,
however, with the Korean War in progress and McCarthyism at its height, leniency was in short supply. Although
the Rosenbergs appealed their case to the U.S. Supreme Court, both of them were executed in the electric chair on
19 June 1953.

Primary Source
Citizens of this country who betray their fellow-coun-
trymen can be under none of the delusions about the

benignity of Soviet power that they might have been
prior to World War II. The nature of Russian terrorism is
now self-evident. Idealism as a rationale dissolves . . . 



I consider your crime worse than murder. Plain deliber-
ate contemplated murder is dwarfed in magnitude by
comparison with the crime you have committed. In
committing the act of murder, the criminal kills only his
victim. The immediate family is brought to grief and
when justice is meted out the chapter is closed. But in
your case, I believe your conduct in putting into the
hands of the Russians the A-bomb years before our best
scientists predicted Russia would perfect the bomb has
already caused, in my opinion, the Communist ag-
gression in Korea, with the resultant casualties exceed-
ing 50,000 and who knows but that millions more of
innocent people may pay the price of your treason.
Indeed, by your betrayal you undoubtedly have altered
the course of history to the disadvantage of our country.

No one can say that we do not live in a constant state
of tension. We have evidence of your treachery all
around us every day—for the civilian defense activities
throughout the nation are aimed at preparing us for an
atom bomb attack. Nor can it be said in mitigation of
the offense that the power which set the conspiracy in
motion and profited from it was not openly hostile to
the United States at the time of the conspiracy. If this
was your excuse the error of your ways in setting your-
selves above our properly constituted authorities and
the decision of those authorities not to share the infor-
mation with Russia must now be obvious . . . 

In the light of this, I can only conclude that the defen-
dants entered into this most serious conspiracy against
their country with full realization of its implications . . . 

The statute of which the defendants at the bar stand
convicted is clear. I have previously stated my view
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that the verdict of guilty was amply justified by the
evidence. In the light of the circumstances, I feel that
I must pass such sentence upon the principals in this
diabolical conspiracy to destroy a God-fearing nation,
which will demonstrate with finality that this nation’s
security must remain inviolate; that traffic in military
secrets, whether promoted by slavish devotion to a for-
eign ideology or by a desire for monetary gains must
cease.

The evidence indicated quite clearly that Julius
Rosenberg was the prime mover in this conspiracy.
However, let no mistake be made about the role
which his wife, Ethel Rosenberg, played in this con-
spiracy. Instead of deterring him from pursuing his
ignoble cause, she encouraged and assisted the cause.
She was a mature woman—almost three years older
than her husband and almost seven years older than
her younger brother. She was a full-fledged partner in
this crime.

Indeed the defendants Julius and Ethel Rosenberg
placed their devotion to their cause above their own
personal safety and were conscious that they were sac-
rificing their own children, should their misdeeds be
detected—all of which did not deter them from pursu-
ing their course. Love for their cause dominated their
lives—it was even greater than their love for their
children.

Source: United States of America vs. Rosenberg et al., Trial
Transcript, U.S. District Court, Southern District of New
York, C.134–245, 6 March–6 April 1951, University of
Missouri-Kansas City School of Law, http://www.law.umkc
.edu/faculty/projects/ftrials/rosenb/ROS_SENT.HTM.

40. Harry S. Truman: Statement and Order by the President on
Relieving General MacArthur, April 1951

Introduction
Communist Chinese intervention in the Korean War in November 1950 helped bring to a head simmering tensions
between President Harry S. Truman, by virtue of his position as commander in chief of all U.S. military forces, and
General Douglas MacArthur, the strong-willed commander of United Nations (UN) forces in Korea. Truman
feared that unduly forceful prosecution of the war might escalate it into a full-scale, nuclear-armed world war
between the United States and the Soviet Union, which to date had only provided limited assistance to the North



Primary Source
Statement by the President
With deep regret I have concluded that General of the
Army Douglas MacArthur is unable to give his whole-
hearted support to the policies of the United States
Government and of the United Nations in matters per-
taining to his official duties. In view of the specific
responsibilities imposed upon me by the Constitution
of the United States and the added responsibility which
has been entrusted to me by the United Nations, I
have decided that I must make a change of command
in the Far East. I have, therefore, relieved General
MacArthur of his commands and have designated Lt.
Gen. Matthew B. Ridgway as his successor.

Full and vigorous debate on matters of national policy
is a vital element in the constitutional system of our
free democracy. It is fundamental, however, that mili-
tary commanders must be governed by the policies
and directives issued to them in the manner provided
by our laws and Constitution. In time of crisis, this
consideration is particularly compelling.

General MacArthur’s place in history as one of our
greatest commanders is fully established. The Nation
owes him a debt of gratitude for the distinguished and
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exceptional service which he has rendered his country
in posts of great responsibility. For that reason I repeat
my regret at the necessity for the action I feel com-
pelled to take in his case.

Order by the President to General MacArthur
I deeply regret that it becomes my duty as President
and Commander in Chief of the United States military
forces to replace you as Supreme Commander, Allied
Powers; Commander in Chief, United Nations Com-
mand; Commander in Chief, Far East; and Command-
ing General, U.S. Army, Far East.

You will turn over your commands, effective at once,
to Lt. Gen. Matthew B. Ridgway. You are authorized to
have issued such orders as are necessary to complete
desired travel to such place as you select.

My reasons for your replacement will be made public
concurrently with the delivery to you of the foregoing
order, and are contained in the next following mes-
sage. [See Statement by the President.]

Radio Report to the American People on Korea and
on U.S. Policy in the Far East, 11 April 1951
My fellow, Americans:

Korean and Chinese armies. He was, moreover, mindful that since 1949 the Soviets had possessed usable nuclear
weapons. Truman therefore sought to keep the conflict a limited war and confine it to the territory of Korea itself.
The president took his cue in part from the fact that the Chinese troops fighting in Korea were nominally “volun-
teers,” a diplomatic fig leaf that allowed the new People’s Republic of China (PRC) to disclaim formal responsibil-
ity for its actions as and when Chinese leaders pleased, on the pretext that China itself had not gone to war.
MacArthur favored a far more aggressive strategy, involving notably the use of atomic weapons against the Chinese
industrial heartland of Manchuria, close to the North Korean border, and against other major Chinese cities as well
as assisting Guomindang (Nationalist) Chinese troops now confined to Taiwan to mount a counterinvasion of the
mainland. Such policies might well have brought open war between the United States and China. MacArthur’s
open support for such tactics in the spring of 1951, in defiance of Truman’s expressed wishes, came at a time when
the United States sought to open peace negotiations with the Chinese and North Koreans. Stating that the subor-
dination of the military to civilian authority was one of the basic principles of the U.S. Constitution, in April 1951
Truman finally relieved the general of his command. Explaining his decision in a radio address to the American
people that evening, Truman warned that had the United States adopted the strategy MacArthur advocated, it
risked full-scale war with China and possibly even with the Soviet Union, although he suspected that the Soviet
Union would sit on the sidelines and perhaps seek gains in Europe while the United States was preoccupied in
Asia. While affirming his determination to maintain the independence of the Republic of Korea (ROK, South
Korea), Truman argued that a war for limited objectives was the only prudent course open to the United States. His
outlook epitomized one fundamental dilemma facing all the major powers throughout the Cold War: while none of
the great powers wished to diminish its own credibility, none could afford to risk full-scale warfare with each other.



I want to talk to you plainly tonight about what we are
doing in Korea and about our policy in the Far East.

In the simplest terms, what we are doing in Korea is
this: We are trying to prevent a third world war.

I think most people in this country recognized that fact
last June. And they warmly supported the decision of
the Government to help the Republic of Korea against
the Communist aggressors. Now, many persons, even
some who applauded our decision to defend Korea,
have forgotten the basic reason for our action.

It is right for us to be in Korea now. It was right last
June. It is right today.

[. . .]

The aggression against Korea is the boldest and most
dangerous move the Communists have yet made.

The attack on Korea was part of a greater plan for con-
quering all of Asia.

I would like to read to you from a secret intelligence
report which came to us after the attack on Korea. It is
a report of a speech a Communist army officer in North
Korea gave to a group of spies and saboteurs last May,
one month before South Korea was invaded. The report
shows in great detail how this invasion was part of a
carefully prepared plot. Here, in part, is what the Com-
munist officer, who had been trained in Moscow, told
his men: “Our forces,” he said, “are scheduled to attack
South Korean forces about the middle of June. . . . The
coming attack on South Korea marks the first step
toward the liberation of Asia.”

Notice that he used the word “liberation.” This is Com-
munist doubletalk meaning “conquest.”

I have another secret intelligence report here. This
one tells what another Communist officer in the Far
East told his men several months before the invasion
of Korea. Here is what he said: “In order to success-
fully undertake the long-awaited world revolution,
we must first unify Asia. . . . Java, Indochina, Malaya,
India, Tibet, Thailand, Philippines, and Japan are our
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ultimate targets. . . . The United States is the only
obstacle on our road for the liberation of all the coun-
tries in southeast Asia. In other words, we must unify
the people of Asia and crush the United States.” Again,
“liberation” in “commie” language means conquest.

That is what the Communist leaders are telling their
people, and that is what they have been trying to do.

They want to control all Asia from the Kremlin.

[. . .]

So far, by fighting a limited war in Korea, we have
prevented aggression from succeeding, and bringing
on a general war. And the ability of the whole free
world to resist Communist aggression has been greatly
improved.

We have taught the enemy a lesson. He has found that
aggression is not cheap or easy. Moreover, men all over
the world who want to remain free have been given
new courage and new hope. They know now that the
champions of freedom can stand up and fight, and that
they will stand up and fight.

Our resolute stand in Korea is helping the forces of
freedom now fighting in Indochina and other countries
in that part of the world. It has already slowed down
the timetable of conquest.

In Korea itself there are signs that the enemy is build-
ing up his ground forces for a new mass offensive. We
also know that there have been large increases in the
enemy’s available air forces.

If a new attack comes, I feel confident it will be turned
back. The United Nations fighting forces are tough
and able and well equipped. They are fighting for a
just cause. They are proving to all the world that the
principle of collective security will work. We are proud
of all these forces for the magnificent job they have
done against heavy odds. We pray that their efforts
may succeed, for upon their success may hinge the
peace of the world.

[. . .]



The dangers are great. Make no mistake about it.
Behind the North Koreans and Chinese Communists
in the front lines stand additional millions of Chinese
soldiers. And behind the Chinese stand the tanks, the
planes, the submarines, the soldiers, and the scheming
rulers of the Soviet Union.

Our aim is to avoid the spread of the conflict.

The course we have been following is the one best cal-
culated to avoid an all-out war. It is the course consis-
tent with our obligation to do all we can to maintain
international peace and security. Our experience in
Greece and Berlin shows that it is the most effective
course of action we can follow.

First of all, it is clear that our efforts in Korea can blunt
the will of the Chinese Communists to continue the
struggle. The United Nations forces have put up a
tremendous fight in Korea and have inflicted very
heavy casualties on the enemy. Our forces are stronger
now than they have been before. These are plain facts
which may discourage the Chinese Communists from
continuing their attack.

Second, the free world as a whole is growing in military
strength every day. In the United States, in Western
Europe, and throughout the world, free men are alert
to the Soviet threat and are building their defenses.
This may discourage the Communist rulers from con-
tinuing the war in Korea—and from undertaking new
acts of aggression elsewhere.

If the Communist authorities realize that they cannot
defeat us in Korea, if they realize it would be foolhardy
to widen the hostilities beyond Korea, then they may
recognize the folly of continuing their aggression. A
peaceful settlement may then be possible. The door is
always open.

Then we may achieve a settlement in Korea which will
not compromise the principles and purposes of the
United Nations.

I have thought long and hard about this question of
extending the war in Asia. I have discussed it many
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times with the ablest military advisers in the country. I
believe with all my heart that the course we are fol-
lowing is the best course.

I believe that we must try to limit the war to Korea for
these vital reasons: to make sure that the precious lives
of our fighting men are not wasted; to see that the
security of our country and the free world is not need-
lessly jeopardized; and to prevent a third world war.

A number of events have made it evident that General
MacArthur did not agree with that policy. I have there-
fore considered it essential to relieve General Mac-
Arthur so that there would be no doubt or confusion as
to the real purpose and aim of our policy.

It was with the deepest personal regret that I found
myself compelled to take this action. General Mac-
Arthur is one of our greatest military commanders. But
the cause of world peace is much more important than
any individual.

The change in commands in the Far East means no
change whatever in the policy of the United States.
We will carry on the fight in Korea with vigor and
determination in an effort to bring the war to a speedy
and successful conclusion. The new commander, Lt.
Gen. Matthew Ridgway, has already demonstrated that
he has the great qualities of military leadership needed
for this task.

We are ready, at any time, to negotiate for a restoration
of peace in the area. But we will not engage in appease-
ment. We are only interested in real peace.

Real peace can be achieved through a settlement based
on the following factors:

One: The fighting must stop.
Two: Concrete steps must be taken to insure that

the fighting will not break out again.
Three: There must be an end to the aggression.

A settlement founded upon these elements would
open the way for the unification of Korea and the with-
drawal of all foreign forces.



In the meantime, I want to be clear about our military
objective. We are fighting to resist an outrageous aggres-
sion in Korea. We are trying to keep the Korean con-
flict from spreading to other areas. But at the same time
we must conduct our military activities so as to insure
the security of our forces. This is essential if they are to
continue the fight until the enemy abandons its ruth-
less attempt to destroy the Republic of Korea.

That is our military objective—to repel attack and to
restore peace.

In the hard fighting in Korea, we are proving that col-
lective action among nations is not only a high principle
but a workable means of resisting aggression. Defeat
of aggression in Korea may be the turning point in the
world’s search for a practical way of achieving peace
and security.
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The struggle of the United Nations in Korea is a strug-
gle for peace.

Free nations have united their strength in an effort to
prevent a third world war.

That war can come if the Communist rulers want it to
come. But this Nation and its allies will not be respon-
sible for its coming.

We do not want to widen the conflict. We will use
every effort to prevent that disaster. And in so doing,
we know that we are following the great principles of
peace, freedom, and justice.

Source: Harry S. Truman, Public Papers of the Presidents of the
United States: Harry S. Truman, 1951 (Washington, DC: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1965), 222–227.

41. Douglas MacArthur: Postrecall Speech to Congress, 19 April 1951

Introduction
U.S. General Douglas MacArthur, Allied commander of United Nation (UN) forces during the Korean War, was an
able general but also a controversial figure whom top American officials in Washington feared might readily use
nuclear weapons to ignite World War III. MacArthur, commander of U.S. military forces in the Pacific during World
War II, headed the postwar Allied forces that occupied Japan. In early July 1950, shortly after the onset of the
Korean War, he was appointed commander of the UN forces that were to be deployed to Korea. MacArthur, a fierce
anticommunist, also had close ties to Jiang Jieshi, the Chinese Guomindang (Nationalist) leader who fled to Tai-
wan in 1949 with the remnants of his forces as the Chinese Communist Party (CCP) conquered Mainland China.
In defiance of Secretary of State Dean Acheson’s policies, by June 1950 MacArthur already favored a continuing
American commitment to Taiwan and hoped that U.S. forces would ultimately attack and overthrow the new Peo-
ple’s Republic of China (PRC). As UN commander, in September 1950 MacArthur reversed the initial North
Korean advances in the war by taking the enemy from behind after a daring amphibious landing at Inchon. The
original remit of the UN resolution authorizing military intervention in Korea had been merely to drive North
Korean troops out of the Republic of Korea (ROK, South Korea), but MacArthur’s UN forces quickly drove the
enemy back well beyond the earlier 38th Parallel border that had previously divided the Democratic People’s
Republic of Korea (DPRK, North Korea). MacArthur ignored Chinese warnings that should non-Korean troops
cross this boundary and try to unite Korea under a noncommunist government, the PRC would in its turn inter-
vene. In November 1950 hundreds of thousands of Chinese People’s Volunteer Army (PLA) troops came to the
assistance of North Korea, once more driving the UN army back well beyond the 38th Parallel boundary. Ignoring
repeated instructions from President Harry S. Truman that he would not authorize the use of nuclear weapons
against the PRC, a move that Truman feared might provoke Soviet intervention, in early 1951 MacArthur publicly
advocated the employment of atomic bombs to devastate the northeastern Manchurian provinces, the Chinese
industrial heartland bordering on North Korea, and thirty to fifty Chinese cities. Whereas Truman wished to wage
a limited war, MacArthur favored total war, even at the risk of provoking World War III. MacArthur’s bellicose
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Mr. President, Mr. Speaker and distinguished members
of the Congress:

I stand on this rostrum with a sense of deep humility
and great pride—humility in the wake of those great
American architects of our history who have stood here
before me, pride in the reflection that this forum of
legislative debate represents human liberty in the
purest form yet devised.

[. . .]

Long exploited by the so-called colonial powers, with
little opportunity to achieve any degree of social jus-
tice, individual dignify, or a higher standard of life such
as guided our own noble administration of the Philip-
pines, the peoples of Asia found their opportunity in
the war just past to throw off the shackles of colonial-
ism, and now see the dawn of new opportunity, a here-
tofore unfelt dignity, and the self-respect of political
freedom.

Mustering half of the earth’s population and 60 per
cent of its natural resources, these peoples are rapidly
consolidating a new force, both moral and material,
with which to raise the living standard and erect adap-
tations of the design of modern progress to their own
distinct cultural environments.

Whether one adheres to the concept of colonization or
not, this is the direction of Asian progress and it may
not be stopped. It is a corollary to the shift of the world
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economic frontiers, as the whole epicenter of world
affairs rotates back toward the area whence it started.

In this situation it becomes vital that our own country
orient its policies in consonance with this basic evolu-
tionary condition rather than pursue a course blind to
the reality that the colonial era is now passed and the
Asian peoples covet the fight to shape their own free
destiny. What they seek now is friendly guidance,
understanding and support, not imperious direction;
the dignity of equality and not the shame of subju-
gation. Their prewar standard of life, pitifully low, is
infinitely lower now in the devastation left in war’s
wake.

World ideologies play little part in Asian thinking and
are little understood. What the people strive for is the
opportunity for a little more food in their stomachs, a
little better clothing on their backs, and a little firmer
roof over their heads, and the realization of the normal
nationalist urge for political freedom.

These political-social conditions have but an indirect
bearing upon our own national security but do form a
backdrop to contemporary planning which must be
thoughtfully considered if we are to avoid the pitfalls
of unrealism.

Of more direct and immediate bearing upon our national
security are the changes wrought in the strategic po-
tential of the Pacific Ocean in the course of the past
war. Prior thereto, the western strategic frontier of the
United States lay on the littoral line of the Americas

rhetoric was intended to undercut moves by Truman to open peace negotiations with the North Koreans and Chinese.
It deeply alarmed the European allies of the United States, most of whom were contributing military contingents
to the UN army but who feared that the Korean conflict might escalate into a full-scale great-power confrontation.
Infuriated by the arrogant general’s constant insubordination, Truman relieved MacArthur of his office on 11 April
1951. Eight days later, on 19 April, the still charismatic MacArthur used masterly rhetoric to deliver a farewell
address to Congress, offering a defense of his actions in Korea. His speech was interrupted by thirty ovations.
MacArthur’s public popularity soared and that of Truman declined, but although MacArthur harbored political
ambitions, he never served again in any significant public office. His criticisms of Truman’s policies did, however,
give additional ammunition to Senator Joseph McCarthy and others who repeatedly attacked Truman administra-
tion officials, claiming that they were overly soft on communism and that such figures as Secretary of State Dean
Acheson and Secretary of Defense George C. Marshall were communist agents or at least gullible fellow travelers.
During the Truman administration’s final two years in office, such allegations helped to make both the Korean War
and many of Truman’s top officials extremely unpopular.



with an exposed island salient extending out through
Hawaii, Midway and Guam to the Philippines.

That salient proved not an outpost of strength but an
avenue of weakness along which the enemy could and
did attack. The Pacific was a potential area of advance
for any predatory force intent upon striking at the bor-
dering land areas.

All this was changed by our Pacific victory. Our strate-
gic frontier then shifted to embrace the entire Pacific
Ocean, which became a vast moat to protect us as long
as we held it.

Indeed, it acts as a protective shield for all of the
Americas and all free lands of the Pacific Ocean area.
We control it to the shores of Asia by a chain of islands
extending in an arc from the Aleutians to the Marianas
held by us and our free allies.

From this island chain we can dominate with sea
and air power every Asiatic port from Vladivostok to
Singapore—with sea and air power, as I said, every
port from Vladivostok to Singapore—and prevent any
hostile movement into the Pacific. Any predatory at-
tack from Asia must be an amphibious effort. No
amphibious force can be successful without control of
the sea lanes and the air over those lanes in its avenue
of advance.

With naval and air supremacy and modest ground ele-
ments to defend bases, any major attack from continen-
tal Asia toward us or our friends in the Pacific would be
doomed to failure. Under such conditions the Pacific
no longer represents menacing avenues of approach for
a prospective invader. It assumes instead the friendly
aspect of a peaceful lake.

Our line of defense is a natural one and can be main-
tained with a minimum of military effort and expense.
It envisions no attack against anyone, nor does it pro-
vide the bastions essential for offensive operations, but
properly maintained would be an invincible defense
against aggression.

The holding of this littoral defense line in the Western
Pacific is entirely dependent upon holding all segments
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thereof. For any major breach of this line by an un-
friendly power would render vulnerable to determined
attack every other major segment.

This is a military estimate as to which I have yet to find
a military leader who will take exception.

For that reason I have strongly recommended in the past
as a matter of military urgency that under no circum-
stances must Formosa fall under Communist control.

Such an eventuality would at once threaten the free-
dom of the Philippines and the loss of Japan, and
might well force our western frontier back to the coast
of California, Oregon and Washington.

[. . .]

While I was not consulted prior to the President’s deci-
sion to intervene in support of the Republic of Korea,
that decision, from a military standpoint, proved a sound
one. As I say, it proved a sound one, as we hurled back
the invader and decimated his forces. Our victory was
complete and our objectives within reach when Red
China intervened with numerically superior ground
forces.

This created a new war and an entirely new situation,
a situation not contemplated when our forces were com-
mitted against the North Korean invaders, a situation
which called for new decisions in the diplomatic sphere
to permit the realistic adjustment of military strategy.

Such decisions have not been forthcoming.

While no man in his right mind would advocate send-
ing our ground forces into continental China, and such
was never given a thought, the new situation did
urgently demand a drastic revision of strategic plan-
ning if our political aim was to defeat this new enemy
as we had defeated the old.

Apart from the military need, as I saw it, to neutralize
the sanctuary protection given the enemy north of Yalu,
I felt that military necessity in the conduct of the war
made necessary, first, the intensification of our eco-
nomic blockade against China; second, the imposition



of a naval blockade against the China coast; third, re-
moval of restrictions on air reconnaissance of China’s
coastal areas and of Manchuria; fourth, removal of
restrictions on the forces of the Republic of China on
Formosa with logistical support to contribute to their
effective operations against the Chinese mainland.

For entertaining these views, all professionally de-
signed to support our forces committed to Korea and
bring hostilities to an end with the least possible delay
at a saving of countless American and Allied lives, I
have been severely criticized in lay circles, principally
abroad, despite my understanding that from a military
standpoint the above views have been fully shared in
the past by practically every military leader concerned
with the Korean campaign, including our own Joint
Chiefs of Staff.

I called for reinforcements, but was informed that re-
inforcements were not available. I made clear that, if
not permitted to destroy the enemy–built-up bases
north of the Yalu, if not permitted to utilize the friendly
Chinese force of some 600,000 men on Formosa, if not
permitted to blockade the China coast to prevent the
Chinese Reds from getting succor from without, and if
there were to be no hope of major reinforcements, the
position of the command from the military standpoint
forbade victory.

We could hold in Korea by constant maneuver, and at
an approximate area where our supply-line advantages
were in balance with the supply-line disadvantages of
the enemy. But we could hope at best for only an inde-
cisive campaign with its terrible and constant attrition
upon our forces if the enemy utilized his full military
potential.

I have constantly called for the new political decisions
essential to a solution. Efforts have been made to dis-
tort my position. It has been said in effect that I was a
warmonger. Nothing could be further from the truth.

I know war as few other men now living know it, and
nothing, to me, is more revolting. I have long advo-
cated its complete abolition, as its very destructiveness
on both friend and foe has rendered it useless as a
means of settling international disputes. Indeed, on
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the second day of September, 1945, just following the
surrender of the Japanese nation on the battleship Mis-
souri, I formally cautioned as follows:

“Men, since the beginning of time, have sought peace.
Various methods, through the ages, have been at-
tempted to devise an international process to prevent
or settle disputes between nations. From the very
start, workable methods were found insofar as individ-
ual citizens were concerned, but the mechanics of an
instrumentality of larger international scope have never
been successful. Military alliances, balances of power,
leagues of nations, all in turn failed, leaving the only
path to be by way of the crucible of war.”

The utter destructiveness of war now blots out this
alternative. We have had our last chance. If we will not
devise some greater and more equitable system, Arma-
geddon will be at our door.

The problem basically is still logical and involves a
spiritual recrudescence and improvement of human
character that will synchronize with our almost match-
less advances in science, art, literature, and all material
and cultural developments of the past 2,000 years. It
must be of the spirit if we are to save the flesh.

But once war is forced upon us, there is no other alter-
native than to apply every available means to bring it
to a swift end. War’s very object is victory, not pro-
longed indecision.

In war there is no substitute for victory. There are some
who, for varying reasons, would appease Red China.
They are blind to history’s clear lesson, for history
teaches, with unmistakable emphasis, that appease-
ment but begets new and bloodier war. It points to no
single instance where this end has justified that means,
where appeasement has led to more than a sham
peace. Like blackmail, it lays the basis for new and
successively greater demands until, as in blackmail,
violence becomes the only other alternative. Why, my
soldiers asked of me, surrender military advantages to
an enemy in the field? I could not answer.

Source: U.S. Congress, Congressional Record, 82nd Cong., 1st
sess., 1951, Vol. 97: 4124–4125.



Primary Source
The Parties to this Treaty,

Reaffirming 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,
and desiring to strengthen the fabric of peace in the
Pacific Area. . . . 

Desiring further to co-ordinate their efforts for collec-
tive defense for the preservation of peace and security
pending the development of a more comprehensive
system of regional security in the Pacific Area,

Therefore declare and agree as follows:

Article 1
The Parties undertake, as set forth in the Charter of
the United Nations, to settle any international dis-
putes 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
In order more effectively to achieve the objective of
this Treaty the Parties separately and jointly by means
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of continuous and effective self-help and mutual aid
will maintain and develop their individual and collec-
tive capacity to resist armed attack.

Article 3
The Parties will consult together whenever in the
opinion of any of them the territorial integrity, politi-
cal independence or security of any of the Parties is
threatened in the Pacific.

Article 4
Each Party recognizes that an armed attack in the
Pacific Area on any of the Parties would be dangerous
to its own peace and safety and declares that it would
act to meet the common danger in accordance with its
constitutional processes. . . . 

Article 6
This Treaty does not affect and shall not be interpreted
as affecting in any way the rights and obligations of the
Parties under the Charter of the United Nations or the
responsibility of the United Nations for the mainte-
nance of international peace and security. . . . 

Article 10
This Treaty shall remain in force indefinitely.

Source: Security Treaty between Australia, New Zealand,
and the United States of America, 1 September 1951, United
States Treaties and Other International Agreements 3: 3420–3425.

42. Security Treaty between Australia, New Zealand, and
the United States of America (ANZUS Pact), 1 September 1951

Introduction
The ANZUS Treaty was a security treaty between Australia, New Zealand, and the United States signed on 1 Sep-
tember 1951 and named after the initial letters of the signatory states. Its intent was to establish a coalition of West-
ern powers in the Pacific region for mutual defense in case of attack. The establishment of the communist People’s
Republic of China (PRC) in October 1949 followed by the onset of the Korean War in June 1950 alarmed Australia
and New Zealand, small countries that felt vulnerable to outside attack from communist neighbors. Given that
World War II had ended only six years earlier, both powers also feared the revival of Japan, as anticipated in the
U.S.-Japan Security Treaty signed one week after the ANZUS Pact. Australia and New Zealand were both British
dominions but recognized that Great Britain lacked the military strength to protect them against regional threats.
The two Pacific nations therefore sought alliance and protection from the United States, and to bolster their efforts
to obtain this both sent troops to support the United States in the contemporaneous Korean War. The ANZUS Pact
was striking evidence of the manner in which the United States had by the early 1950s taken over Great Britain’s
earlier hegemonic international role.
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Japan has this day signed a Treaty of Peace with the
Allied Powers. On the coming into force of that Treaty,
Japan will not have the effective means to exercise
its inherent right of self-defense because it has been
disarmed.

There is danger to Japan in this situation because
irresponsible militarism has not yet been driven from
the world. Therefore Japan desires a Security Treaty
with the United States of America to come into force
simultaneously with the Treaty of Peace between the
United States of America and Japan.

The Treaty of Peace recognizes that Japan as a Sover-
eign nation has the right to enter into collective secu-
rity arrangements, and further, the Charter of the
United Nations recognizes that all nations possess an
inherent right of individual and collective self-defense.

In exercise of these rights, Japan desires, as a provisional
arrangement for its defense, that the United States of
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America should maintain armed forces of its own in and
about Japan so as to deter armed attack upon Japan.

The United States of America, in the interest of peace
and security, is presently willing to maintain certain of
its armed forces in and about Japan, in the expectation,
however, that Japan will itself increasingly assume
responsibility for its own defense against direct and
indirect aggression, always avoiding any armament
which could be an offensive threat or serve other than
to promote peace and security in accordance with the
purposes and principles of the United Nations Charter.

Accordingly, the two countries have agreed as follows:

ARTICLE I
Japan grants, and the United States of America accepts,
the right, upon the coming into force of the Treaty of
Peace and of this Treaty, to dispose United States land,
air and sea forces in and about Japan. Such forces may
be utilized to contribute to the maintenance of inter-
national peace and security in the Far East and to the

43. United States–Japan Security Treaty, 8 September 1951

Introduction
Japan ended World War II a defeated enemy, but within six years it became the cornerstone of U.S. security in Asia.
As it became increasingly likely in the late 1940s that communist forces would win the civil war in China, the
United States began to regard Japan as its major potential ally in Asia. U.S. policy lost much of its punitive empha-
sis and turned to facilitating the regeneration of Japan. The outbreak of the Korean War in June 1950 made Japan
even more significant in security terms. The United States–Japan Security Treaty was signed on 8 September 1951,
the same day as the U.S.-Japan Peace Treaty, and went into effect on 28 April 1952. In order to regain control of
their own affairs under the peace treaty, the Japanese subordinated their foreign and national security policies to
those of the United States. By signing the treaty, the United States committed itself to defending Japan, and in
return Japan provided bases for U.S. forces. The United States, together with Australia, New Zealand, and many
Southeast Asian powers, all of whom had bitter memories of World War II, feared a resurgence of Japanese military
ambitions and therefore deliberately left the Japanese armed forces extremely weak. Japanese defense spending
was restricted to 1 percent of gross national product, and the armed forces remained restricted to those needed for
internal security and could not serve outside Japan. To further reassure its Pacific allies as well as provide them with
assistance against any potential Chinese communist threat, the United States simultaneously signed the ANZUS
Pact, a security pact with Australia and New Zealand. The U.S.-Japan Security Treaty was designed to provide
Japan with a strong basis for economic and social recovery after World War II. With its security guaranteed by the
United States—along with generous financial aid—Japan was able to achieve a successful economic recovery, effec-
tively trading its independence in external affairs for wealth and influence. By the early twenty-first century, the
continued presence of U.S. bases had become a somewhat contentious domestic political issue in Japan, while Amer-
ican officials—still welcoming the subordination of Japanese security policies to their own country’s—sometimes
appeared to wish that Japan would carry more of the burden of its own defense.



security of Japan against armed attack from without,
including assistance given at the express request of the
Japanese Government to put down large-scale internal
riots and disturbances in Japan, caused through insti-
gation or intervention by an outside power or powers.

ARTICLE II
During the exercise of the right referred to in Article I,
Japan will not grant, without the prior consent of the
United States of America, any bases or any rights,
powers or authority whatsoever, in or relating to bases
or the right of garrison or of maneuver, or transit of
ground, air or naval forces to any third power.

ARTICLE III
The conditions which shall govern the disposition of
armed forces of the United States of America in and
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about Japan shall be determined by administrative
agreements between the two Governments.

ARTICLE IV
This Treaty shall expire whenever in the opinion of
the Governments of the United States of America and
Japan there shall have come into force such United
Nations arrangements or such alternative individual or
collective security dispositions as will satisfactorily
provide for the maintenance by the United Nations or
otherwise of international peace and security in the
Japan Area.

Source: Security Treaty between the United States of
America and Japan, 8 September 1951, United States 
Treaties and Other International Agreements 3.3, pt. 3329
(1952).

44. Bricker Amendment, 1952

Introduction
As foreign policy came to bulk ever larger in American politics after World War II, the U.S. Congress showed itself
wary of the concomitant expansion of presidential power and also of a potential loss of U.S. independence to such
international institutions as the United Nations. In the 1950s, John Bricker, a conservative Republican senator from
Ohio, spearheaded a drive for a constitutional amendment related to treaties and executive agreements granting
Congress more say in such matters. From 1951 onward, Bricker repeatedly introduced congressional resolutions to
this effect. The only occasion on which Congress voted on this amendment was in 1953, after its introduction as
Senate Joint Resolution 1 of the 83rd Congress. Although the amendment fell just short of receiving the necessary
two-thirds majority in Congress, in the ensuing years politicians offered more than sixty-five other proposals along
the same lines, none of which passed. Only after the demoralizing Vietnam War, during which Congress had given
President Lyndon B. Johnson virtually a free hand in determining policy, did Congress succeed in partially reining
in the imperial presidency by passing the War Powers Act of November 1973.

Primary Source
Section 1. A provision of a treaty which conflicts with
this Constitution shall not be of any force or effect.

Section 2. A treaty shall become effective as internal
law in the United States only through legislation which
would be valid in the absence of treaty.

Section 3. Congress shall have power to regulate all
executive and other agreements with any foreign power

or international organization. All such agreements shall
be subject to the limitations imposed on treaties by
this article.

Section 4. The congress shall have power to enforce
this article by appropriate legislation.

Source: U.S. Congress, Bricker Amendment S J Res. 1, 83rd
Cong., 1st sess., 7 January 1953.
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AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE COMMANDER-
IN-CHIEF, UNITED NATIONS COMMAND, ON
THE ONE HAND, AND THE SUPREME COM-
MANDER OF THE KOREAN PEOPLE’S ARMY
AND THE COMMANDER OF THE CHINESE
PEOPLE’S VOLUNTEERS, ON THE OTHER
HAND, CONCERNING A MILITARY ARMISTICE
IN KOREA.

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 Com-
mander 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

2464 45. Korean Armistice Agreement

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 Para-
graphs, 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 (2) kilometers from this line
so as to establish a Demilitarized Zone between 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.

2. The Military Demarcation Line is located as indi-
cated on the attached map.

45. Korean Armistice Agreement, 1953

Introduction
By the spring of 1951 the Korean War was effectively stalemated, with neither side able to attain full victory. Hos-
tilities, however, continued until June 1953, although armistice negotiations intended to end actual fighting in the
Korean War opened in July 1951 and continued, with intermissions, for two years. One major stumbling block was
the repatriation of North Korean and Chinese prisoners of war who did not wish to return to their home countries,
an issue eventually resolved by permitting those who wished to return to do so and handing over the remainder to
a neutral commission, leaving their ultimate disposition undetermined or at least unstated. South Korean President
Syngman Rhee hoped that hostilities would continue until, with American assistance, he had unified his country,
but U.S. President Dwight D. Eisenhower, who took office in January 1953, was determined to end the unpopular
war as soon as possible. In exchange for Rhee’s acquiescence in the armistice, the following November the United
States signed a bilateral security treaty with the Republic of Korea (ROK, South Korea). The death of Soviet leader
Josef Stalin in March 1953 was another factor facilitating an armistice. Whereas Stalin apparently welcomed the
entanglement of both communist China, a potential rival, and the United States, his major opponent, in the costly
and protracted war, his successors were more inclined to end the stalemated conflict, which placed some aid bur-
dens upon the Soviet Union. On 27 July 1953, representatives from the United Nations, which included delegates
from both the United States and South Korea, met with top communist officials from China and the Democratic
People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK, North Korea) to sign an armistice ending the Korean War, which had raged on
the Korean peninsula since June 1950. The signatories intended that a formal peace treaty, to be negotiated at a
conference to be held in Geneva the following summer, would follow the armistice, but when the Geneva Confer-
ence took place, it proved impossible for the interested parties to agree on any such permanent settlement. The
supposedly temporary armistice therefore remained in force into the twenty-first century, with the demilitarized
zone separating the two opposed Korean states flanked by massive defenses on each side. Numerous minor viola-
tions of the cease-fire became almost routine occurrences, but in the half century following the armistice, the war
was not resumed.



3. The Demilitarized Zone is defined by a northern and
a southern boundary as indicated on the attached map.

4. The Military Demarcation Line shall be plainly
marked as directed by the Military Armistice Commis-
sion hereinafter established. The Commanders of the
opposing sides shall have suitable markers erected
along the boundary between the Demilitarized Zone
and their respective areas. The Military Armistice
Commission shall supervise the erection of all markers
placed along the Military Demarcation Line and along
the boundaries of the Demilitarized Zone.

5. The waters of the Han River Estuary shall be open
to civil shipping of both sides wherever one bank is
controlled by one side and the other bank is controlled
by the other side. The Military Armistice Commission
shall prescribe rules for the shipping in that part of the
Han River Estuary indicated on the attached map.
Civil shipping of each side shall have unrestricted
access to land under the military control of that side.

6. Neither side shall execute any hostile act within,
from, or against the Demilitarized Zone.

7. No person, military or civilian, shall be permitted
to cross the Military Demarcation Line unless specif-
ically authorized to do so by the Military Armistice
Commission.

8. No person, military or civilian, in the Demilitarized
Zone shall be permitted to enter the territory under
the military control of either side unless specifically
authorized to do so by the Commander into whose ter-
ritory entry is sought.

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.

10. Civil administration and relief in that part of the
Demilitarized Zone which is south of the Military
Demarcation Line shall be the responsibility of the
Commander-in-Chief, United Nations Command; and
civil administration and relief in that part of the Demil-
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itarized Zone which is north of the Military Demarca-
tion Line shall be the joint responsibility of the Su-
preme Commander of the Korean People’s Army and
the Commander of the Chinese People’s Volunteers.
The number of persons, military or civilian, from each
side who are permitted to enter the Demilitarized
Zone for the conduct of civil administration and relief
shall be as determined by the respective Comman-
ders, but in no case shall the total number authorized
by either side exceed one thousand (1,000) persons at
any one time. The number of civil police and the arms
to be carried by them shall be as prescribed by the Mil-
itary Armistice Commission. Other personnel shall not
carry arms unless specifically authorized to do so by
the Military Armistice Commission.

11. Nothing contained in this Article shall be construed
to prevent the complete freedom of movement to, from,
and within the Demilitarized Zone by the Military
Armistice Commission, its assistants, its Joint Observer
Teams with their assistants, the Neutral Nations
Supervisory Commission hereinafter established, its
assistants, and of any other persons, materials, and
equipment specifically authorized to enter the Demil-
itarized Zone by the Military Armistice Commission.
Convenience of movement shall be permitted through
the territory under the military control of either side
over any route necessary to move between points
within the Demilitarized Zone where such points are
not connected by roads lying completely within the
Demilitarized Zone.

[. . .]

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 ef-
fected in conformity with the following provisions
agreed upon by both sides prior to the signing of this
Armistice Agreement.

a. Within sixty (60) days after this Armistice Agree-
ment becomes effective, each side shall, without offer-
ing any hindrance, directly repatriate and hand over
in groups all those prisoners of war in its custody who



insist on repatriation to the side to which they be-
longed at the time of capture. Repatriation shall be
accomplished in accordance with the related provi-
sions of this Article. In order to expedite the repatria-
tion process of such personnel, each side shall, prior
to the signing of the Armistice Agreement, exchange
the total numbers, by nationalities, of personnel to be
directly repatriated. Each group of prisoners of war
delivered to the other side shall be accompanied by
rosters, prepared by nationality, to include name, rank
(if any) and internment or military serial number.

b. Each side shall release all those remaining prisoners
of war, who are not directly repatriated, from its mili-
tary control and from its custody and hand them over
to the Neutral Nations Repatriation Commission for
disposition in accordance with the provisions in the
Annex hereto: “Terms of Reference for Neutral Nations
Repatriation Commission”.

c. So that there may be no misunderstanding owing
to the equal use of three languages, the act of delivery
of a prisoner of war by one side to the other side shall,
for the purposes of this Armistice Agreement, be
called “repatriation” in English, “[Korean characters]”
(SONG HWAN) in Korean, and “[Chinese charac-
ters]” (CH’IEN FAN) in Chinese, notwithstanding the
nationality or place of residence of such prisoner of war.

52. Each side insures that it will not employ in acts of
war in the Korean conflict any prisoner of war released
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and repatriated incident to the coming into effect of
this Armistice Agreement.

53. All the sick and injured prisoners of war who insist
upon repatriation shall be repatriated with priority.
Insofar as possible, there shall be captured medical
personnel repatriated concurrently with the sick and
injured prisoners of war, so as to provide medical care
and attendance en route.

54. The repatriation of all prisoners of war required by
Sub-paragraph 51a hereof shall be completed within a
time limit of sixty (60) days after this Armistice Agree-
ment becomes effective. Within this time limit each
side undertakes to complete the repatriation of the
above-mentioned prisoners of war in its custody at the
earliest practicable time.

55. PANMUNJOM is designated as the place where
prisoners of war will be delivered and received by both
sides. Additional place(s) of delivery and reception of
prisoners of war in Demilitarized Zone may be desig-
nated, if necessary, by the Committee for Repatriation
of Prisoners of War.

[. . .]

Source: “Text of the Korean War Armistice Agreement,”
U.S. Department of State, http://www.state.gov/t/ac/
rls/or/2004/31006.htm.

46. Loy Henderson: Letter from the Ambassador in Iran to the
Department of State on the Coup in Iran, 23 August 1953

Introduction
By the early 1950s, the United States had taken on commitments that implied it would oppose the emergence of
communist regimes anywhere in the world. Successive American Cold War presidents turned to the Central Intel-
ligence Agency (CIA) to help overthrow foreign governments that appeared unfriendly to the United States, due
either to their ideological complexion or their antagonism toward U.S. economic or strategic interests. The first
occasion when the CIA was instrumental in successfully ousting another government came in Iran in 1953. Until
the early Cold War, Iran had been largely under British and Russian influence. The British Anglo-Iranian Oil
Company controlled Iran’s petroleum resources, and during World War II the British and Russians overthrew the
Nazi-oriented monarch, Shah Reza Pahlavi I, and jointly occupied Iran to deny those resources to Germany and
safeguard supply routes to the Soviet Union. In 1946 British and Russian forces left Iran, the Russians at least reluc-
tantly, as they had hoped to set up a pro-Soviet republic in the north that they had previously controlled. As early



Primary Source
[1.] At Shah’s request that I visit him privately without
publicity, I saw him six o’clock this evening. Pirnia,
master of ceremonies, who met me rear entrance Palace,
said I would find Shah changed man. He was right.
Shah showed vigor, decisiveness and certain amount
clear thinking which I had not found in him before.
Only time will determine whether this change merely
temporary result discovery that people of country had
deeper sense of loyalty him than he had realized. In
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any event, I did not find hesitation, brooding, discour-
agement and air “what can I do” which I had noticed
practically all previous conversations.

2. He greeted me warmly and expressed deep appreci-
ation of friendship which US had shown him and Iran
during period. I read oral message from President to
which I had taken liberty of adding introductory para-
graph as follows: “I congratulate you for the great moral
courage which you displayed at a critical time in your

as World War II, U.S. diplomats already believed that their own nation, which they felt the Iranians knew was
untainted by past exploitation of Iran, had an opportunity to win that country’s loyalties. In 1951 the Iranian gov-
ernment announced its intention of nationalizing the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company. The British, who controlled the
refineries, withdrew their technicians and blockaded all exports of Iranian oil, provoking severe economic difficul-
ties within Iran. The government headed by Prime Minister Mohammed Mossadegh stood firm, and eventually,
after an abortive attempt to replace him by the young Shah Reza Pahlavi II, declared a national emergency and
took control of the Iranian military. In alliance with radical Muslims and the leftist Soviet-leaning Tudeh Party, in
1952 Mossadegh implemented socialist reforms, especially in agriculture, and broke diplomatic relations with the
United Kingdom. Britain turned to the United States for assistance, characterizing Mossadegh as a radical who was
edging toward communism and steering Iran into the Soviet orbit. The administration of Republican President
Dwight D. Eisenhower, which took office in January 1953, proved sympathetic and authorized the CIA to spend
up to US$1 million removing Mossadegh. CIA agents in Tehran spread rumors and disinformation and in some
cases acted as agents provocateurs. Economic problems intensified, and Mossadegh suspended parliament and
extended his emergency powers. The CIA sought to persuade the indecisive young shah to dismiss Mossadegh,
while Mossadegh urged the monarch to leave the country. Eventually, in 1953, the shah dismissed Mossadegh, but
the latter refused to step down from office, and the shah took refuge in Italy. Major protests for and against the
monarchy took place throughout the country, as Iranians of all political stripes assumed that before long Mossadegh
would declare Iran a republic and himself head of state. Promonarchy forces, heavily funded by the CIA, gained
the upper hand, and Iranian tanks and troops entered Tehran, the Iranian capital, and besieged the prime minis-
ter’s residence until Mossadegh surrendered. He was subsequently put on trial for treason and sentenced to three
years in prison. General Fazlollah Zahedi, one of the military leaders who arrested Mossadegh, became prime min-
ister, and the shah flew back and resumed power. From then until his overthrow in 1979, Iran would be a key U.S.
ally in the Middle East. Speaking to Loy Henderson, the U.S. ambassador in Iran, the shah expressed his fervent
gratitude to the Americans for their role in his return, adroitly stressed his wish to carry out social reforms that
would benefit the poorest Iranians, and declared that a communist regime was the only alternative to his own. He
made it very clear that to carry out such policies he badly needed American aid and also discreetly intimated that
the Americans should not “interfere in personnel matters of [the Iranian] Government.” The shah soon reached an
agreement with the British and Americans, under whose terms the foreign oil companies still made substantial
profits, and large amounts of Iranian oil once more flowed to world markets. These revenues enabled the shah to
modernize his country and make it a strong military state, but his authoritarian policies, persecution of opponents,
and the social disruptions caused by his reforms eventually alienated many Iranians and were among the reasons
that in 1979 an Islamic fundamentalist revolt ended his rule. Only in the late 1990s did the U.S. government pub-
licly acknowledge the extent of CIA involvement in the overthrow of Mossadegh. The eventual success of this
undertaking subsequently emboldened CIA director Allen W. Dulles and other agency officials to try to orchestrate
comparable operations against several other foreign governments—in Guatemala, Cuba, the Dominican Republic,
and Chile—that many U.S. leaders found unpalatable.



country’s history. I am convinced that by your action
you contributed much to the preservation of the inde-
pendence and to the future prosperity of Iran.” The
Shah wept as I read this message and asked me in
reply to tell the President how grateful he was for
interest which President and Government of US had
shown in Iran. He would always feel deeply indebted
for this proof of genuine friendship. Miracle of saving
Iran which had just been wrought was due to friend-
ship West, to patriotism Iranian people and to inter-
mediation God. It impossible for him believe so many
factors could have contributed simultaneously to this
salvation his country unless Providence had so willed.

3. Shah dwelt for some time on part which “common
people of Iran” had played. People of poorest classes
who were ill-clad and hungry had been willing sacrifice
their lives on his behalf. He could never forget this
and he would never be satisfied until hunger had been
eliminated from his country. Iran had been saved but
victory would be short-lived unless substantial aid came
from US immediately. No time could be lost. This was
Iran’s last chance to survive as an independent country.
I said I agreed that if present government should fail,
Communism seemed to be only alternative. He said
“if I fail, no alternative but Communism. People have
shown their trust in me and it rests upon me prove
their trust merited. I must help new government live
up to expectations and I cannot do that without quick
aid from the US. How soon can this aid come and in
what quantities and form?”

4. I replied US prepared extend aid but it must be
given in orderly way and in circumstances which
would be acceptable US public as well as Iranian pub-
lic. I had been endeavoring all day to get in touch with
financial and economic experts new government in
order begin conversations. If he wished quick aid, he
should take steps see that conversations begin imme-
diately. He promised talk to Zahedi this evening in
effort accelerate.

5. Shah said he not completely happy re Cabinet which
Zahedi had presented him on his arrival. Same old
faces which had been rotating in office for years. He
had hoped for Cabinet which would stimulate country
particularly youth. He had been told Americans had
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insisted Amini be included as Minister Finance and that
Cabinet be selected before his arrival and presented to
him as fait accompli. I told him information incorrect.

I do not know who had selected Amini. Certainly not
Americans. There had been feeling in Embassy that
Cabinet should be formed quickly so Government
could begin to function earliest possible moment, no
idea endeavoring have members selected without con-
sultation with him. He said he relieved hear me say
this. He sure Americans would not begin trying inter-
fere in personnel matters of Government. They should
know from experience this would be surest way change
friendship into suspicion. Particularly important no
interference in future in his control armed forces. Nei-
ther foreigners nor Iranians should come between him
and army. Razmara had been unsuccessful in trying to
separate army from Shah. Mosadeq had been able to
break down army unity. It was his task and it would be
difficult and delicate one to rebuild army as solid block
loyal to him. Otherwise there would be no stability in
country.

6. I asked if I to infer he dissatisfied with way Zahedi
had been conducting affairs or if he under impression
Zahedi attempting exert authority which should be
vested in him. He replied negative insisting he had
complete confidence in Zahedi. He did not believe
Zahedi had ambitions other than serve Iran and its
Shah, nevertheless he thought that certain advisers
around Zahedi were pressing latter to take actions
without proper consultation with him. He had had sev-
eral discussions with Zahedi and was sure that he had
achieved understanding with him re extent consulta-
tion in future.

I said Zahedi and many other army officers had risked
their lives for Shah and country. I hoped Shah would
show in some way his appreciation. He said he
intended to do so but he must disappoint many retired
army officers expecting resume active service. Most of
them outmoded, some corrupt. He could give them
decorations and other awards but not jobs.

7. In discussing failure of plans on night of August 15
he said someone must have betrayed them. Could it
have been British agents?



I expressed surprise. I pointed out on various previous
conversations he had said if Iran to be saved necessary
for British and Americans to have common policy re
Iran and work with mutual confidence. This situation
had been achieved and I hoped he would never again
make either to British or Americans remarks which
might tend undermine that mutual confidence. I knew
for fact that British were dealing honestly with him
and he should get out of his head once for all idea they
engaging in double dealing. He said he relieved hear
this and believed me. I told him Communists espi-
onage facilities well developed. They had many dan-
gerous hearing devices. He said perhaps they had
broken down code telegrams exchanged between
Tehran and Ramsar. I agreed this quite possible.

8. I said if Iran wanted British and US pursue common
policy re Iran Government should not expect receive
substantial aid from US while it was making British
whipping boy. I worried lest when Majlis reassembled
there would again take place long tirades against
British. I also concerned re Tudeh press in this respect.
He said he would endeavor arrange for those members
Majlis who had not resigned to meet and vote dissolu-
tion Majlis. Elections would then be held in spring so
Government could accomplish much with-out inter-
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ference Majlis. It was his intention also not to convene
Senate until new Majlis elected. He intended taking
steps also to reward in some way although not with
Cabinet positions small band Majlis members who had
at risk lives refused resign. It also his intention com-
pletely root out subversive press. He determined com-
pletely wreck Tudeh organization while at same time
maintaining as correct relations as possible with USSR.

9. In terminating conversation he again urged me im-
press on US Government importance receiving sub-
stantial and immediate financial and economic aid. In
absence Majlis it would be difficult arrange for loan.
Therefore most of this aid must be in form grant. I said
if this true we might be severely hampered in our
efforts. For instance it might be easier quickly to
obtain funds for road building and similar programs
through loans rather than grants. He promised look
into legal aspects this problem but said he feared it
might be impossible for Iranian Government to accept
loans without consent Majlis.

HENDERSON

Source: U.S. Department of State, Foreign Relations of the
United States, 1952–1954, Vol. 10, Iran, 1951–1954 (Washing-
ton, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1989), 762–765.

47. Mutual Defense Treaty between the United States of America
and the Republic of Korea, 1 October 1953

Introduction
As the United States and China came close to agreeing to terms for an armistice settlement to the Korean War,
Republic of Korea (ROK, South Korea) President Syngman Rhee proved extremely obstructive. Ideally, Rhee
hoped that the war would continue until U.S. forces had unified the entire Korean peninsula under his rule. On
4 June 1953, after the peace negotiators at Panmunjom had finally agreed on all aspects of the repatriation of pris-
oners of war, Rhee publicly stated that he would only endorse a settlement that mandated the simultaneous with-
drawal of all United Nations (UN) and communist troops from Korean territory on the conditions that South Korea
should conclude a mutual security pact with the United States and receive massive economic aid and the commit-
ment of substantial American military and naval forces to South Korea. He made these demands secure in the
knowledge that the communist forces would find them unacceptable and continue to fight on. After threatening
to withdraw his troops, who comprised two-thirds of those manning the front line, from the UN command, Rhee
hinted that even after an armistice they might refuse to lay down their arms. He then ordered the release of 27,000
prisoners of war who were not scheduled for repatriation, formed them into labor battalions, and enlisted them in
the ROK Army. Rhee hoped that this incident, which led the communist negotiators to question the ability of UN
representatives to speak for him and his armed forces, would generate recriminations so bitter as to sabotage the
negotiations completely, but if anything it made the exasperated participants on both sides even more determined



Primary Source
The Parties to this Treaty,

Reaffirming their desire to live in peace with all peoples
and all governments, and desiring to strengthen the
fabric of peace in the Pacific area,

Desiring to declare publicly and formally their common
determination to defend themselves against external
armed attack so that no potential aggressor could be
under the illusion that either of them stands alone in
the Pacific area,

Desiring further to strengthen their efforts for collec-
tive defense for the preservation of peace and security
pending the development of a more comprehensive
and effective system of regional security in the Pacific
area,

Have agreed as follows:

ARTICLE I
The Parties undertake to settle any international dis-
putes 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
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United Nations, or obligations assumed by any Party
toward the United Nations.

ARTICLE II
The Parties will consult together whenever, in the
opinion of either of them, the political independence
or security of either of the Parties is threatened by exter-
nal armed attack. Separately and jointly, by self help
and mutual aid, the Parties will maintain and develop
appropriate means to deter armed attack and will take
suitable measures in consultation and agreement to
implement this Treaty and to further its purposes.

ARTICLE III
Each Party recognizes that an armed attack in the
Pacific area on either of the Parties in territories now
under their respective administrative control, or here-
after recognized by one of the Parties as lawfully
brought under the administrative control of the other,
would be dangerous to its own peace and safety and
declares that it would act to meet the common danger
in accordance with its constitutional processes.

ARTICLE IV
The Republic of Korea grants, and the United States of
America accepts, the right to dispose United States
land, air and sea forces in and about the territory of the
Republic of Korea as determined by mutual agreement.

to reach an agreement in which he would be forced to acquiesce. UN and communist representatives alike united
in denouncing his action and agreed to resume their truce talks on 12 July 1953. The same day, the United States
dispatched Assistant Secretary of State Walter Robertson to Seoul to persuade Rhee not to obstruct any settlement,
and after two weeks Robertson finally extorted the president’s pledge to accept a cease-fire that was signed im-
mediately, on 27 July 1953. In return, Rhee was promised a U.S.-ROK mutual security treaty, which was concluded
almost immediately, on 8 August 1953; was signed on 1 October; and became effective on 17 November 1954. The
U.S. government also stationed large contingents of American forces in South Korea and agreed to provide $200
million in immediate economic aid, only the first installment of a long-term assistance program, to assist in expand-
ing the ROK Army to twenty divisions. The Mutual Security Treaty, a bilateral security alliance outside the broader
Southeast Asia Treaty Organization (SEATO) framework negotiated by U.S. Secretary of State John Foster Dulles,
was a definite guarantee that should the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK, North Korea) once again
attack South Korea, the Republic of Korea could count on the United States to assist in its defense. The original
expectation after the armistice was that a comprehensive Korean peace treaty would subsequently be negotiated at
the 1954 Geneva Conference, but the two Korean states found themselves unable to agree on terms acceptable to
both, so the supposedly temporary armistice remained in force indefinitely, enduring well into the twenty-first cen-
tury. The fact that the situation in Korea was still often precarious and volatile was probably one reason that the
South Korean state was excluded from the weaker September 1954 SEATO pact, which bound its signatories to
consult should one or more of them face a threat but not necessarily to take any definite action.



ARTICLE V
This Treaty shall be ratified by the United States of
America and the Republic of Korea in accordance with
their respective constitutional processes and will come
into force when instruments of ratification thereof have
been exchanged by them at Washington.

ARTICLE VI
This Treaty shall remain in force indefinitely. Either
Party may terminate it one year after notice has been
given to the other Party.

[. . .]

UNDERSTANDING OF THE 

UNITED STATES

Whereas the Senate of the United States of America
by their resolution of January 26, 1954, two-thirds of
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the Senators present concurring therein, did advise
and consent to the ratification of the said Treaty with
the following understanding:

“It is the understanding of the United States that nei-
ther party is obligated, under Article III of the above
Treaty, to come to the aid of the other except in case of
an external armed attack against such party; nor shall
anything in the present Treaty be construed as requir-
ing the United States to give assistance to Korea except
in the event of an armed attack against territory which
has been recognized by the United States as lawfully
brought under the administrative control of the Re-
public of Korea.”

Source: “Mutual Defense Treaty between the United
States of America and the Republic of Korea,” 1 October
1953, United States Treaties and Other International Agreements
5.3, p. 2368.

48. Dwight D. Eisenhower: “Atoms for Peace” Speech,
8 December 1953

Introduction
As Cold War tensions escalated, U.S. President Dwight D. Eisenhower delivered this address to the United
Nations (UN) General Assembly in New York City on 8 December 1953 discussing the buildup of nuclear weapons
and the U.S. goals involved. In November 1952 the United States detonated its first thermonuclear device, a
weapon whose destructive capacity alarmed many officials and ordinary people. Eisenhower sought to direct
nuclear power away from weaponry and instead to utilize its potential for productive, peaceful development. His
speech generated a variety of peaceful nuclear programs. The most important of these was the International
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), established under the aegis of the UN to stockpile uranium and fissionable mate-
rials designated for peaceful development. Eisenhower hoped that his speech would also provide the impetus for
talks with the Soviet Union on the control and limitation of ever more destructive nuclear weapons.

Primary Source
Madam President and Members of the General
Assembly;

When Secretary General Hammarskjold’s invitation
to address the General Assembly reached me in Ber-
muda, I was just beginning a series of conferences with
the Prime Ministers and Foreign Ministers of the
United Kingdom and France. Our subject was some of
the problems that beset our world. During the remain-
der of the Bermuda Conference, I had constantly in
mind that ahead of me lay a great honor. That honor is

mine today as I stand here, privileged to address the
General Assembly of the United Nations.

At the same time that I appreciate the distinction of
addressing you, I have a sense of exhilaration as I look
upon this Assembly. Never before in history has so
much hope for so many people been gathered together
in a single organization. Your deliberations and deci-
sions during these somber years have already realized
part of those hopes.

But the great tests and the great accomplishments still
lie ahead. And in the confident expectation of those



accomplishments, I would use the office which, for the
time being, I hold, to assure you that the Government
of the United States will remain steadfast in its support
of this body. This we shall do in the conviction that
you will provide a great share of the wisdom, of the
courage and of the faith which can bring to this world
lasting peace for all nations, and happiness and well-
being for all men.

[. . .]

There is at least one new avenue of peace which has
not been well explored—an avenue now laid out by
the General Assembly of the United Nations.

In its resolution of 28 November 1953 (resolution 715
(VIII)) this General Assembly suggested: “that the
Disarmament Commission study the desirability of
establishing a sub-committee consisting of representa-
tives of the Powers principally involved, which should
seek in private an acceptable solution and report . . . on
such a solution to the General Assembly and to the
Security Council not later than 1 September 1954.”

The United States, heeding the suggestion of the
General Assembly of the United Nations, is instantly
prepared to meet privately with such other countries
as may be “principally involved,” to seek “an accept-
able solution” to the atomic armaments race which
overshadows not only the peace, but the very life, of
the world.

We shall carry into these private or diplomatic talks a
new conception. The United States would seek more
than the mere reduction or elimination of atomic mate-
rials for military purposes. It is not enough to take this
weapon out of the hands of the soldiers. It must be put
into the hands of those who will know how to strip its
military casing and adapt it to the arts of peace.

The United States knows that if the fearful trend of
atomic military build-up can be reversed, this greatest
of destructive forces can be developed into a great
boon, for the benefit of all mankind. The United
States knows that peaceful power from atomic energy
is no dream of the future. The capability, already
proved, is here today. Who can doubt that, if the entire
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body of the world’s scientists and engineers had ade-
quate amounts of fissionable material with which to
test and develop their ideas, this capability would rap-
idly be transformed into universal, efficient and eco-
nomic usage?

To hasten the day when fear of the atom will begin to
disappear from the minds the people and the govern-
ments of the East and West, there are certain steps that
can be taken now.

I therefore make the following proposal.

The governments principally involved, to the extent
permitted by elementary prudence, should begin now
and continue to make joint contributions from their
stockpiles of normal uranium and fissionable materials
to an international atomic energy agency. We would
expect that such an agency would be set up under the
aegis of the United Nations. The ratios of contribu-
tions, the procedures and other details would properly
be within the scope of the “private conversations” I re-
ferred to earlier.

The United States is prepared to undertake these
explorations in good faith. Any partner of the United
States acting in the same good faith will find the United
States a not unreasonable or ungenerous associate.

Undoubtedly, initial and early contributions to this
plan would be small in quantity. However, the pro-
posal has the great virtue that it can be undertaken
without the irritations and mutual suspicions incident
to any attempt to set up a completely acceptable sys-
tem of world-wide inspection and control.

The atomic energy agency could be made responsible
for the impounding, storage and protection of the con-
tributed fissionable and other materials. The ingenuity
of our scientists will provide special safe conditions
under which such a bank of fissionable material can be
made essentially immune to surprise seizure.

The more important responsibility of this atomic energy
agency would be to devise methods whereby this fis-
sionable material would be allocated to serve the peace-
ful pursuits of mankind. Experts would be mobilized



to apply atomic energy to the needs of agriculture,
medicine and other peaceful activities. A special pur-
pose would be to provide abundant electrical energy in
the power-starved areas of the world.

Thus the contributing Powers would be dedicating
some of their strength to serve the needs rather than
the fears of mankind.

The United States would be more than willing—it
would be proud to take up with others “principally
involved” the development of plans whereby such
peaceful use of atomic energy would be expedited.

Of those “principally involved” the Soviet Union must,
of course, be one.

I would be prepared to submit to the Congress of the
United States, and with every expectation of approval,
any such plan that would, first, encourage world-wide
investigation into the most effective peacetime uses
of fissionable material, and with the certainty that the
investigators had all the material needed for the con-
ducting of all experiments that were appropriate; sec-
ond, begin to diminish the potential destructive power
of the world’s atomic stockpiles; third, allow all peoples
of all nations to see that, in this enlightened age, the
great Powers of the earth, both of the East and of the
West, are interested in human aspirations first rather
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than in building up the armaments of war; fourth, open
up a new channel for peaceful discussion and initiate
at least a new approach to the many difficult problems
that must be solved in both private and public conver-
sations if the world is to shake off the inertia imposed
by fear and is to make positive progress towards peace.

Against the dark background of the atomic bomb, the
United States does not wish merely to present strength,
but also the desire and the hope for peace. The com-
ing months will be fraught with fateful decisions. In
this Assembly, in the capitals and military headquar-
ters of the world, in the hearts of men everywhere, be
they governed or governors, may they be the decisions
which will lead this world out of fear and into peace.

To the making of these fateful decisions, the United
States pledges before you, and therefore before the
world, its determination to help solve the fearful atomic
dilemma—to devote its entire heart and mind to find-
ing the way by which the miraculous inventiveness of
man shall not be dedicated to his death, but conse-
crated to his life.

Source: Dwight D. Eisenhower, Public Papers of the Presi-

dents of the United States: Dwight D. Eisenhower, 1953 (Wash-

ington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1960),

813–822.

49. John Foster Dulles: Speech on Massive Retaliation,
12 January 1954

Introduction
At the height of the Cold War, U.S. Secretary of State John Foster Dulles delivered this address, an excerpt of
which appears below, to the Council on Foreign Relations on 12 January 1954, discussing the defense policies of
the administration of U.S. President Dwight D. Eisenhower. Primarily for budgetary reasons, the Eisenhower
administration had adopted the New Look strategic doctrine that was heavily dependent upon nuclear weapons,
which were less expensive than conventional forces. Dulles implied that in any international crisis, the United
States would be prepared to use nuclear weapons, regardless of their highly destructive nature. U.S. allies found
rather alarming Dulles’s apparent readiness to escalate relatively minor confrontations to the level of outright
nuclear war, which they feared might easily spiral out of control and provoke a third world war.

Primary Source
It is now nearly a year since the Eisenhower adminis-
tration took office. During that year I have often spo-

ken of various parts of our foreign policies. Tonight I
should like to present an overall view of those policies
which relate to our security.



First of all, let us recognize that many of the preceding
foreign policies were good. Aid to Greece and Turkey
had checked the Communist drive to the Mediter-
ranean. The European Recovery Program had helped
the peoples of Western Europe to pull out of the post-
war morass. The Western powers were steadfast in
Berlin and overcame the blockade with their airlift. As
a loyal member of the United Nations, we had reacted
with force to repel the Communist attack in Korea.
When that effort exposed our military weakness, we re-
built rapidly our military establishment. We also sought
a quick buildup of armed strength in Western Europe.

These were the acts of a nation which saw the danger
of Soviet communism; which realized that its own
safety was tied up with that of others; which was capa-
ble of responding boldly and promptly to emergencies.
These are precious values to be acclaimed. Also, we
can pay tribute to congressional bipartisanship which
puts the nation above politics.

But we need to recall that what we did was in the main
emergency action, imposed on us by our enemies.

Let me illustrate.

1. We did not send our army into Korea because we
judged in advance that it was sound military strategy
to commit our Army to fight land battles in Asia. Our
decision had been to pull out of Korea. It was Soviet-
inspired action that pulled us back.

2. We did not decide in advance that it was wise to grant
billions annually as foreign economic aid. We adopted
that policy in response to the Communist efforts to
sabotage the free economies of Western Europe.

3. We did not build up our military establishment at a
rate which involved huge budget deficits, a depreci-
ating currency, and a feverish economy because this
seemed, in advance, a good policy. Indeed, we decided
otherwise until the Soviet military threat was clearly
revealed.

We live in a world where emergencies are always pos-
sible and our survival may depend upon our capacity
to meet emergencies. Let us pray that we shall always

2474 49. John Foster Dulles: Speech on Massive Retaliation

have that capacity. But, having said that, it is necessary
also to say that emergency measures—however good
for the emergency—do not necessarily make good per-
manent policies. Emergency measures are costly; they
are superficial; and they imply that the enemy has the
initiative. They cannot be depended on to serve our
long-time interests.

This “long time” factor is of critical importance.

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 prac-
tical 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 be judged
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.

When the Eisenhower administration applied this test,
we felt that some transformations were needed.

It is not sound military strategy permanently to com-
mit U.S. land forces to Asia to a degree that leaves us
no strategic reserves.

It is not sound economics, or good foreign policy, to
support permanently other countries; 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 expenditures so vast that they lead to “prac-
tical bankruptcy.” . . . 

What the Eisenhower administration seeks is a . . .
maximum deterrent at a bearable cost. . . . 

The total cost of our security efforts, at home and
abroad, was over $50 billion per annum, and involved,
for 1953, a projected budgetary deficit of $9 billion; and
$11 billion for 1954. This was on top of taxes compa-



rable to wartime taxes; and the dollar was depreciating
in effective value. 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 by the
National Security Council, had to take some basic pol-
icy decisions. This has been done. The basic decision
was to depend primarily upon a great capacity to retal-
iate, instantly, by means and at places of our choosing.
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 try to be ready
to meet the enemy’s many choices. That permits of a
selection of military means instead of a multiplication
of means. As a result, it is now possible to get, and
share, more basic security at less cost.

Let us now see how this concept has been applied to
foreign policy, taking first the Far East.

In Korea this administration effected a major transfor-
mation. The fighting has been stopped on honorable
terms. That was possible because the aggressor, already
thrown back to and behind his place of beginning, was
faced with the possibility that the fighting might, to his
own great peril, soon spread beyond the limits and
methods which he had selected. . . . 
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I have said in relation to Indochina that, if there were
open Red Chinese army aggression there, that would
have “grave consequences which might not be con-
fined to Indochina.”

I expressed last month the intention of the United
States to maintain its position in Okinawa. This is
needed to insure adequate striking power to im-
plement the collective security concept which I
describe. . . . 

We have persisted, with our allies, in seeking the uni-
fication of Germany and the liberation of Austria. Now
the Soviet rulers have agreed to discuss these questions.
We expect to meet them soon in Berlin. I hope they
will come with sincerity which will equal our own.

We have sought a conference to unify Korea and relieve
it of foreign troops. So far, our persistence is unre-
warded; but we have not given up.

These efforts at negotiation are normal initiatives that
breathe the spirit of freedom. They involve no plan for
a partnership division of world power with those who
suppress freedom. . . . 

Source: John Foster Dulles, “The Evolution of Foreign
Policy,” Department of State Bulletin 30(761) (1954): 
107–110.

50. Dwight D. Eisenhower: “The Row of Dominoes,”
Presidential Press Conference, 7 April 1954

Introduction
From summer 1945 onward, France sought to restore French colonial rule in French Indochina but faced increas-
ingly effective opposition from the nationalist and communist Viet Minh forces led by Ho Chi Minh, who had
declared Vietnam’s independence in September 1945. Despite substantial U.S. financial support, by early 1954
French efforts to defeat Ho’s forces in the Democratic Republic of Vietnam (DRV, North Vietnam) had stalled. In
mid-March that year, the French Army found itself encircled by Viet Minh forces at the mountain fortress of Dien
Bien Phu. France urged the United States to intervene militarily, but President Dwight D. Eisenhower, on finding
that Britain was not prepared to join in any such effort, refused to commit American forces to Indochina. The belea-
guered French Army surrendered in early May, a humiliating defeat for France that marked the end of almost a
decade of French efforts to maintain its colonial position in Indochina. Despite his decision against intervention,
Eisenhower clearly disliked the prospect of a communist Indochina. At a press conference held while the French
garrison at Dien Bien Phu was still besieged and the United States had made no formal decision, the president set
out the domino theory that would become so influential as a justification for subsequent American assistance to



Primary Source
Q. Robert Richards, Copley Press: Mr. President, would
you mind commenting on the strategic importance of
Indochina for the free world? I think there has been,
across the country, some lack of understanding on just
what it means to us.

The President. You have, of course, both the specific and
the general when you talk about such things.

First of all, you have the specific value of a locality in
its production of materials that the world needs.

Then you have the possibility that many human beings
pass under a dictatorship that is inimical to the free
world.

Finally, you have broader considerations that might
follow what you would call the “falling domino” prin-
ciple. You have a row of dominoes set up, you knock
over the first one, and what will happen to the last one
is the certainty that it will go over very quickly. So you
could have a beginning of a disintegration that would
have the most profound influences.

Now, with respect to the first one, two of the items
from this particular area that the world uses are tin and
tungsten. They are very important. There are others,
of course, the rubber plantations and so on.

Then with respect to more people passing under this
domination, Asia, after all, has already lost some 450
million of its peoples to the Communist dictatorship,
and we simply can’t afford greater losses.

But when we come to the possible sequence of events,
the loss of Indochina, of Burma, of Thailand, of the
Peninsula, and Indonesia following, now you begin to
talk about areas that not only multiply the disadvan-
tages that you would suffer through the loss of materi-
als, sources of materials, but now you are talking really
about millions and millions and millions of people.

Finally, the geographical position achieved thereby
does many things. It turns the so-called island defen-
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sive chain of Japan, Formosa, of the Philippines and to
the southward; it moves in to threaten Australia and
New Zealand.

It takes away, in its economic aspects, that region that
Japan must have as a trading area or Japan, in turn, will
have only one place in the world to go—that is, toward
the Communist areas in order to live.

So, the possible consequences of the loss are just in-
calculable to the free world. . . . 

Q. Raymond Brandt, St. Louis Post-Dispatch: Mr. Presi-
dent, what response has Secretary Dulles and the
administration got [from Great Britain] to the request
for united action in Indochina?

The President. So far as I know, there are no positive
reactions as yet, because the time element would
almost forbid.

Q. Robert G. Spivack, New York Post: Mr. President, do
you agree with Senator [John F.] Kennedy that inde-
pendence must be guaranteed the people of Indochina
in order to justify an allout effort there?

The President. Well, I don’t know, of course, exactly in
what way a Senator was talking about this thing.

I will say this: for many years, in talking to different
countries, different governments, I have tried to insist
on this principle: no outside country can come in and
be really helpful unless it is doing something that the
local people want.

Now, let me call your attention to this independence
theory. Senator Lodge, on my instructions, stood up in
the United Nations and offered one country indepen-
dence if they would just simply pass a resolution say-
ing they wanted it, or at least said, “I would work for
it.” They didn’t accept it. So I can’t say that the associ-
ated states want independence in the sense that the
United States is independent. I do not know what they
want.

Vietnam: that if one nation went communist its neighbors would inevitably be affected, and eventually the com-
munist infection would spread from state to state throughout Asia and beyond.



I do say this: the aspirations of those people must be
met, otherwise there is in the long run no final answer
to the problem.

Q. Joseph Dear, Capital Times: Do you favor bringing
this Indochina situation before the United Nations?

The President. I really can’t say. I wouldn’t want to com-
ment at too great a length at this moment, but I do
believe this: this is the kind of thing that must not be
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handled by one nation trying to act alone. We must
have a concert of opinion, and a concert of readiness to
react in whatever way is necessary.

Of course, the hope is always that it is peaceful concil-
iation and accommodation of these problems.

Source: Dwight D. Eisenhower, Public Papers of the Presi-
dents of the United States: Dwight D. Eisenhower, 1954 (Wash-
ington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1960),
382–385.

51. Army-McCarthy Hearings Testimony, 1954

Introduction
On 22 April 1954, after several years of enduring Senator Joseph McCarthy’s false charges about subversion in
the military forces, the U.S. Army, represented by attorney Joseph N. Welch, went on the offensive and attacked
McCarthy with a charge of corruption at the height of his public campaign to weed out communists from the U.S.
government. The army’s charge was based on the fact that McCarthy and his counsel, Roy Cohn, had demanded
special treatment for former associate Private G. David Schine. Cohn had threatened that if he were not satisfied,
he would use his political influence as McCarthy’s aide to “wreck the army.” In more than a month of televised con-
gressional hearings, Welch proceeded to show how McCarthy had doctored photographs and created other false
documents to provide evidence for his unsubstantiated earlier charges. McCarthy’s erratic behavior and the con-
stant traps that Welch laid to catch him lying made it obvious to the television audience which side was telling the
truth. After the televised hearings and McCarthy’s public humiliation, a majority of senators finally felt sufficiently
secure enough to vote to censure him on 2 December 1954. This dramatic excerpt from the hearings of 9 June 1954,
when Welch responded to charges by McCarthy that one of Welch’s aides had ties to a communist organization,
includes as participants Welch (chief counsel for the U.S. Army), Cohn (special counsel to the Special Senate Com-
mittee on Charges and Countercharges), Senator Karl E. Mundt, and McCarthy himself.

Primary Source
[. . .]

Mr. Welch: Mr. Cohn, tell me once more: Every time
you learn of a Communist or a spy anywhere, is it your
policy to get them out as fast as possible?

Mr. Cohn: Surely, we want them out as fast as possible,
sir.

Mr. Welch: And whenever you learn of one from now
on, Mr. Cohn, I beg of you, will you tell somebody
about them quick?

Mr. Cohn: Mr. Welch, with great respect, I work for the
committee here. They know how we go about han-
dling situations of Communist infiltration. If they are

displeased with the speed with which I and the group
of men who work with me proceed, if they are dis-
pleased with the order in which we move, I am sure
they will give me appropriate instructions along those
lines, and I will follow any which they give me.

Mr. Welch: May I add my small voice, sir, and say when-
ever you know about a subversive or a Communist or a
spy, please hurry. Will you remember those words? . . . 

Senator McCarthy: Mr. Chairman, in view of that
question—

Senator Mundt: Have you a point of order?

Senator McCarthy: Not exactly, Mr. Chairman, but in
view of Mr. Welch’s request that the information be



given once we know of anyone who might be perform-
ing any work for the Communist Party, I think we
should tell him that he has in his law firm a young man
named Fisher whom he recommended, incidentally, to
do work on this committee, who has been for a number
of years a member of an organization which was
named, oh, years and years ago, as the legal bulwark of
the Communist Party, an organization which always
swings to the defense of . . . [any] Communists. I cer-
tainly assume that Mr. Welch did not know of this
young man at the time he recommended him as the
assistant counsel for this committee, but he has such
terror and such a great desire to know where anyone is
located who may be serving the Communist cause, Mr.
Welch, that I thought we should just call to your atten-
tion the fact that your Mr. Fisher, who is still in your
law firm today, whom you asked to have down here
looking over the secret and classified material, is a
member of an organization, not named by me but
named by various committees, named by the Attorney
General, as I recall, and I think I quote this verbatim,
as “the legal bulwark of the Communist Party.” He
belonged to that for a sizeable number of years, accord-
ing to his own admission, and he belonged to it long
after it had been exposed as the legal arm of the Com-
munist Party.

Knowing that, Mr. Welch, I just felt that I had a duty to
respond to your urgent request that before sundown,
when we know of anyone serving the Communist
cause, we let the agency know. We are now letting you
know that your man did belong to this organization for
either three or four years, belonged to it long after he
was out of law school. . . . I have hesitated bringing that
up, but I have been rather bored with your phony
requests to Mr. Cohn here that he personally get every
Communist out of government before sundown. There-
fore, we will give you information about the young
man in your own organization.

I am not asking you at this time to explain why you tried
to foist him on this committee. Whether you knew he
was a member of that Communist organization or not,
I don’t know. I assume you did not, Mr. Welch, because
I get the impression that, while you are quite an actor,
you play for a laugh. I don’t think you have any con-
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ception of the danger of the Communist Party. I don’t
think you yourself would ever knowingly aid the Com-
munist cause. I think you are unknowingly aiding it
when you try to burlesque this hearing in which we are
attempting to bring out the facts, however . . . 

Mr. Welch: Mr. Chairman, under these circumstances I
must have something approaching a personal privilege.

Senator Mundt: You may have it, sir. It will not be
taken out of your time.

Mr. Welch: Senator McCarthy, I did not know—Senator,
sometimes you say “May I have your attention?”

Senator McCarthy: I am listening to you. I can listen
with one ear.

Mr. Welch: This time I want you to listen with both.

Senator McCarthy: Yes.

Mr. Welch: Senator McCarthy, I think until this
moment—

Senator McCarthy: Jim, will you get the news story to
the effect that this man belonged to this Communist-
front organization? Will you get the citations showing
that this was the legal arm of the Communist Party,
and the length of time that he belonged, and the fact
that he was recommended by Mr. Welch? I think that
should be in the record.

Mr. Welch: You won’t need anything in the record
when I have finished telling you this.

Until this moment, Senator, I think I never really
gaged your cruelty or your recklessness. Fred Fisher is
a young man who went to the Harvard Law School and
came into my firm and is starting what looks to be a
brilliant career with us.

When I decided to work for this committee I asked
Jim St. Clair, who sits on my right, to be my first assis-
tant. I said to Jim, “Pick somebody in the firm who
works under you that you would like.” He chose Fred



Fisher and they came down on an afternoon plane. That
night, when he had taken a little stab at trying to see
what the case was about, Fred Fisher and Jim St. Clair
and I went to dinner together. I then said to these two
young men, “Boys, I don’t know anything about you
except I have always liked you, but if there is anything
funny in the life of either one of you that would hurt
anybody in this case you speak up quick.”

Fred Fisher said, “Mr. Welch, when I was in law school
and for a period of months after, I belonged to the
Lawyers Guild,” as you have suggested, Senator. He
went on to say, “I am secretary of the Young Republi-
cans League in Newton with the son of Massachusetts’
Governor, and I have the respect and admiration of my
community and I am sure I have the respect and admi-
ration of the twenty-five lawyers or so in Hale & Dorr.”

I said, “Fred, I just don’t think I am going to ask you to
work on the case. If I do, one of these days that will
come out and go over national television and it will just
hurt like the dickens.”

So, Senator, I asked him to go back to Boston.

Little did I dream you could be so reckless and so
cruel as to do injury to that lad. It is true he is still with
Hale & Dorr. It is, I regret to say, equally true that I
fear he shall always bear a scar needlessly inflicted by
you. If it were in my power to forgive you for your
reckless cruelty, I will do so. I like to think I am a gen-
tleman, but your forgiveness will have to come from
someone other than me.
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Senator McCarthy: Mr. Chairman.

Senator Mundt: Senator McCarthy?

Senator McCarthy: May I say that Mr. Welch talks
about this being cruel and reckless. He was just bait-
ing; he has been baiting Mr. Cohn here for hours,
requesting that Mr. Cohn, before sundown, get out of
any department of Government anyone who is serving
the Communist cause. I just give this man’s record,
and I want to say, Mr. Welch, that it has been labeled
long before he became a member, as early as 1944—

Mr. Welch: Senator, may we not drop this? We know he
belonged to the Lawyers Guild, and Mr. Cohn nods
his head at me. I did you, I think, no personal injury,
Mr. Cohn.

Mr. Cohn: No, sir.

Mr. Welch: I meant to do you no personal injury, and if
I did, I beg your pardon.

Let us not assassinate this lad further, Senator. You
have done enough. Have you no sense of decency, sir,
at long last? Have you left no sense of decency?

Source: U.S. Senate, Special Senate Investigation on Charges
and Countercharges Involving: Secretary of the Army Robert T.
Stevens, John G. Adams, H. Struve Hensel and Senator Joe
McCarthy, Roy M. Cohn, and Francis P. Carr. Hearings
(Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office 
1954), 2424–2430.

52. Brown v. Board of Education, Topeka, Kansas, 1954

Introduction
By the mid-twentieth century, continuing racial segregation in the Southern states of the United States had
become a serious embarrassment to American leaders’ Cold War claims that their country represented democracy,
freedom, and equal rights. Despite fierce opposition from the Southern states, political and legal challenges to seg-
regation intensified after World War II. Few if any twentieth-century cases better demonstrate the ability of the
U.S. Supreme Court to alter understandings of the U.S. Constitution—and thus provide a substitute for constitu-
tional amendment—than Brown v. Board of Education. Here, the Court overturned the doctrine of separate but
equal that had been sanctioned in Plessy v. Ferguson (1896) and declared that segregation would have no place in
U.S. public education. This opinion, in turn, sparked both support and opposition in the battle over segregation
in all aspects of American life that culminated in the civil rights movement.



Primary Source
MR. CHIEF JUSTICE WARREN delivered the opin-
ion of the Court.

These cases come to us from the States of Kansas,
South Carolina, Virginia, and Delaware. They are prem-
ised on different facts and different local conditions,
but a common legal question justifies their considera-
tion together in this consolidated opinion.

In each of the cases, minors of the Negro race, through
their legal representatives, seek the aid of the courts in
obtaining admission to the public schools of their com-
munity on a nonsegregated basis. In each instance,
they had been denied admission to schools attended
by white children under laws requiring or permitting
segregation according to race. This segregation was
alleged to deprive the plaintiffs of the equal protection
of the laws under the Fourteenth Amendment. In each
of the cases other than the Delaware case, a three-
judge federal district court denied relief to the plain-
tiffs on the so-called “separate but equal” doctrine
announced by this Court in Plessy v. Ferguson. Under
that doctrine, equality of treatment is accorded when
the races are provided substantially equal facilities,
even though these facilities be separate. In the Dela-
ware case, the Supreme Court of Delaware adhered to
that doctrine, but ordered that the plaintiffs be admit-
ted to the white schools because of their superiority to
the Negro schools.

The plaintiffs contend that segregated public schools
are not “equal” and cannot be made “equal,” and that
hence they are deprived of the equal protection of the
laws. Because of the obvious importance of the ques-
tion presented, the Court took jurisdiction. Argument
was heard in the 1952 Term, and reargument was
heard this Term on certain questions propounded by
the Court.

Reargument was largely devoted to the circumstances
surrounding the adoption of the Fourteenth Amend-
ment in 1868. It covered exhaustively consideration of
the Amendment in Congress, ratification by the states,
then existing practices in racial segregation, and the
views of proponents and opponents of the Amendment.
This discussion and our own investigation convince us
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that, although these sources cast some light, it is not
enough to resolve the problem with which we are
faced. At best, they are inconclusive. The most avid
proponents of the post-War Amendments undoubt-
edly intended them to remove all legal distinctions
among “all persons born or naturalized in the United
States.” Their opponents, just as certainly, were antag-
onistic to both the letter and the spirit of the Amend-
ments and wished them to have the most limited
effect. What others in Congress and the state legisla-
tures had in mind cannot be determined with any
degree of certainty.

An additional reason for the inconclusive nature of
the Amendment’s history, with respect to segregated
schools, is the status of public education at that time.
In the South, the movement toward free common
schools, supported by general taxation, had not yet
taken hold. Education of white children was largely in
the hands of private groups. Education of Negroes was
almost nonexistent, and practically all of the race were
illiterate. In fact, any education of Negroes was forbid-
den by law in some states. Today, in contrast, many
Negroes have achieved outstanding success in the arts
and sciences as well as in the business and professional
world. It is true that public school education at the
time of the Amendment had advanced further in the
North, but the effect of the Amendment on Northern
States was generally ignored in the congressional de-
bates. Even in the North, the conditions of public edu-
cation did not approximate those existing today. The
curriculum was usually rudimentary; ungraded schools
were common in rural areas; the school term was but
three months a year in many states; and compulsory
school attendance was virtually unknown. As a conse-
quence, it is not surprising that there should be so little
in the history of the Fourteenth Amendment relating
to its intended effect on public education.

In the first cases in this Court construing the Fourteenth
Amendment, decided shortly after its adoption, the
Court interpreted it as proscribing all state-imposed
discriminations against the Negro race. The doctrine
of “separate but equal” did not make its appearance in
this Court until 1896 in the case of Plessy v. Ferguson,
involving not education but transportation. American
courts have since labored with the doctrine for over



half a century. In this Court, there have been six cases
involving the “separate but equal” doctrine in the field
of public education. In Cumming v. County Board of
Education, and Gong Lum v. Rice, the validity of the
doctrine itself was not challenged. In more recent
cases, all on the graduate school level, inequality was
found in that specific benefits enjoyed by white stu-
dents were denied to Negro students of the same edu-
cational qualifications. . . . In none of these cases was it
necessary to re-examine the doctrine to grant relief to
the Negro plaintiff. And in Sweatt v. Painter, the Court
expressly reserved decision on the question whether
Plessy v. Ferguson should be held inapplicable to public
education.

In the instant cases, that question is directly presented.
Here, unlike Sweatt v. Painter, there are findings below
that the Negro and white schools involved have been
equalized, or are being equalized, with respect to build-
ings, curricula, qualifications and salaries of teachers,
and other “tangible” factors. Our decision, therefore,
cannot turn on merely a comparison of these tangible
factors in the Negro and white schools involved in each
of the cases. We must look instead to the effect of seg-
regation itself on public education.

In approaching this problem, we cannot turn the clock
back to 1868 when the Amendment was adopted, or
even to 1896 when Plessy v. Ferguson was written. We
must consider public education in the light of its full
development and its present place in American life
throughout the Nation. Only in this way can it be
determined if segregation in public schools deprives
these plaintiffs of the equal protection of the laws.

Today, education is perhaps the most important func-
tion of state and local governments. Compulsory school
attendance laws and the great expenditures for educa-
tion both demonstrate our recognition of the impor-
tance of education to our democratic society. It is
required in the performance of our most basic public
responsibilities, even service in the armed forces. It is
the very foundation of good citizenship. Today it is a
principal instrument in awakening the child to cultural
values, in preparing him for later professional training,
and in helping him to adjust normally to his environ-
ment. In these days, it is doubtful that any child may
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reasonably be expected to succeed in life if he is
denied the opportunity of an education. Such an oppor-
tunity, where the state has undertaken to provide it, is
a right which must be made available to all on equal
terms.

We come then to the question presented: Does segre-
gation of children in public schools solely on the basis
of race, even though the physical facilities and other
“tangible” factors may be equal, deprive the children
of the minority group of equal educational opportu-
nities? We believe that it does.

In Sweatt v. Painter, in finding that a segregated law
school for Negroes could not provide them equal edu-
cational opportunities, this Court relied in large part
on “those qualities which are incapable of objective
measurement but which make for greatness in a law
school.” In McLaurin v. Oklahoma State Regents, the
Court, in requiring that a Negro admitted to a white
graduate school be treated like all other students,
again resorted to intangible considerations: “ . . . his
ability to study, to engage in discussions and exchange
views with other students, and, in general, to learn his
profession.” Such considerations apply with added
force to children in grade and high schools. To separate
them from others of similar age and qualifications
solely because of their race generates a feeling of in-
feriority as to their status in the community that may
affect their hearts and minds in a way unlikely ever to
be undone. The effect of this separation on their edu-
cational opportunities was well stated by a finding in
the Kansas case by a court which nevertheless felt
compelled to rule against the Negro plaintiffs:

Segregation of white and colored children in
public schools has a detrimental effect upon the
colored children. The impact is greater when it
has the sanction of the law; for the policy of sep-
arating the races is usually interpreted as denot-
ing the inferiority of the negro group. A sense of
inferiority affects the motivation of a child to
learn. Segregation with the sanction of law, there-
fore, has a tendency to [retard] the educational
and mental development of negro children and to
deprive them of some of the benefits they would
receive in a racial[ly] integrated school system.



Whatever may have been the extent of psychological
knowledge at the time of Plessy v. Ferguson, this finding
is amply supported by modern authority. Any language
in Plessy v. Ferguson contrary to this finding is rejected.

We conclude that in the field of public education the
doctrine of “separate but equal” has no place. Separate
educational facilities are inherently unequal. There-
fore, we hold that the plaintiffs and others similarly
situated for whom the actions have been brought are,
by reason of the segregation complained of, deprived
of the equal protection of the laws guaranteed by the
Fourteenth Amendment. This disposition makes un-
necessary any discussion whether such segregation
also violates the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth
Amendment.

Because these are class actions, because of the wide
applicability of this decision, and because of the great
variety of local conditions, the formulation of decrees
in these cases presents problems of considerable com-
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plexity. On reargument, the consideration of appropri-
ate relief was necessarily subordinated to the primary
question—the constitutionality of segregation in pub-
lic education. We have now announced that such seg-
regation is a denial of the equal protection of the
laws. In order that we may have the full assistance of
the parties in formulating decrees, the cases will be
restored to the docket, and the parties are requested to
present further argument on Questions 4 and 5 previ-
ously propounded by the Court for the reargument this
Term. The Attorney General of the United States is
again invited to participate. The Attorneys General of
the states requiring or permitting segregation in pub-
lic education will also be permitted to appear as amici
curiae upon request to do so by September 15, 1954,
and submission of briefs by October 1, 1954.

It is so ordered.

Source: Brown v. Board of Education. 347 U.S. 483 (1954),
FindLaw for Legal Professionals, http://caselaw.lp.findlaw
.com/scripts/getcase.pl?court=US&vol=347&invol=483.

53. Final Declaration of the Geneva Conference on the Problem of
Restoring Peace in Indo-China, 21 July 1954

Introduction
The Geneva Conference, an international meeting cochaired by Great Britain and the Soviet Union, took place in
Switzerland from April to July 1954. The conference’s first weeks were spent in an unsuccessful effort to reach a
final peace settlement in Korea. The conferees then switched their attention to Indochina, where the French,
defeated earlier that year at Dien Bien Phu, had announced their intention to withdraw and grant independence to
the constituent states. In Cambodia and Laos, where communist insurgencies were relatively weak, monarchical
governments headed by traditional indigenous leaders were established. In each country, rebel forces disbanded
and were integrated into the royal militaries. Vietnam, where the nationalist communist leader Ho Chi Minh and
his Viet Minh forces were far stronger, was more complicated. Neither the People’s Republic of China (PRC) nor
the Soviet Union, two powers that had only within the previous year extricated themselves from their involve-
ment in the Korean War, was eager to become embroiled in another protracted Asian conflict. Both communist big
powers therefore put pressure upon Ho to sign the Geneva Accords, under whose terms Vietnam would be tem-
porarily partitioned at the 17th Parallel of latitude, with the Viet Minh controlling the northern portion (the Demo-
cratic Republic of Vietnam) and noncommunist Vietnamese representatives the southern portion (later the
Republic of Vietnam). The Geneva Accords called for countrywide elections to be held within two years to choose
a government for a united Vietnam. The agreement was supposedly made between Cambodia, the two Vietnams,
France, Laos, the PRC, the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom, and the United States. France and the Democratic
Republic of Vietnam were the only two states that actually signed the accords. The United States refused to rec-
ognize them and encouraged the southern Republic of Vietnam and its first president, Ngo Dinh Diem, to also
ignore them and to become a permanent independent state, backed by massive quantities of U.S. economic and



Primary Source
1. The Conference takes note of the agreements end-
ing hostilities in Cambodia, Laos and Vietnam 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 Cambodia, Laos and Vietnam. 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 Vietnam henceforth to play
their part, in full independence and sovereignty, in the
peaceful community of nations.

3. The Conference takes note of the declarations made
by the Governments of Cambodia and of Laos of their
intention to adopt measures permitting all citizens to
take their place in the national community, in partic-
ular by participating in the next general elections,
which, in conformity with the constitution of each of
these countries, shall take place in the course of the
year 1955, by secret ballot and in conditions of respect
for fundamental freedoms.

4. The Conference takes note of the clauses in the
agreement on the cessation of hostilities in Vietnam
prohibiting the introduction into Vietnam of foreign
troops and military personnel as well as of all kinds of
arms and munitions. The Conference also takes note
of the declarations made by the Governments of Cam-
bodia and Laos of their resolution not to request for-
eign aid, whether in war material, in personnel or in
instructors except for the purpose of the effective
defense of their territory and, in the case of Laos, to
the extent defined by the agreements on the cessation
of hostilities in Laos.

5. The Conference takes note of the clauses in the
agreement on the cessation of hostilities in Vietnam to
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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 latter having the obliga-
tion 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 ser-
vice of an aggressive policy. The Conference also takes
note of the declarations of the Governments of Cam-
bodia and Laos to the effect that they will not join 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
Charter of the United Nations or, in the case of Laos,
with the principles of the agreement on the cessation
of hostilities in Laos or, so long as their security is not
threatened, the obligation to establish bases on Cam-
bodian or Laotian territory for the military forces of
foreign Powers.

6. The Conference recognizes that the essential pur-
pose of the agreement relating to Vietnam 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 interpreted as constituting a
political or territorial boundary. The Conference ex-
presses its conviction that the execution of the provi-
sions 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 Vietnam.

7. The Conference declares that, so far as Vietnam
is concerned, the settlement of political problems,
effected on the basis of respect for the principles of
independence, unity and territorial integrity, shall per-
mit the Vietnamese people to enjoy the fundamental
freedoms, guaranteed by democratic institutions es-
tablished as a result of free general elections by secret
ballot.

military aid. It was widely expected that Ho’s nationalist credentials would ensure the Viet Minh victory in the
national elections, so when the date scheduled for them arrived, the southern government simply ignored this. The
accords established an International Control Commission of three neutral states—India, Canada, and Poland—to
supervise the implementation of these agreements but had no powers to enforce them, so they became a dead let-
ter. In the late 1950s the northern communist state, determined to unite the country, had begun a policy of armed
struggle in the southern portion, intended to destabilize and destroy Diem’s government and bring about national
unification.



In order to ensure that sufficient progress in the restora-
tion of peace has been made, and that all the necessary
conditions obtain for free expression of the national
will, general elections shall be held in July 1956, under
the supervision of an international commission com-
posed of representatives of the Member States of the
International Supervisory Commission, referred to in
the agreement on the cessation of hostilities. Consul-
tations will be held on this subject between the com-
petent representative authorities of the two zones from
April 20, 1955, onwards.

8. The provisions of the agreements on the cessation
of hostilities intended to ensure the protection of indi-
viduals and of property must be most strictly applied
and must, in particular, allow everyone in Vietnam to
decide freely in which zone he wishes to live.

9. The competent representative authorities of the
Northern and Southern zones of Vietnam, as well as
the authorities of Laos and Cambodia, must not permit
any individual or collective reprisals against persons
who have collaborated in any way with one of the par-
ties 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 territory
of Cambodia, Laos and Vietnam, at the request of the
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governments concerned and within periods which shall
be fixed by agreement between the parties except in
the cases where, by agreement between the two par-
ties, a certain number of French troops shall remain at
specified points and for a specified time.

11. The Conference takes note of the declaration of
the French Government to the effect that for the set-
tlement of all the problems connected with the re-
establishment and consolidation of peace in Cambodia,
Laos and Vietnam, the French Government will pro-
ceed from the principle of respect for the independ-
ence and sovereignty, unity and territorial integrity of
Cambodia, Laos and Vietnam.

12. In their relations with Cambodia, Laos and Viet-
nam, each member of the Geneva Conference under-
takes 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.

13. The members of the Conference agree to consult
one another on any question which may be referred to
them by the International Supervisory Commission, in
order to study such measures as may prove necessary
to ensure that the agreements on the cessation of hos-
tilities in Cambodia, Laos, and Vietnam are respected.

Source: “Text of Final Declaration,” Department of State
Bulletin 31(788) (1954): 164.

54. Southeast Asia Collective Defense Treaty, Manila, Philippines, 
8 September 1954

Introduction
By the mid-1950s, the reach of the United States had become truly global. After the Korean War, the administra-
tion of Republican President Dwight D. Eisenhower sought to construct a security pact among its Asian-Pacific
allies that might serve as the counterpart to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) in Europe. Their con-
cern for the region was sharpened by the outcome of the Geneva conference of great powers, held from April to
July 1954, to discuss outstanding problems in Korea and Vietnam, especially the situation in Korea and Indochina.
The conference failed to negotiate a permanent settlement of the Korean War, leaving the peninsula in a state of
armistice that would endure for more than half a century. In Indochina, the French colonial authorities withdrew
entirely. Laos and Cambodia became independent kingdoms, while Vietnam was partitioned at the 17th Parallel of
latitude into northern communist and southern noncommunist states, whose unification after countrywide elec-
tions was anticipated within two years. In Laos, Cambodia, and Vietnam alike, communist forces carried consider-



Primary Source
The Parties to this Treaty,

Recognizing the sovereign equality of all the Parties,

Reiterating their faith in the purposes and principles
set forth in the Charter of the United Nations and
their desire to live in peace with all peoples and all
governments,

Reaffirming that, in accordance with the Charter of the
United Nations, they uphold the principle of equal
rights and self-determination of peoples, and declaring
that they will earnestly strive by every peaceful means
to promote self-government and to secure the inde-
pendence of all countries whose peoples desire it and
are able to undertake its responsibilities,

Desiring to strengthen the fabric of peace and freedom
and to uphold the principles of democracy, individual
liberty and the rule of law, and to promote the eco-
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nomic well-being and development of all peoples in
the treaty area,

Intending to declare publicly and formally their sense
of unity, so that any potential aggressor will appreciate
that the Parties stand together in the area, and

Desiring further to coordinate their efforts for collec-
tive defense for the preservation of peace and security,

Therefore agree as follows:

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.

able weight, although only in Vietnam were they thought likely to control the country within the near future. Only
in 1954 did the Philippine authorities, assisted by American diplomats, covert operatives, and aid programs, sup-
press the agrarian rebellion of the communist-led Hukbalahaps, which since the late 1940s had come close to top-
pling the government. In Malaya, the British colonial authorities were still in the process of overcoming a
communist insurgency. In September 1954 U.S. Secretary of State John Foster Dulles took the lead in negotiating
the Southeast Asia Treaty Organization (SEATO), a defensive alliance of Australia, France, New Zealand, Pak-
istan, the Philippines, Thailand, the United Kingdom, and the United States. The new body was based in Bang-
kok, the Thai capital. Unlike the NATO alliance, this treaty did not oblige its members to come to each other’s
defense should one be attacked but rather only to consult with each other and to respond—although how was left
unspecified—in collaboration with the United Nations (UN). The agreement did, however, envisage extensive
military cooperation among the members at all times as well as comparable collaboration for economic and social
development. The United States provided a specific “understanding” that the treaty’s scope was not restricted to
attacks by communist forces against its members. SEATO proved a rather ineffective alliance. Britain and France
were included primarily because both still possessed colonial interests in Asia, but to many critics their presence in
the grouping, together with Australia and New Zealand, made it appear primarily a white man’s club, with just a
few token Asian members. The political status of both the Republic of Korea (ROK, South Korea) and Taiwan was
so sensitive that neither was included, although both came under the protection of separate bilateral security
treaties with the United States. Japan, which also had such a bilateral arrangement with the United States, was like-
wise excluded, although this was probably because memories of Japanese behavior before and during World War II
still rankled member states. Stipulations in the Geneva Accords on the status of Cambodia, Laos, and Vietnam
meant that none of those countries could join. The military forces of the eight member states held joint exercises
and maneuvers on an annual basis. During the 1960s, SEATO’s members failed to take joint action on conflicts in
Vietnam, Cambodia, and Laos, as they found themselves unable to agree on appropriate responses. After commu-
nist forces took power in all three Indochinese states, the organization was widely perceived as a largely ineffective
dead letter and was dissolved in 1977.



ARTICLE II
In order more effectively to achieve the objectives of
this Treaty, the Parties, separately and jointly, by means
of continuous and effective self-help and mutual aid
will maintain and develop their individual and collec-
tive 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 institu-
tions and to cooperate with one another in the further
development of economic measures, including tech-
nical assistance, designed both to promote economic
progress and social well-being and to further the in-
dividual 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
accordance with its constitutional processes. Measures
taken under this paragraph shall be immediately re-
ported to the Security Council of the United Nations.

2. If, in the opinion of any of the Parties, the inviola-
bility 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 pro-
visions 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 situa-
tion 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 para-
graph 1 of this Article or on any territory so designated
shall be taken except at the invitation or with the con-
sent 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 con-
cerning the implementation of this Treaty. The Coun-
cil 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 VI
This Treaty does not affect and shall not be inter-
preted as affecting in any way the rights and obliga-
tions of any of the Parties under the Charter of the
United Nations or the responsibility of the United
Nations for the maintenance of international peace and
security. Each Party declares that none of the inter-
national engagements now in force between it and any
other of the Parties or any third party is in conflict with
the provisions of this Treaty, and undertakes not to
enter into any international engagement in conflict
with this Treaty.

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. Any State so invited may be-
come a Party to the Treaty by depositing its instrument
of accession with the Government of the Republic of
the Philippines. The Government of the Republic of
the Philippines shall inform each of the Parties of the
deposit of each such instrument of accession.

ARTICLE VIII
As used in this Treaty, the “treaty area” is the general
area of Southeast Asia, including also the entire territo-
ries of the Asian Parties, and the general area of the
Southwest 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.

[. . .]



UNDERSTANDING OF THE UNITED STATES 
OF AMERICA
The United States of America in executing the present
Treaty does so with the understanding that its recogni-
tion of the effect of aggression and armed attack and
its agreement with reference thereto in Article IV,
paragraph 1, apply only to communist aggression but
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affirms that in the event of other aggression or armed
attack it will consult under the provisions of Article IV,
paragraph 2.

[. . .]

Source: “Southeast Asia Collective Defense Treaty,” 8 Sep-
tember 1954, United Nations Treaty Series 209(2819).

55. Joseph McCarthy: Censure by the U.S. Senate, 10 November 1954

Introduction
In a speech delivered on 9 February 1950, Senator Joseph McCarthy brandished a piece of paper on which he
claimed was a list supplied by the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) of 205 names of U.S. State Department
employees who were known to be “card-carrying communists.” It was a false claim, but his dramatic demeanor
and the fact that he was a senator lent credibility to the charges, thus sparking mass public hysteria regarding the
pervasiveness of communism in American society. Fueling the public’s paranoia, McCarthy then led a series of con-
gressional hearings into communist activity that lasted well into 1954—gaining prestige and power as he went—
despite the fact that he could not produce any evidence and kept changing the number of names he had when
pressed by reporters. Many of his congressional colleagues joined him in this modern-day witch-hunt. Prominent
Republican politicians did not necessarily believe his charges, but since most of the charges were aimed at Demo-
crats and the Republicans wished to discredit the Democratic administration of President Harry S. Truman and win
the 1952 presidential election, they were prepared to tolerate McCarthy’s behavior. During the 1952 election cam-
paign, Republican candidate Dwight D. Eisenhower refused to repudiate McCarthy, even when he attacked for-
mer Secretary of State General George C. Marshall, Eisenhower’s wartime superior, as a communist or a fellow
traveler. Once Eisenhower had won the election, however, McCarthy began to represent something of a domestic
and international embarrassment to the United States, and support for him declined. Finally, in 1954, McCarthy’s
reign of terror was brought to an end after it was shown by an attorney for the U.S. Army that McCarthy had pro-
duced false evidence in the televised Army-McCarthy Hearings. After the televised hearings and McCarthy’s pub-
lic humiliation, a majority of senators finally felt sufficiently secure to vote to censure him on 2 December 1954. By
this time, however, McCarthy and his followers had ruined numerous careers and created a broader intellectual cli-
mate in which diplomats, government officials, politicians, and opinion leaders often feared to state their views
forthrightly if these might conceivably brand them as procommunist. Such practical caution contributed to U.S.
involvement in Vietnam and to successive presidents’ reluctance to recognize Mainland China.

Primary Source
Resolved, That the Senator from Wisconsin, Mr. Mc-
Carthy, failed to cooperate with the Subcommittee on
Privileges and Elections of the Senate Committee
on Rules and Administration in clearing up matters
referred to that subcommittee which concerned his
conduct as a Senator and affected the honor of the
Senate and, instead, repeatedly abused the subcom-
mittee and its members who were trying to carry out
assigned duties, thereby obstructing the constitutional
processes of the Senate, and that this conduct of the

Senator from Wisconsin, Mr. McCarthy, is contrary to
senatorial traditions and is hereby condemned.

Section 2. The Senator from Wisconsin, Mr. McCarthy,
in writing to the chairman of the Select Committee to
Study Censure Charges (Mr. Watkins) after the Select
Committee had issued its report and before the report
was presented to the Senate charging three members
of the Select Committee with “deliberate deception”
and “fraud” for failure to disqualify themselves; in stat-
ing to the press on November 4, 1954, that the special



Senate session that was to begin November 8, 1954,
was a “lynch-party”; in repeatedly describing this spe-
cial Senate session as a “lynch bee” in a nationwide
television and radio show on November 7, 1954; in
stating to the public press on November 13, 1954, that
the chairman of the Select Committee (Mr. Watkins)
was guilty of “the most unusual, most cowardly things
I’ve ever heard of” and stating further: “I expected he
would be afraid to answer the questions, but didn’t
think he’d be stupid enough to make a public state-
ment”; and in characterizing the said committee as
the “unwitting handmaiden,” “involuntary agent” and
“attorneys-in-fact” of the Communist Party and in
charging that the said committee in writing its report
“imitated Communist methods—that it distorted, mis-
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represented, and omitted in its effort to manufacture
a plausible rationalization” in support of its recom-
mendations to the Senate, which characterizations and
charges were contained in a statement released to the
press and inserted in the Congressional Record of No-
vember 10, 1954, acted contrary to senatorial ethics
and tended to bring the Senate into dishonor and dis-
repute, to obstruct the constitutional processes of the
Senate, and to impair its dignity; and such conduct is
hereby condemned.

Source: U.S. Congress, Senate, “Censure of Senator Joseph
McCarthy,” S Res 301, 83rd Cong., 2nd sess. (December 2,
1954), U.S. Department of State, InfoUSA, http://usinfo
.state.gov/usa/infousa/facts/democrac/60.htm.

56. Mutual Defense Treaty between the United States of America
and the Republic of China, 2 December 1954

Introduction
Before the Korean War began in June 1950, the administration of U.S. President Harry S. Truman had considered
simply acquiescing should the Communist People’s Republic of China (PRC) take over the island of Taiwan, to
which the remnants of the Guomindang (Nationalist) had fled. The outbreak of that war, however, had led Ameri-
can officials to block any such move by interposing the U.S. Seventh Fleet between Taiwan and the mainland. By
the time the Korean War ended in 1953, the U.S. government would have found it extremely difficult to abandon
Taiwan, a client and ally, to communist rule. As it would do for over two decades more, the United States still rec-
ognized the government of the Republic of China (ROC) on Taiwan, headed by President Jiang Jieshi, as the only
legal government of China. At the same time, President Dwight D. Eisenhower and other officials in his adminis-
tration feared that Jiang, desperate to regain the mainland, was liable to provoke a major war with China in the
hopes that the United States would come to his assistance and restore him to power in Beijing. In September 1954
Secretary of State John Foster Dulles negotiated the Manila Treaty, which established the Southeast Asia Treaty
Organization (SEATO), a security pact based on the earlier North Atlantic Treaty (NATO) alliance whereby
Canada, the United States, and the West European states promised to come to the aid of any cosignatory that suf-
fered an external military attack. SEATO members included Thailand, the United States, Australia, France, New
Zealand, Pakistan, the Philippines, and the United Kingdom, all of whom feared the destabilizing effect that sub-
version, probably backed by Mainland China, might have on their own territory or that of their Asian colonies.
Jiang’s bellicosity and the vulnerability of both Taiwan itself and, even more, of several of its associated offshore
islands to mainland attack made American officials and their SEATO partners extremely wary of including Taiwan
in the SEATO alliance. Mainland China might have also considered this a provocative move and responded by
launching an all-out attack on Taiwan. Instead, Dulles offered Jiang a bilateral defensive security treaty under
whose terms the United States would be obliged to defend the territory of Taiwan against external attack. The sta-
tus of the various offshore islands, including Jinmen, Mazu, and the Pescadores, was deliberately left ambivalent,
as the Eisenhower administration was not eager to risk outright hostilities over these strategically insignificant and
rather vulnerable islands yet did not wish to seem to encourage their forcible annexation by the Mainland. When
major crises between Taiwan and the Mainland over these islands erupted in 1954–1955 and again in 1958 as the



Primary Source
The Parties to this Treaty,

Reaffirming 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,
and desiring to strengthen the fabric of peace in the
West Pacific Area,

Recalling with mutual pride the relationship which
brought their two peoples together in a common bond
of sympathy and mutual ideals to fight side by side
against imperialist aggression during the last war,

Desiring to declare publicly and formally their sense of
unity and their common determination to defend them-
selves against external armed attack, so that no poten-
tial aggressor could be under the illusion that either of
them stands alone in the West Pacific Area, and

Desiring further to strengthen their present efforts for
collective defense for the preservation of peace and
security pending the development of a more compre-
hensive system of regional security in the West Pacific
Area,

Have agreed as follows:

ARTICLE I
The Parties undertake, as set forth in the Charter of the
United Nations, to settle any international dispute in
which they may be involved by peaceful means in such
a manner that international peace, 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 II
In order more effectively to achieve the objective of
this Treaty, the Parties separately and jointly by self-
help and mutual aid will maintain and develop their
individual and collective capacity to resist armed attack
and communist subversive activities directed from
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without against their territorial integrity and political
stability.

ARTICLE III
The Parties undertake to strengthen their free institu-
tions and to cooperate with each other in the develop-
ment of economic progress and social well-being and
to further their individual and collective efforts toward
these ends.

ARTICLE IV
The Parties, through their Foreign Ministers or their
deputies, will consult together from time to time
regarding the implementation of this Treaty.

ARTICLE V
Each Party recognizes that an armed attack in the
West Pacific Area directed against the territories of
either of the Parties would be dangerous to its own
peace and safety and declares that it would act to meet
the common danger in accordance with its constitu-
tional processes.

Any such armed attack and all measures taken as a
result thereof shall be immediately reported to the
Security Council of the United Nations. Such mea-
sures shall be terminated when the Security Council
has taken the measures necessary to restore and main-
tain international peace and security.

ARTICLE VI
For the purposes of Articles II and V, the terms “terri-
torial” and “territories” shall mean in respect of the
Republic of China, Taiwan and the Pescadores; and in
respect of the United States of America, the island ter-
ritories in the West Pacific under its jurisdiction. The
provisions of Articles II and V will be applicable to
such other territories as may be determined by mutual
agreement.

ARTICLE VII
The Government of the Republic of China grants,
and the Government of the United States of America

PRC shelled Taiwan heavily, the Eisenhower administration still left its precise commitments and potential
responses under this treaty sedulously ambiguous and undefined. While seeking to prevent a Mainland takeover of
Taiwan itself, the United States did not want to find itself involved in a major war with communist China.



accepts, the right to dispose such United States land,
air and sea forces in and about Taiwan and the Pesca-
dores as may be required for their defense, as deter-
mined by mutual agreement.

ARTICLE VIII
This Treaty does not affect and shall not be interpreted
as affecting in any way the rights and obligations of the
Parties under the Charter of the United Nations or the
responsibility of the United Nations for the mainte-
nance of international peace and security.

ARTICLE IX
This Treaty shall be ratified by the United States of
America and the Republic of China in accordance with
their respective constitutional processes and will come
into force when instruments of ratification thereof have
been exchanged by them at Taipei.

ARTICLE X
This Treaty shall remain in force indefinitely. Either
Party may terminate it one year after notice has been
given to the other Party.

[. . .]

Exchange of Notes between John Foster Dulles,
Secretary of State, and Chinese Minister of Foreign
Affairs George K. C. Yeh on 10 December 1954

To Yeh from Dulles
EXCELLENCY:

I have the honor to refer to recent conversations be-
tween representatives of our two Governments and to
confirm the understandings reached as a result of those
conversations, as follows:

The Republic of China effectively controls both the
territory described in Article VI of the Treaty of Mutual
Defense between the Republic of China, and the
United States of America signed on December 2, 1954,
at Washington and other territory. It possesses with
respect to all territory now and hereafter under its con-
trol the inherent right of self-defense. In view of the
obligations of the two Parties under the said Treaty
and of the fact that the use of force from either of these
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areas by either of the Parties affects the other, it is
agreed that such use of force will be a matter of joint
agreement, subject to action of an emergency character
which is clearly an exercise of the inherent right of self-
defense. Military elements which are a product of joint
effort and contribution by the two Parties will not be
removed from the territories described in Article VI to
a degree which would substantially diminish the defen-
sibility of such territories without mutual agreement.

Accept, Excellency, the assurances of my highest
consideration.

JOHN FOSTER DULLES
Secretary of State of the
United States of America

To Dulles from Yeh
EXCELLENCY:

I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of Your
Excellency’s Note of today’s date, which reads as
follows:

“I have the honor to refer to recent conversations be-
tween representatives of our two Governments and to
confirm the understandings reached as a result of those
conversations, as follows:

“The Republic of China effectively controls both the
territory described in Article VI of the Treaty of Mutual
Defense between the Republic of China and the
United States of America signed on December 2, 1954,
at Washington and other territory. It possesses with
respect to all territory now and hereafter under its con-
trol the inherent right of self-defense. In view of the
obligations of the two Parties under the said Treaty and
of the fact that the use of force from either of these areas
by either of the Parties affects the other, it is agreed
that such use of force will be a matter of joint agree-
ment, subject to action of an emergency character which
is clearly an exercise of the inherent right of self-
defense. Military elements which are a product of joint
effort and contribution by the two Parties will not be
removed from the territories described in Article VI to
a degree which would substantially diminish the defen-
sibility of such territories without mutual agreement.”



I have the honor to confirm, on behalf of my Govern-
ment, the understanding set forth in Your Excellency’s
Note under reply.

I avail myself of this opportunity to convey to Your
Excellency the assurances of my highest consideration.
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GEORGE K. C. YEH
Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Republic of China

Source: “Mutual Defense Treaty between the United
States of America and the Republic of China,” 2 December
1954, United States Treaties and Other International Agreements
6.1, pt. 433 (1955).

57. CIA Memorandum: CIA’s Role in the Overthrow of Arbenz, 1954

Introduction
By the 1950s, the new U.S. Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) was aggressively waging the Cold War, attempting
to prevent not just communist but also leftist governments from attaining power and, when they did, seeking to
overthrow them. Dwight D. Eisenhower, who became president in 1953, later proudly boasted that during his two
terms in office no American soldier lost his life in combat. The reason for this was in part that Eisenhower preferred
to rely on covert operations. In 1953 CIA agents working with local Iranians succeeding in ousting from power
Mohammed Mossadegh, the nationalist and Left-leaning prime minister of Iran, and concentrating power in the
hands of the young monarch Mohammad Reza Shah Pahlavi, who was expected to follow more pro-American poli-
cies. CIA officials adopted similar tactics when a radical nationalist government headed by President Jacobo Arbenz
Guzmán won the 1951 elections in the small Central American state of Guatemala. In 1952 Arbenz instituted
sweeping agrarian redistribution policies and other social and economic reforms, which put him at odds not just
with wealthy landowners and some of the Guatemalan military but also with the United Fruit Company, a U.S. cor-
poration that dominated much of the Guatemalan economy. In 1953 the Arbenz government expropriated United
Fruit from much of its massive landholdings, causing the company’s executives to file complaints with the U.S.
State Department for assistance. American diplomats, concerned not just with the interests of United Fruit but also
more broadly with the radical character of the Arbenz government, which they feared would encourage the spread
of leftist infection throughout the Western Hemisphere, reduced economic aid drastically and also quietly placed
obstacles in the way of Guatemalan commerce with the United States. The CIA initially began planning for a coup
in 1952 but called off an early operation when an indiscreet collaborator, Dominican dictator Rafael Trujillo, leaked
information on the scheme to fellow Latin American leaders. In early 1953 Guatemalan rebels launched a second
coup, a premature attempt that failed. In August 1953 after the successful Iranian coup, the U.S. National Security
Council (NSC) reactivated the Guatemala project. The CIA trained Guatemalan exiles in camps in neighboring
Nicaragua, Honduras, and El Salvador, while American businessmen were encouraged to block trade with Gua-
temala, reducing foreign earnings and creating shortages of vital imports. U.S. propaganda organs deliberately dis-
seminated false allegations that Guatemala was receiving Soviet arms, reports triumphantly vindicated when it
became known that Arbenz had negotiated secretly with Czechoslovakia to purchase 2,000 tons of surplus German
weapons captured in World War II. The U.S. Navy imposed a full-scale sea blockade against Guatemala, inspect-
ing all ships bound for Guatemala for illicit armaments. The Organization of American States (OAS) acquiesced in
the U.S. campaign against Guatemala. The U.S. Information Agency (USIA) launched a massive psychological war-
fare offensive, utilizing rumors, pamphlets, posters, and radio broadcasts. Sympathetic student groups within
Guatemala undertook propaganda and harassment against the regime and its sympathizers, while covert operatives
also worked to win the loyalties of the army. On 18 June 1953, 400 Guatemalan exiles led by Colonel Carlos Castillo
Armas entered the country. They were initially rebuffed, but Arbenz then allowed them to proceed deep into the
country in the hope that they would be conclusively crushed. Radio reports untruthfully claimed that additional
contingents of exiles and U.S. forces had entered the country. The Guatemalan military, fearing U.S. intervention,
declined to move against the rebels, and on 27 June Arbenz resigned, eventually to be replaced as president by
Armas, who proved both ineffective and corrupt. The United Nations (UN) and the international press condemned



Primary Source
Memorandum Prepared in the Central Intelligence
Agency
Washington, D.C. May 12, 1975
Source: Central Intelligence Agency, Job 79–01025A,
Box 153, Folder 3. Secret.
Subject: CIA’s Role in the Overthrow of Arbenz
In August 1953, the Operations Coordinating Board
directed CIA to assume responsibility for operations
against the Arbenz regime. Appropriate authorization
was issued to permit close and prompt cooperation with
the Departments of Defense, State and other Govern-
ment agencies in order to support the Agency in this
task. The plan of operations called for cutting off mili-
tary aid to Guatemala, increasing aid to its neighbors,
exerting diplomatic and economic pressure against
Arbenz and attempts to subvert and or defect Army
and political leaders, broad scale psychological warfare
and paramilitary actions. During the period August
through December 1953 a CIA staff was assembled
and operational plans were prepared.

Following are the specific operational mechanisms uti-
lized by the Agency in the overall missions against the
Arbenz government:

a. Paramilitary Operations. Approximately 85 mem-
bers of the Castillo Armas group received training
in Nicaragua. Thirty were trained in sabotage, six
as shock troop leaders and 20 others as support-
type personnel. Eighty-nine tons of equipment
were prepared. The support of this operation
was staged inside the borders of Honduras and
Nicaragua. [11⁄2 lines of source text not declassified]
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There were an estimated 250 men in Honduras
and El Salvador for use as shock troops and spe-
cialists, outside of the training personnel that had
been sent to Nicaragua.

b. Air Operations. The planning for providing air
operational support was broken down into three
phases; i.e. the initial stockpiling of equipment;
the delivering of equipment to advance bases
by black flight; and the aerial resupply of troops
in the field. Thirty days prior to D-day, a fourth
phase, fighter support, was initiated. There were
approximately 80 missions flown during the
14–29 June 1954 period, by various type aircraft
such as C-47’s, F-47’s and Cessnas which were
used to discharge cargo, distribute propaganda
and for strafing and bombing missions.

c. Clandestine Communications. A clandestine radio
broadcasting station was established in Nica-
ragua. The purpose of these broadcasts was to
intimidate members of the Communist Party
and public officials who were sympathetic to the
Communist cause. The radio station, prior to D-
day, broadcasted programs on why they were on
the air; dramatized examples of Communist
tyranny; the ideologies and aims of the Libera-
tion Movement and what effect was intended
vis-à-vis each individual who was listening; an
aggressive program outlining the activities which
would ultimately bring down the Communist
threat, etc.

d. Q Program. The objective was spreading respon-
sibility for the operation throughout as many
Latin American countries as possible in order to
lessen the impact of United States participation.

the invasion as an example of U.S. neocolonialism. Postcoup CIA investigations of Guatemalan official files un-
earthed little documentary evidence of links between Arbenz and the Soviet Union, and it became apparent that
Guatemalan socialism was largely homegrown. The Guatemalan operation nonetheless served as a model for other
such efforts, notably the less successful 1961 Bay of Pigs invasion attempt of Cuba and moves in 1970 to prevent
President Salvador Allende Gossens from assuming office in Chile. It was an example of the manner in which suc-
cessive American presidential administrations for decades felt entitled to destabilize and try to bring about the
downfall of foreign governments that they considered unacceptably procommunist or leftist. Such policies dis-
credited U.S. pledges in numerous international agreements eschewing intervention in the internal affairs of other
states. For many years, the U.S. government downplayed the CIA’s role in the coup against Arbenz. Initially, the
relevant volume of the State Department’s Foreign Relations of the United States series, published in 1983, concealed
the extent of CIA involvement. Twenty years later, the department published a supplementary volume that docu-
mented in detail the U.S. government’s central role in overthrowing Arbenz.



e. Indigenous agent radio operator training program.
This included 13 radio operators, including seven
residents and six tactical, and one cryptographer
who were trained in Nicaragua from 6 March–
9 June 1954.

One of the propaganda ploys was to fabricate reports
of Soviet arms deliveries to Guatemala by submarine,
and then arranging to have a CIA planted cache of
Soviet arms discovered and publicized. The mythical
arms deliveries were superseded by the real thing
when a ship carrying 2,000 tons of Czech weapons and
ammunition arrived. This shipment created an inter-
national furor and provided clinching proof of what
had been the main CIA propaganda theme, that Guate-
mala under Arbenz had become a Soviet satellite.

The results of the operational efforts described above
were positive, however key Guatemalan Army officers
wanted either official assurance of U.S. Government
support or an overt military incident which would
demonstrate Castillo’s power and determination. On
1 June the Arbenz regime began a wave of arrests
which obliterated Castillo’s intelligence nets and action
assets inside the country and on 8 June a 30-day sus-
pension of all constitutional liberties was announced.

On 17–18 June five shock teams trained by the Agency
crossed into Guatemala. The turning point came on
25 June when Castillo’s forces repulsed a counterattack
and later bombed a fortress in Guatemala City.
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On 27 June Arbenz resigned and turned the govern-
ment over to another Communist, Carlos Enrique Diaz,
chief of the armed forces. Following the resignation
the Chief of Station and another agency officer held a
negotiating session with Guatemalan Army officers.
The Agency representatives argued that Diaz was un-
acceptable [less than 1 line of source text not declassified].
Following assurances from the U.S. Ambassador that
Monzon was indeed the U.S. choice, those present
agreed that Monzon would be the head of a junta. The
agreement soon broke down when Diaz doublecrossed
Monzon by appointing him as Minister of Government
while Diaz retained his position. Diaz caved in follow-
ing bombings by F-47’s.

Negotiations took place between Castillo and Mon-
zon, President of the Junta, who agreed to accept
Castillo as a member. In early July Castillo became
President of the Junta with Major Enrique Oliva and
Monzon as the other two members.

The budget allocation for this activity was $3,000,000
and the actual cost, less recoverable assets, was just
under the original allocation.

[. . .]

Source: U.S. Department of State, Foreign Relations,
1952–1954 Guatemala, edited by Susan Holly (Washington,
DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, 2003), Document
287, http://www.state.gov/r/pa/ho/frus/ike/guat/.

58. Pact of Mutual Co-operation between Iraq and Turkey,
Baghdad, Iraq, 24 February 1955

Introduction
The Baghdad Pact was originally a mutual security agreement modeled on the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO) that Iraq, Turkey, Pakistan, Iran, and the United Kingdom signed in 1955. The United States encouraged
the development of this organization by promising military and economic aid and established a military liaison
arrangement with it but initially chose not to join itself, fearing that doing so might lose it the goodwill of various
other Middle Eastern states that President Dwight D. Eisenhower’s administration also sought to cultivate. The
objective was to encourage the signatories to collaborate against potential Soviet expansionism in the area by erect-
ing a bastion of anticommunist states along the Soviet Union’s southwestern frontier. The alliance was originally
known as the Middle Eastern Treaty Organization (METO). After Iraq, the only Arab member, withdrew in 1958
in the aftermath of a bloody revolution led by the leftist and Moscow-oriented Baath Party, the United States



Primary Source
Whereas the friendly and brotherly relations existing
between Iraq and Turkey are in constant progress,
and in order to complement the contents of the Treaty
of friendship and good neighbourhood concluded be-
tween His Majesty The King of Iraq and His Excel-
lency The President of the Turkish Republic signed in
Ankara on the 29th of March, 1946 which recognised
the fact that peace and security between the two coun-
tries is an integral part of the peace and security of all
the Nations of the world and in particular the Nations
of the Middle East, and that it is the basis for their for-
eign policies;

Whereas Article 11 of the Treaty of Joint Defence and
Economic Co-operation between the Arab League
States provides that no provision of that Treaty shall in
any way affect, or is designed to affect any of the rights
and obligations accruing to the contracting parties from
the United Nations Charter;

And having realised the great responsibilities borne
by them in their capacity as members of the United
Nations concerned with the maintenance of peace and
security in the Middle East region which necessitate
taking the required measures in accordance with Arti-
cle 51 of the United Nations Charter;

They have been fully convinced of the necessity of
concluding a pact fulfilling these aims and for that pur-
pose have appointed as their Plenipotentiaries . . . who,
having communicated their full powers, found to be in
good and due form, have agreed as follows:
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Article 1
Consistent with Article 51 of the United Nations Char-
ter the High Contracting Parties will co-operate for their
security and defence. Such measures as they agree to
take to give effect to this co-operation may form the
subject of special agreements with each other.

Article 2
In order to ensure the realisation and effect application
of the co-operation provided for in Article 1 above, the
competent authorities of the High Contracting Parties
will determine the measures to be taken as soon as the
present Pact enters into force. These measures will
become operative as soon as they have been approved
by the Governments of the High Contracting Parties.

Article 3
The High Contracting Parties undertake to refrain
from any interference whatsoever in each other’s inter-
nal affairs. They will settle any dispute between them-
selves in a peaceful way in accordance with the United
Nations Charter.

Article 4
The High Contracting Parties declare that the dispo-
sitions of the present Pact are not in contradiction
with any of the international obligations contracted by
either of them with any third state or states. They do
not derogate from, and cannot be interpreted as dero-
gating from, the said international obligations. The
High Contracting Parties undertake not to enter into
any international obligation incompatible with the pres-
ent Pact.

joined as a full member, and the grouping became the Central Treaty Organization (CENTO). The organization
proved largely ineffective in preventing the spread of Soviet influence in the Middle East. During the 1960s and
1970s, the Soviet Union simply bypassed the CENTO states to develop close military and economic ties with
Egypt, Syria, Iraq, Yemen, Somalia, and Libya, establishing bases in Egypt, Somalia, and Yemen. CENTO lacked
a single military command structure, and the links between the member states remained relatively loose. The
organization did facilitate American access to bases in Iran with useful communications and intelligence capa-
bilities, while from the late 1950s onward Pakistan allowed the United States to utilize airfields on its own soil to
launch U-2 espionage and surveillance flights over Soviet territory. Great Britain at times also made use of bases in
Pakistan and, like the United States, of similar facilities in Turkey, although the latter arrangements were organized
through the NATO alliance. Never a particularly successful alliance, CENTO largely fell into disuse after Turkey
invaded Cyprus in 1974, causing the British to withdraw their forces from CENTO. In 1979 Islamic radicals over-
threw the Iranian monarchy, whose collapse brought the formal end of CENTO.



Article 5
This Pact shall be open for accession to any member
state of the Arab League or any other state actively
concerned with the security and peace in this region
and which is fully recognised by both of the High Con-
tracting Parties. Accession shall come into force from
the date of which the instrument of accession of the
state concerned is deposited with the Ministry of For-
eign Affairs of Iraq.

Any acceding State Party to the present Pact may con-
clude special agreements, in accordance with Article 1,
with one or more states Parties to the present Pact.
The competent authority of any acceding State may
determine measures in accordance with Article 2.
These measures will become operative as soon as they
have been approved by the Governments of the Parties
concerned.

Article 6
A Permanent Council at Ministerial level will be set up
to function within the framework of the purposes of
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this Pact when at least four Powers become parties to
the Pact.

The Council will draw up its own rules of procedure.

Article 7
This Pact remains in force for a period of five years
renewable for other five year periods. Any Contracting
Party may withdraw from the Pact by notifying the
other parties in writing of its desire to do so, six months
before the expiration of any of the above-mentioned
periods, in which case the Pact remains valid for the
other Parties.

[. . .]

Source: “Pact of Mutual Co-Operation Between Iraq and
Turkey,” 24 February 1955, United Nations Treaty Series
233(3264).

59. Sukarno: Speech at the Opening of the Bandung Conference, 
18 April 1955

Introduction
Many states, especially decolonized nations and those in the developing world, resented both Soviet and American
demands that they favor one side or the other in the Cold War. As early as 1946, Chinese Communist leader Mao
Zedong suggested that there existed a “vast intermediate zone,” to which he thought China belonged, of countries
that professed allegiance to neither Cold War superpower. A formal Non-Aligned Movement was only established
in the 1970s, but ad hoc conferences were held at symbolically important locations: Bandung (Indonesia) in 1955,
Belgrade (Yugoslavia) in 1961, and Cairo (Egypt) in 1962. India and Egypt led the movement, which attracted com-
munist mavericks such as Yugoslavia and Albania as well as numerous Asian, African, and Latin American coun-
tries. They tended to focus primarily on postcolonial issues and the problems that developing economies shared.
Reflecting a certain geographic and psychological distance from Eurocentric Cold War preoccupations, and for
China perhaps also growing Sino-Soviet dissension, even China and Japan sent representatives to these meetings.
As Asian states whose past bitter experiences of humiliation at Western hands meant that they often felt real sym-
pathy for decolonizing countries, both nations directed substantial amounts of economic aid to nonaligned states, a
strategy that also helped to enhance their own international influence. From the mid-1950s the Soviet Union, fol-
lowing a pragmatic united front rationale that treated as friendly any country not allied with the West, endorsed the
movement. Representatives from almost thirty states in Africa and Asia attended the first such conference in Ban-
dung, with the intent of establishing their independence from either superpower during the Cold War and thus
reaffirming their status as nonaligned nations. Speaking as host on this occasion, President Sukarno of Indonesia, a
nationalist leader who had fought for his country’s independence, articulated the resentment that many of those



Primary Source
This twentieth century has been a period of terrific
dynamism. Perhaps the last fifty years have seen more
developments and more material progress than the
previous five hundred years. Man has learned to con-
trol many of the scourges which once threatened him.
He has learned to consume distance. He has learned to
project his voice and his picture across oceans and con-
tinents. He has probed deep into the secrets of nature
and learned how to make the desert bloom and the
plants of the earth increase their bounty. He has learned
how to release the immense forces locked in the small-
est particles of matter.

But has man’s political skill marched hand-in-hand
with his technical and scientific skill? Man can chain
lightning to his command—can he control the society
in which he lives? The answer is No! The political
skill of man has been far outstripped by technical skill,
and what lie has made he cannot be sure of controlling.

The result of this is fear. And man gasps for safety and
morality.

Perhaps now more than at any other moment in the
history of the world, society, government and statesman-
ship need to be based upon the highest code of moral-
ity and ethics. And in political terms, what is the highest
code of morality? It is the subordination of everything
to the well-being of mankind. But today we are faced
with a situation where the well-being of mankind is
not always the primary consideration. Many who are
in places of high power think, rather, of controlling the
world.

Yes, we are living in a world of fear. The life of man
today is corroded and made bitter by fear. Fear of the
future, fear of the hydrogen bomb, fear of ideologies.
Perhaps this fear is a greater danger than the danger
itself, because it is fear which drives men to act fool-
ishly, to act thoughtlessly, to act dangerously. . . . 

All of us, I am certain, are united by more important
things than those which superficially divide us. We are
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united, for instance, by a common detestation of colo-
nialism in whatever form it appears. We are united by
a common detestation of racialism. And we are united
by a common determination to preserve and stabilise
peace in the world. . . . 

We are often told “Colonialism is dead.” Let us not be
deceived or even soothed by that. I say to you, colo-
nialism is not yet dead. How can we say it is dead, so
long as vast areas of Asia and Africa are unfree.

And, I beg of you do not think of colonialism only in
the classic form which we of Indonesia, and our brothers
in different parts of Asia and Africa, knew. Colonialism
has also its modern dress, in the form of economic con-
trol, intellectual control, actual physical control by a
small but alien community within a nation. It is a skil-
ful and determined enemy, and it appears in many
guises. It does not give up its loot easily. Wherever,
whenever and however it appears, colonialism is an
evil thing, and one which must be eradicated from the
earth. . . . 

Not so very long ago we argued that peace was neces-
sary for us because an outbreak of fighting in our part
of the world would imperil our precious independence,
so recently won at such great cost.

Today, the picture is more black. War would not only
mean a threat to our independence, it may mean the
end of civilisation and even of human life. There is a
force loose in the world whose potentiality for evil no
man truly knows. Even in practice and rehearsal for
war the effects may well be building up into some-
thing of unknown horror.

Not so long ago it was possible to take some little com-
fort from the idea that the clash, if it came, could per-
haps be settled by what were called “conventional
weapons “—bombs, tanks, cannon and men. Today
that little grain of comfort is denied us for it has been
made clear that the weapons of ultimate horror will
certainly be used, and the military planning of nations

attending felt toward the continuing formal or informal “colonial” dominance exercised by the great powers and
warned that they often failed to consider the interests of smaller nations, for whom peace and economic develop-
ment rather than Cold War strategic or ideological rivalries were often the highest priorities.



is on that basis. The unconventional has become the
conventional, and who knows what other examples of
misguided and diabolical scientific skill have been dis-
covered as a plague on humanity.

And do not think that the oceans and the seas will pro-
tect us. The food that we eat, the water that we drink,
yes, even the very air that we breathe can be contami-
nated by poisons originating from thousands of miles
away. And it could be that, even if we ourselves es-
caped lightly, the unborn generations of our children
would bear on their distorted bodies the marks of our
failure to control the forces which have been released
on the world.

No task is more urgent than that of preserving peace.
Without peace our independence means little. The
rehabilitation and upbuilding of our countries will have
little meaning. Our revolutions will not be allowed to
run their course. . . . 

What can we do? We can do much! We can inject the
voice of reason into world affairs. We can mobilise all
the spiritual, all the moral, all the political strength of
Asia and Africa on the side of peace. Yes, we! We, the
peoples of Asia and Africa, 1,400,000,000 strong, far
more than half the human population of the world, we
can mobilise what I have called the Moral Violence of
Nations in favour of peace. We can demonstrate to the
minority of the world which lives on the other conti-
nents that we, the majority are for peace, not for war,
and that whatever strength we have will always be
thrown on to the side of peace.

In this struggle, some success has already been scored.
I think it is generally recognised that the activity of the
Prime Ministers of the Sponsoring Countries which
invited you here had a not unimportant role to play in
ending the fighting in Indo-China.

Look, the peoples of Asia raised their voices, and the
world listened. It was no small victory and no negli-
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gible precedent! The five Prime Ministers did not make
threats. They issued no ultimatum, they mobilised no
troops. Instead they consulted together, discussed the
issues, pooled their ideas, added together their indi-
vidual political skills and came forward with sound and
reasoned suggestions which formed the basis for a set-
tlement of the long struggle in Indo-China.

I have often since then asked myself why these five
were successful when others, with long records of diplo-
macy, were unsuccessful, and, in fact, had allowed a
bad situation to get worse, so that there was a danger of
the conflict spreading. . . . I think that the answer really
lies in the fact that those five Prime Ministers brought
a fresh approach to bear on the problem. They were
not seeking advantage for their own countries. They
had no axe of power-politics to grind. They had but
one interest—how to end the fighting in such a way
that the chances of continuing peace and stability were
enhanced. . . . 

So, let this Asian-African Conference be a great suc-
cess! Make the “Live and let live” principle and the
“Unity in Diversity” motto [be] the unifying force
which brings us all together—to seek in friendly, un-
inhibited discussion, ways and means by which each of
us can live his own life, and let others live their own
lives, in their own way, in harmony, and in peace.

If we succeed in doing so, the effect of it for the free-
dom, independence and the welfare of man will be
great on the world at large. The Light of Understand-
ing has again been lit, the Pillar of Cooperation again
erected. The likelihood of success of this Conference
is proved already by the very presence of you all here
today. It is for us to give it strength, to give it the
power of inspiration—to spread its message all over
the World.

Source: Sukarno, Speech, Africa-Asia Speaks at Bandong

(Djakarta, Indonesia: Indonesian Ministry of Foreign

Affairs, 1955), 19–29.



Primary Source
Treaty of friendship, cooperation and mutual assistance
between the People’s Republic of Albania, the People’s
Republic of Bulgaria, the Hungarian People’s Republic,
the German Democratic Republic, the Polish People’s
Republic, the Rumanian People’s Republic, the Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics, and the Czechoslovak
Republic, May 1, 1955

The contracting parties, Reaffirming their desire for
the organization of a system of collective security in
Europe, with the participation of all the European
states, irrespective of their social and state systems,
which would make it possible to combine their efforts
in the interests of securing peace in Europe,

Taking into consideration at the same time the situa-
tion obtaining in Europe as the result of ratification of
the Paris agreements, which provide for the formation
of a new military grouping in the shape of the “West-
ern European Union” together with a remilitarised
Western Germany, and for the integration of Western
Germany in the North Atlantic bloc, which increases
the threat of another war and creates a menace to the
national security of the peaceloving states,

Convinced that, under these circumstances, the peace-
loving states of Europe should take the necessary
measures for safeguarding their security, and in the
interests of maintaining peace in Europe,
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Guided by the purposes and principles of the United
Nations Charter,

In the interests of further strengthening and promot-
ing friendship, co-operation and mutual assistance, in
accordance with the principles of respect for the inde-
pendence and sovereignty of states, and also with the
principle of noninterference in their internal affairs,

Have resolved to conclude this Treaty of Friendship,
Co-operation and Mutual Assistance.

Article 1.
The contracting parties undertake, in accordance with
the Charter of the United Nations Organization, to re-
frain in their international relations from the threat or
use of force, and to settle their international disputes
by peaceful means so as not to endanger international
peace and security.

Article 2.
The contracting parties declare their readiness to take
part, in the spirit of sincere co-operation, in all interna-
tional undertakings intended to safeguard international
peace and security and they shall use all their energies
for the realization of these aims.

Moreover, the contracting parties shall work for the
adoption, in agreement with other states desiring
to co-operate in this matter, of effective measures

60. Warsaw Security Pact, 1955

Introduction
Signed on 14 May 1955, the Warsaw Security Pact established a mutual defense alliance between the countries of
Eastern Europe, all of which were under Soviet control. Besides the Soviet Union, member states were Bulgaria,
Czechoslovakia, the German Democratic Republic (GDR, East Germany), Hungary, Poland, and Romania. The
pact was intended to function as a counterbalance to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), established
by the countries of Western Europe and the United States in 1949. The immediate impetus for the formation of
the Warsaw Pact was NATO’s acceptance of the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG, West Germany) into its
alliance, a move that aroused bitter memories of past German eastward military attacks and fears of their recur-
rence. The Soviet Union directed Warsaw Pact policies and operations, and the organization had no independent
headquarters of its own. In practice, another major function of the Warsaw Pact was to maintain Soviet control of
Eastern Europe, as Poland and Hungary proved recalcitrant in 1956, Czechoslovakia in 1968, and Poland during the
early 1980s. Hungary’s announcement in October 1956 of its intention to withdraw from the Warsaw Pact triggered
a Soviet invasion. The Warsaw Pact remained in effect until the collapse of communism in Eastern Europe in 1989
and 1990 but then collapsed as the East European states all withdrew, in several cases entering NATO soon afterward.



towards a general reduction of armaments and prohi-
bition of atomic, hydrogen and other weapons of mass
destruction.

Article 3.
The contracting parties shall take council among them-
selves on all important international questions relating
to their common interests, guided by the interests of
strengthening international peace and security.

They shall take council among themselves immedi-
ately, whenever, in the opinion of any of them, there
has arisen the threat of an armed attack on one or sev-
eral states that are signatories of the treaty, in the inter-
ests of organizing their joint defense and of upholding
peace and security.

Article 4.
In the event of an armed attack in Europe on one or
several states that are signatories of the treaty by any
state or group of states, each state that is a party to this
treaty shall, in the exercise of the right to individual or
collective self-defense in accordance with Article 51 of
the Charter of the United Nations Organization, ren-
der the state or states so attacked immediate assis-
tance, individually and in agreement with other states
that are parties to this treaty, by all the means it may
consider necessary, including the use of armed force.
The states that are parties to this treaty shall immedi-
ately take council among themselves concerning the
necessary joint measures to be adopted for the purpose
of restoring and upholding international peace and
security.

In accordance with the principles of the Charter of the
United Nations Organization, the Security Council
shall be advised of the measures taken on the basis of
the present article. These measures shall be stopped
as soon as the Security Council has taken the necessary
measures for restoring and upholding international
peace and security.

Article 5.
The contracting parties have agreed on the establish-
ment of a joint command for their armed forces, which
shall be placed, by agreement among these parties,
under this command, which shall function on the basis
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of jointly defined principles. They shall also take other
concerted measures necessary for strengthening their
defense capacity, in order to safeguard the peaceful
labour of their peoples, to guarantee the inviolability
of their frontiers and territories and to provide safe-
guards against possible aggression.

Article 6.
For the purpose of holding the consultations provided
for in the present treaty among the states that are par-
ties to the treaty, and for the purpose of considering
problems arising in connection with the implementa-
tion of this treaty, a political consultative committee
shall be formed in which each state that is a party to this
treaty shall be represented by a member of the govern-
ment, or any other specially appointed representative.

The committee may form the auxiliary organs for which
the need may arise.

Article 7.
The contracting parties undertake not to participate in
any coalitions and alliances, and not to conclude any
agreements the purposes of which would be at variance
with those of the present treaty.

The contracting parties declare that their obligations
under existing international treaties are not at variance
with the provisions of this treaty.

Article 8.
The contracting parties declare that they will act in the
spirit of friendship and co-operation with the object of
furthering the development of, and strengthening the
economic and cultural relations between them, adher-
ing to the principles of mutual respect for their inde-
pendence and sovereignty, and of non-interference in
their internal affairs.

Article 9.
The present treaty is open to be acceded to by other
states—irrespective of their social and state systems—
which may express their readiness to assist, through
participation in the present treaty, in combining the
efforts of the peaceloving states for the purpose of safe-
guarding the peace and security of nations. This act of
acceding to the treaty shall become effective, with the



consent of the states that are parties to this treaty, after
the instrument of accedence has been deposited with
the government of the Polish People’s Republic.

Article 10.
The present treaty is subject to ratification, and the
instruments of ratification shall be deposited with the
government of the Polish People’s Republic.

The treaty shall take effect on the date on which the
last ratification instrument is deposited. The govern-
ment of the Polish People’s Republic shall advise the
other states that are parties to the treaty of each ratifi-
cation instrument deposited with it.

Article 11.
The present treaty shall remain in force for 20 years. For
the contracting parties which will not have submitted
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to the government of the Polish People’s Republic a
statement denouncing the treaty a year before the
expiration of its term, it shall remain in force through-
out the following ten years.

In the event of the organization of a system of collec-
tive security in Europe and the conclusion of a general
European treaty of collective security to that end, which
the contracting parties shall unceasingly seek to bring
about, the present treaty shall cease to be effective on
the date the general European treaty comes into force.

[. . .]

Source: “Treaty of Friendship, Co-operation and Mutual
Assistance. Albania, Bulgaria, Hungary, German Demo-
cratic Republic, Poland, Romania, Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics and Czechoslovakia,” 14 May 1955, Soviet News
3165 (16 May 1955): 1–2.

61. Einstein-Russell Appeal, 1955

Introduction
The development of ever more destructive atomic and then thermonuclear weapons during the 1940s and 1950s
alarmed many including some scientists, notably physicist Albert Einstein, who had originally urged the U.S. gov-
ernment to establish an atomic program. In July 1955 Einstein and British philosopher Bertrand Russell called a
packed public meeting in London, shortly after the successful testing of the hydrogen bomb, to discuss measures
that might be taken to bring nuclear weapons under control. Their final resolution, the Einstein-Russell Appeal,
published by Einstein and Russell in the New York Times on 10 July 1955, was an impassioned plea for world peace
and argued that the development of nuclear weapons made the threat of worldwide destruction more ominous and
more likely than ever before. Russell had long aligned himself with international pacifism, but Einstein’s support
for the movement brought it new respect and made many scientists rethink their positions on the role of science in
the world. Fears of the destructive impact of nuclear war soon became one of the forces behind the establishment
in 1957 of the British Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament. Especially after Nikita Khrushchev emerged as the
Soviet Union’s leader in the mid-1950s, such apprehensions also impelled President Dwight D. Eisenhower to
seek to open a Soviet-American dialogue on the control of nuclear weapons.

Primary Source
In the tragic situation which confronts humanity, we
feel that scientists should assemble in conference to
appraise the perils that have arisen as a result of the
development of weapons of mass destruction, and to
discuss a resolution in the spirit of the appended draft.

We are speaking on this occasion, not as members of
this or that nation, continent or creed, but as human
beings, members of the species man, whose continued

existence is in doubt. The world is full of conflicts; and,
overshadowing all minor conflicts, the titanic struggle
between Communism and anti-Communism.

Almost everybody who is politically conscious has
strong feelings about one or more of these issues; but
we want you, if you can, to set aside such feelings and
consider yourselves only as members of a biological
species which has had a remarkable history, and whose
disappearance none of us can desire.



[. . .]

Many warnings have been uttered by eminent men of
science and by authorities in military strategy. None
of them will say that the worst results are certain. What
they do say is that these results are possible, and no
one can be sure that they will not be realized. We have
not yet found that the views of experts depend in any
degree upon their politics or prejudices. They depend
only, so far as our researches have revealed, upon the
extent of the particular expert’s knowledge. We have
found that the men who know most are the most
gloomy.

The abolition of war will demand distasteful limitations
of national sovereignty. But what perhaps impedes
understanding of the situation more than anything
else is that the term mankind feels vague and abstract.
People scarcely realize in imagination that the danger
is to themselves and their children and their grand-
children, and not only to a dimly apprehended human-
ity. They can scarcely bring themselves to grasp that
they, individually, and those whom they love are in
imminent danger of perishing agonizingly. And so they
hope that perhaps war may be allowed to continue pro-
vided modern weapons are prohibited.

This hope is illusory. Whatever agreements not to use
the H-bombs had been reached in time of peace, they
would no longer be considered binding in time of
war, and both sides would set to work to manufacture
H-bombs as soon as war broke out, for, if one side man-
ufactured the bombs and the other did not, the side
that manufactured them would inevitably be victorious.

Although an agreement to renounce nuclear weapons
as part of a general reduction of armaments would not
afford an ultimate solution, it would serve certain im-
portant purposes.

First: Any agreement between East and West is to the
good in so far as it tends to diminish tension. Second:
The abolition of thermonuclear weapons, if each side
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believed that the other had carried it out sincerely,
would lessen the fear of a sudden attack in the style of
Pearl Harbor, which at present keeps both sides in a
state of nervous apprehension. We should, therefore,
welcome such an agreement, though only as a first step.

Most of us are not neutral in feeling, but as human
beings, we have to remember that, if the issues be-
tween East and West are to be decided in any manner
that can give any possible satisfaction to anybody,
whether Communist or anti-Communist, whether Asian
or European or American, whether white or black, then
these issues must not be decided by war. We should
wish this to be understood, both in the East and in the
West.

There lies before us, if we choose, continual progress in
happiness, knowledge and wisdom. Shall we, instead,
choose death, because we cannot forget our quarrels?
We appeal, as human beings, to human beings: Remem-
ber your humanity and forget the rest. If you can do so,
the way lies open to a new paradise; if you cannot,
there lies before you the risk of universal death.

Resolution
We invite this congress [to be convened], and through
it the scientists of the world and the general public, to
subscribe to the following resolution:

“In view of the fact that in any future world war nuclear
weapons will certainly be employed, and that such
weapons threaten the continued existence of mankind,
we urge the governments of the world to realize, and
to acknowledge publicly, that their purposes cannot
be furthered by a world war, and we urge them, conse-
quently, to find peaceful means for the settlement of
all matters of dispute between them.”

Source: Albert Einstein and Bertrand Russell, “The Rus-
sell-Einstein Manifesto, Issued in London, 9 July 1955,”
Pugwash Online, Conferences on Science and World
Affairs, http://www.pugwash.org/about/manifesto
.htm.



Primary Source
Comrades, in the report of the Central Committee of
the party at the 20th Congress, in a number of speeches
by delegates to the Congress, as also formerly during
the plenary CC/CPSU sessions, quite a lot has been
said about the cult of the individual and about its
harmful consequences. . . . 

Allow me first of all to remind you how severely the
classics of Marxism-Leninism denounced every mani-
festation of the cult of the individual. In a letter to the
German political worker, Wilhelm Bloss, Marx stated:
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“From my antipathy to any cult of the individual, I
never made public during the existence of the Inter-
national the numerous addresses from various coun-
tries which recognized my merits and which annoyed
me. I did not even reply to them, except sometimes
to rebuke their authors. Engels and I first joined the
secret society of Communists on the condition that
everything making for superstitious worship of author-
ity would be deleted from its statute.” . . . 

The great modesty of the genius of the revolution,
Vladimir Ilyich Lenin, is known. Lenin had always

62. Nikita Khrushchev: Speech on the Cult of Personality
(Secret Speech), 25 February 1956

Introduction
The death in 1953 of Soviet leader Josef Stalin, who had ruled his country with great brutality ever since the late
1920s, marked a new era in the Cold War. After a protracted power struggle, in 1955 Nikita Khrushchev emerged
as the supreme Soviet leader. A former factory worker whose personal style was somewhat uncouth and erratic,
Khrushchev nonetheless rejected much of his predecessor’s legacy, particularly Stalin’s emphasis on terror and his
cult of personality. As an aspiring Communist Party official, Khrushchev had himself acquiesced in Stalin’s brutal
treatment of supposed opponents, and the new Soviet leader apparently resented Stalin’s past ability to force him
to carry out policies for which he subsequently felt considerable guilt. Addressing the Twentieth Party Congress of
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU) on 25 February 1956, in a “secret speech” Khrushchev shocked
his colleagues by denouncing Stalin’s policies and the cult of personality he had erected around himself, behavior
that Khrushchev claimed ran counter to the teachings of Vladimir Lenin, communist Russia’s founding father.
From this point on Khrushchev, with the vigorous support of his party, attacked Stalin’s legacy within the Soviet
Union and abroad. At home, Khrushchev placed more emphasis on improving the performance of agriculture and
providing more consumer goods to the Soviet people. Although Soviet communism still ultimately depended on
the sanction of force, the use of terror against political opponents became less egregious. When Khrushchev him-
self was ousted from power in 1964, for example, he retained no formal authority but was allowed to live in reason-
able comfort rather than being imprisoned or executed. While still committed to the belief that ultimately the
entire world would become communist, Khrushchev thought it possible that this would occur through relatively
nonviolent change rather than force and proclaimed his belief in peaceful coexistence with the West, seeking to
open serious arms control negotiations. This did not, however, mean that he eschewed the use of force. In late 1956
Soviet troops intervened to prevent Hungary’s withdrawal from the Warsaw Pact military alliance and institution of
multiparty democracy and elections, killing or later executing hundreds of Hungarian rebels. Khrushchev’s rejec-
tion of Stalin’s legacy was one reason that Soviet relations with communist China deteriorated. Mao Zedong, the
dominating Chinese leader who had constructed a massive personality cult around himself, felt personally threat-
ened by the degrading of Stalin, which he feared might inspire his own comrades to treat him likewise. Mao, who
had ambitions to be the greatest communist theoretician of all time, was also committed to an ideology of per-
manent revolution and ceaseless confrontation with the capitalist world that led him to consider Khrushchev’s
espousal of peaceful coexistence a betrayal of basic communist principles. By the late 1950s, therefore, Khrush-
chev’s policies had contributed to an open schism between the two communist great powers that grew much wider
during the 1960s.



stressed the role of the people as the creator of history,
the directing and organizational role of the party as a
living and creative organism, and also the role of the
central committee.

Marxism does not negate the role of the leaders of the
workers’ class in directing the revolutionary liberation
movement.

While ascribing great importance to the role of the
leaders and organizers of the masses, Lenin at the same
time mercilessly stigmatized every manifestation of
the cult of the individual, inexorably combated the
foreign-to-Marxism views about a “hero” and a “crowd”
and countered all efforts to oppose a “hero” to the
masses and to the people.

Lenin taught that the party’s strength depends on its
indissoluble unity with the masses, on the fact that
behind the party follow the people—workers, peasants
and intelligentsia. “Only he will win and retain the
power,” said Lenin, “who believes in the people, who
submerges himself in the fountain of the living cre-
ativeness of the people.” . . . 

During Lenin’s life the central committee of the party
was a real expression of collective leadership of the
party and of the Nation. Being a militant Marxist-
revolutionist, always unyielding in matters of principle,
Lenin never imposed by force his views upon his co-
workers. He tried to convince; he patiently explained
his opinions to others. Lenin always diligently observed
that the norms of party life were realized, that the
party statute was enforced, that the party congresses
and the plenary sessions of the central committee took
place at the proper intervals.

In addition to the great accomplishments of V. I. Lenin
for the victory of the working class and of the work-
ing peasants, for the victory of our party and for the
application of the ideas of scientific communism to
life, his acute mind expressed itself also in this that he
detected in Stalin in time those negative characteristics
which resulted later in grave consequences. Fearing
the future fate of the party and of the Soviet nation,
V. I. Lenin made a completely correct characterization
of Stalin, pointing out that it was necessary to consider
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the question of transferring Stalin from the position of
Secretary General because of the fact that Stalin is
excessively rude, that he does not have a proper atti-
tude toward his comrades, that he is capricious, and
abuses his power. . . . 

Vladimir Ilyich said: “Stalin is excessively rude, and
this defect, which can be freely tolerated in our midst
and in contacts among us Communists, becomes a
defect which cannot be tolerated in one holding the
position of the Secretary General. Because of this, I
propose that the comrades consider the method by
which Stalin would be removed from this position and
by which another man would be selected for it, a man,
who above all, would differ from Stalin in only one
quality, namely, greater tolerance, greater loyalty, greater
kindness, and more considerate attitude toward the
comrades, a less capricious temper, etc.”

As later events have proven, Lenin’s anxiety was justi-
fied; in the first period after Lenin’s death Stalin still
paid attention to his (i.e., Lenin’s) advice, but, later he
began to disregard the serious admonitions of Vladimir
Ilyich.

When we analyze the practice of Stalin in regard to
the direction of the party and of the country, when
we pause to consider everything which Stalin perpe-
trated, we must be convinced that Lenin’s fears were
justified. The negative characteristics of Stalin, which,
in Lenin’s time, were only incipient, transformed
themselves during the last years into a grave abuse
of power by Stalin, which caused untold harm to our
party. . . . 

Stalin acted not through persuasion, explanation, and
patient cooperation with people, but by imposing his
concepts and demanding absolute submission to his
opinion. Whoever opposed this concept or tried to
prove his viewpoint, and the correctness of his position,
was doomed to removal from the leading collective
and to subsequent moral and physical annihilation.
This was especially true during the period following
the 17th party congress, when many prominent party
leaders and rank-and-file party workers, honest and
dedicated to the cause of communism, fell victim to
Stalin’s despotism. . . . 



Stalin originated the concept enemy of the people.
This term automatically rendered it unnecessary that
the ideological errors of a man or men engaged in a
controversy be proven; 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, against those who were only
suspected of hostile intent, against those who had bad
reputations. This concept, enemy of the people, actu-
ally eliminated the possibility of any kind of ideologi-
cal fight or the making of one’s views known on this
or that issue, even those of a practical character. In
the main, and in actuality, the only proof of guilt
used, against all norms of current legal science, was the
confession of the accused himself, and, as subsequent
probing proved, confessions were acquired through
physical pressures against the accused. . . . 

Lenin used severe methods only in the most necessary
cases, when the exploiting classes were still in exis-
tence and were vigorously opposing the revolution,
when the struggle for survival was decidedly assuming
the sharpest forms, even including a civil war.

Stalin, on the other hand, used extreme methods and
mass repressions at a time when the revolution was
already victorious, when the Soviet state was strength-
ened, when the exploiting classes were already liqui-
dated, and Socialist relations were rooted solidly in all
phases of national economy, when our party was polit-
ically consolidated and had strengthened itself both
numerically and ideologically. It is clear that here Stalin
showed in a whole series of cases his intolerance, his
brutality, and his abuse of power. Instead of proving
his political correctness and mobilizing the masses, he
often chose the path of repression and physical annihi-
lation, not only against actual enemies, but also against
individuals who had not committed any crimes against
the party and the Soviet Government. Here we see no
wisdom but only a demonstration of the brutal force
which had once so alarmed V. I. Lenin. . . . 

[. . .]

Comrades, the cult of the individual acquired such
monstrous size chiefly because Stalin himself, using all
conceivable methods, supported the glorification of his

2504 62. Nikita Khrushchev: Speech on the Cult of Personality (Secret Speech)

own person. This is supported by numerous facts. One
of the most characteristic examples of Stalin’s self-
glorification and of his lack of even elementary mod-
esty is the edition of his Short Biography, which was
published in 1948.

This book is an expression of the most dissolute flat-
tery, an example of making a man into a godhead, of
transforming him into an infallible sage, “the greatest
leader,” “sublime strategist of all times and nations.”
Finally no other words could be found with which to
lift Stalin up to the heavens.

We need not give here examples of the loathsome adu-
lation filling this book. All we need to add is that they
all were approved and edited by Stalin personally and
some of them were added in his own handwriting to
the draft text of the book. . . . 

Comrades, if we sharply criticize today the cult of the
individual which was so widespread during Stalin’s life
and if we speak about the many negative phenomena
generated by this cult which is so alien to the spirit
of Marxism-Leninism, various persons may ask: How
could it be? Stalin headed the party and the country for
30 years and many victories were gained during his
lifetime. Can we deny this? In my opinion, the ques-
tion can be asked in this manner only by those who are
blinded and hopelessly hypnotized by the cult of the
individual, only by those who do not understand the
essence of the revolution and of the Soviet State, only
by those who do not understand, in a Leninist manner,
the role of the party and of the nation in the develop-
ment of the Soviet society. . . . 

Our historical victories were attained thanks to the
organizational work of the party, to the many provincial
organizations, and to the self-sacrificing work of our
great nation. These victories are the result of the great
drive and activity of the nation and of the party as a
whole; they are not at all the fruit of the leadership of
Stalin, as the situation was pictured during the period
of the cult of the individual. . . . 

Let us consider the first Central Committee plenum
after the 19th party congress when Stalin, in his talk
at the plenum, characterized Vyacheslav Mikhailovich



Molotov and Anastas Ivanovich Mikoyan and suggested
that these old workers of our party were guilty of some
baseless charges. It is not excluded that had Stalin
remained at the helm for another several months,
Comrades Molotov and Mikoyan would probably have
not delivered any speeches at this congress.

Stalin evidently had plans to finish off the old members
of the political bureau. He often stated that political
bureau members should be replaced by new ones. . . . 

We can assume that this was also a design for the
future annihilation of the old political bureau mem-
bers and in this way a cover for all shameful acts of
Stalin, acts which we are now considering.

Comrades, in order not to repeat errors of the past,
the central committee has declared itself resolutely
against the cult of the individual. We consider that
Stalin was excessively extolled. However, in the past
Stalin doubtless performed great services to the party,
to the working class, and to the international workers’
movement. . . . 

We should in all seriousness consider the question of
the cult of the individual. We cannot let this matter get
out of the party, especially not to the press. It is for this
reason that we are considering it here at a closed con-
gress session. We should know the limits; we should
not give ammunition to the enemy; we should not wash
our dirty linen before their eyes. I think that the dele-
gates to the congress will understand and assess prop-
erly all these proposals.

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.

It is necessary for this purpose:

First, in a Bolshevik manner to condemn and to eradi-
cate the cult of the individual as alien to Marxism-
Leninism and not consonant with the principles of party
leadership and the norms of party life, and to fight
inexorably all attempts at bringing back this practice
in one form or another.
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To return to and actually practice in all our ideological
work, the most important theses of Marxist-Leninist
science about the people as the creator of history and
as the creator of all material and spiritual good of
humanity, about the decisive role of the Marxist party
in the revolutionary fight for the transformation of soci-
ety, about the victory of communism.

In this connection we will be forced to do much work in
order to examine critically from the Marxist-Leninist
viewpoint and to correct the widely spread erroneous
views connected with the cult of the individual in the
sphere of history, philosophy, economy, and of other
sciences, as well as in the literature and the fine arts. It
is especially necessary that in the immediate future we
compile a serious textbook of the history of our party
which will be edited in accordance with scientific Marx-
ist objectivism, a textbook of the history of Soviet soci-
ety, a book pertaining to the events of the civil war and
the great patriotic war.

Secondly, to continue systematically and consistently
the work done by the party’s central committee during
the last years, a work characterized by minute obser-
vation in all party organizations, from the bottom to
the top, of the Leninist principles of party leadership,
characterized, above all, by the main principle of col-
lective leadership, characterized by the observation of
the norms of party life described in the statutes of our
party, and, finally, characterized by the wide practice of
criticism and self-criticism.

Thirdly, to restore completely the Leninist principles
of Soviet Socialist democracy, expressed in the con-
stitution of the Soviet Union, to fight willfulness of in-
dividuals abusing their power. The evil caused by acts
violating revolutionary Socialist legality which have
accumulated during a long time as a result of the neg-
ative influence of the cult of the individual has to be
completely corrected.

Comrades, the 20th Congress of the Communist Party
of the Soviet Union has manifested with a new strength
the unshakable unity of our party, its cohesiveness
around the central committee, its resolute will to ac-
complish the great task of building communism. And
the fact that we present in all the ramifications the basic



problems of overcoming the cult of the individual
which is alien to Marxism-Leninism, as well as the
problem of liquidating its burdensome consequences,
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
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the Soviet people along the Leninist path to new suc-
cesses, to new victories.

Long live the victorious banner of our party—Leninism.

Source: U.S. Congress, Congressional Record, Proceedings
and Debates of the 84th Congress, 2nd Sess., 2 May–
11 June 1956, C11, Pt. 7, pp. 9389–9403.

63. John Foster Dulles: “The Cost of Peace,” Iowa State College,
Ames, Iowa, 9 June 1956

Introduction
U.S. leaders tended to assume that their position in the Cold War was so self-evidently justified and the conflict so
clearly one between right and wrong that no other state could afford to stand on the sidelines. Republican Secre-
tary of State John Foster Dulles, by that time well known for tactless pronouncements, riled the sensibilities of
nonaligned nations in 1956 when, in the course of a lengthy address justifying his country’s very substantial defense
and foreign aid expenditures, which absorbed 10 percent of the U.S. gross national product, as essential to the
maintenance of peace, he attacked “the principle of neutrality, which pretends that a nation can best gain safety for
itself by being indifferent to the fate of others.” Dulles proclaimed that neutrality had “increasingly become an
obsolete conception, and except under very exceptional circumstances, it is an immoral and shortsighted concep-
tion.” His speech promptly became controversial and was frequently cited as an example of overbearing American
behavior toward other nations. Ironically, Dulles included these words in an effort to defuse the tensions already
caused three days earlier by President Dwight D. Eisenhower, who had stated in a 6 June 1956 press conference
that while all countries were entitled and in some cases might find it most prudent to hold themselves aloof from
military alliances, and some openly and clearly stated that they considered themselves “neutral,” this should not
“be interpreted to mean, neutral as between right and wrong or decency and indecency.” One day later, on 7 June,
the White House issued a clarification, stating that “the President does believe that there are special conditions
which justify political neutrality but that no nation has the right to be indifferent to the fate of another.” Such rather
clumsy assumptions of moral superiority by top American officials irritated rather than soothed those states who
preferred to consider themselves nonaligned. Equally galling and more damaging to U.S. credibility, in his address
Dulles welcomed signs that the peoples of Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union itself were demanding greater
freedom, yet four months later, during the Hungarian revolt, the United States offered nothing beyond rhetorical
assistance as Soviet military forces brutally suppressed the uprising.

Primary Source
Each one of you is going out into a world where you
hope to enjoy in peace the blessings of liberty.

That is the kind of a world which United States for-
eign policy tries to provide.

Today we have peace; no nation is at war with the
United States.

Also, we have many blessings. We have good relations
with most of the nations of the world. We do not fear

them nor do they fear us. We trade with each other and
our peoples visit back and forth, all to our mutual profit
and enjoyment.

For that peace, and for those blessings that we enjoy,
we can be profoundly grateful.

But all of this is not to be had for nothing. Others
before you have gone out into the world with eager
hopes. But those hopes ended on the field of battle.
And those at home were heavy of heart. And the means



for economic well-being were dissipated in the wastages
of war.

That kind of a price, paid in the coin of war, will always
be paid unless men are willing, in time of peace, to pay
to preserve peace.

That lesson seems never to be learned. The illusion
constantly persists that peace is to be had merely by
wanting it. If that were true, war would have been abol-
ished many centuries ago. The fact is that to keep peace
is as hard, indeed harder, than to win a war. Wars have
been won. But lasting peace has never yet been won.
To win a final victory over war will take planning and
action that is farsighted, well calculated, courageous,
and at times sacrificial. Such sacrifice will be required
under conditions less dramatic and apparently less
urgent than those of war. But peace will never be en-
during as long as men reserve for war their finest qual-
ities of mind and spirit. Peace, too, has its price.

I want to illustrate that in terms of one phase of the
peace effort our Nation is now making. It could be
described as a peace insurance policy, and it costs about
$40 billion a year.

Our Peace Insurance Policy
The basic elements of this peace insurance policy are
drawn from early and successful American foreign pol-
icy. We go back to the Monroe Doctrine.

In 1823 President Monroe proclaimed to the despotic
alliance then headed by Czarist Russia that “we should
consider any attempt on their part to extend their sys-
tem to any portion of this hemisphere as dangerous to
our peace and safety” and that we would not “behold
such interposition in any form with indifference.”

It was indeed farsighted and bold for our young Nation
thus to identify its own self-interest with the fate of
freedom thousands of miles away. Yet the pronounce-
ment of that principle, Webster recorded, was greeted
with “one general glow of exultation.”

That principle has now been extended. Its broadest
application is found in the United Nations Charter.
But because veto power makes United Nations action
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undependable, many nations have made with each
other treaties which embody the principle of the
Monroe Doctrine. Within the last 10 years the United
States, always acting in a bipartisan manner, has made
such treaties with 42 countries of America, Europe,
and Asia.

These treaties abolish, as between the parties, the prin-
ciple of neutrality, which pretends that a nation can
best gain safety for itself by being indifferent to the
fate of others. This has increasingly become an ob-
solete conception, and, except under very exceptional
circumstances, it is an immoral and shortsighted con-
ception. The free world today is stronger, and peace
is more secure, because so many free nations coura-
geously recognize the now demonstrated fact that their
own peace and safety would be endangered by assault
on freedom elsewhere.

However, it is not enough under present conditions for
the free nations merely to proclaim their purpose to
stand together. There is need for forces-in-being to give
authority to those words.

At the outset of World War I and World War II, the
United States had little military strength in being. In
the case of the Korean War, our initial strength was
inadequate. But on these past occasions the conditions
of warfare gave us time within which to build up our
strength.

But since then, man’s capacity to destroy has suddenly
expanded to a degree that passes comprehension.
Today, a single bomb can release destructive power
equal to that used in the 5 years of World War II.
Potential enemies could destroy so much, so quickly, if
initially unopposed, that we dare not gamble on devel-
oping military power after an attack has occurred. To
deter aggression, to prevent miscalculation, we need
not only to warn but to back that warning by forces-in-
being which include retaliatory striking power. That is
why our peace insurance policy is so expensive.

The cost of our United States military establishment,
at home and abroad, is about $36 billion a year. That is
about 90 percent of the total of a little over $40 billion
a year which our peace insurance policy costs.



The other 10 percent, roughly $4 billion, goes to pro-
mote strength in other lands under our mutual security
program. I want to discuss that program and explain
why it is part of our total peace insurance policy.

I shall be speaking in terms of expected expenditures.
But to keep going at this rate we shall for next year
need an appropriation larger than expected expendi-
tures, because the appropriation for this year is less
than current expenditures by about $1 billion.

The Far East
The largest expenditures under our mutual security
program are in the Pacific and Far East. They help
strengthen countries with which we have collective
defense treaties. This area is today under obvious hos-
tile pressure.

In Korea there is an armistice. But the Chinese Com-
munists have never been willing to make a peace
which would unify Korea through free elections held
under the auspices of the United Nations. So hostile
armed forces face each other across an armistice line.

In Taiwan (Formosa), where the Republic of China
now has its home, there is the constant menace of war.
The Chinese Communist regime persistently refuses
to make a meaningful renunciation of force covering
this area.

Then there is Viet-Nam, where again there is an
armistice but no formal peace.

I have already pointed out that we have, by treaties,
solemnly recognized that an armed attack in these
areas would be dangerous to our own peace and secu-
rity. And Congress, with only four dissenting votes, has
authorized the President to use United States forces to
defend Taiwan (Formosa) if he deems it necessary. But
we do not want it to be necessary to fight to save free-
dom in these areas. Our purpose is to deter war. So we
give military and financial aid to enable the free gov-
ernments there to maintain their own armed forces to
an extent which we and they judge reasonably related
to the threat of aggression and our coordinated plans to
prevent it.
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We expect next year to spend about $1.5 billion for
military aid and defense-support assistance in this area.
It goes mostly to the Republics of Korea and China
and to the three nations of Indochina. There are lesser
amounts for other area allies—the Philippines, Thai-
land, and Japan.

The Middle East
Let me turn now to the Middle East. This area pro-
duces the oil required for the industry of Western
Europe and for the military establishment of NATO.
If this were unavailable, it would involve tragedy for
the producing countries, which are largely dependent
upon the oil royalties. Also, it would require us to share
with Europe the oil resources of this hemisphere, and
there would be scarcity instead of plenty.

So we assist those four Middle East countries which
hold the gateway to the south where the oil reserves
are located; and just beyond is the gateway to Africa.

The estimate of expenditure for military aid and de-
fense support for these countries in the next year is in
the neighborhood of $800 million.

NATO
I turn next to Western Europe. There the military
forces of NATO stand guard over the greatest indus-
trial and military treasure that there is within the free
world except for the United States itself. So important
do we consider this area that nearly six divisions of the
United States Armed Forces are stationed in Western
Europe for its defense. The European members of
NATO themselves make a large contribution to the
defense of the area. However, we help by supplying
them with certain types of weapons, the cost of which
is in our mutual security budget.

We help to support West Berlin as a symbol of freedom
behind the Iron Curtain. We are developing bases in
Spain, and this involves substantial costs. We also
think it prudent to help Yugoslavia, so long as it re-
mains determined to maintain genuine independence.
It does not have the form of society that we like. But
Marshal Tito defied Moscow and won out. And even
though that struggle is today calmed, Yugoslavia pro-



vides a notable example of national independence in
Eastern Europe.

This European aspect of the mutual security program
involves an estimated cost for next year of approxi-
mately $1 billion.

The expenditures I have described are designed to
make secure, at minimum cost to us, countries whose
safety is part of our own safety. The resultant wide-
spread, interlocking system of security provides, as a
valuable byproduct, diversified locations around the
globe from which we and our allies could strike back at
an aggressor if he struck any of us. Diversification, in
this respect, is immensely valuable; for launching facil-
ities limited to a single area could be wiped out by an
initial assault. Also, the present system enables less ex-
pensive planes with shorter range to carry out missions
which otherwise would require far more costly planes.

Thus, these expenditures serve our peace and our
safety.

Economic Aid
There remains about $700 million to be accounted for,
or about 2 percent of our total peace insurance cost.
This is so-called economic aid. The primary purpose is
to help newly independent nations and less developed
countries to maintain their independence, as against
the plotting of international communism.

As the Caracas Resolution pointed out in relation to
this hemisphere, if international communism obtains
control of the political institutions of any nation, that
endangers peace and security elsewhere. This portion
of the mutual security program offsets efforts by hos-
tile forces to expand their power by gaining new human
and material resources and new strategic locations. But
it has a broader justification.

The United States has far and away the most highly
developed economy of any nation in the world. Our
productivity almost equals that of all the rest of the
world put together.

Always the economically developed nations have
helped less developed countries to develop. We were
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helped from Europe when we were beginning to de-
velop this continent. That is a law of social life and we
cannot violate it except at our peril.

The burden on us is lessened by the fact that a consid-
erable part of our economic assistance goes in the form
of surplus agricultural products. Also, upwards of $200
million takes the form of repayable loans, not gifts.

The importance of this economic part of our peace
insurance policy is emphasized by the fact that the
Soviet Union is now pushing its own interests by means
of credits extended to other countries.

The new Communist tactics make it more than ever
imperative that we should continue, and perhaps en-
large, the economic phase of our mutual security pro-
gram. It would indeed be ironical if we should drop out
of that field just at the time when the Soviet Union is
moving into it.

These programs which I have described—$36 billion,
plus $3.3 billion, plus $700 million—make up the
grand total of about $40 billion, which is the annual
cost of our peace insurance policy. As to the $36 bil-
lion spent on our own military establishment, there
are differences of opinion as to how it shall be spent.
But few deny that this much money should be spent.
There is more controversy about the $4 billion which
is used, in ways I have described, under our mutual
security program.

I should like now to answer some questions about that.

No “Give Away”
First of all, is this a “give away” program, whereby
Americans are taxed merely to aid foreigners?

Emphatically no. I hope what I have said already makes
that clear. It is quite true that the mutual security
money does help others. But no program can properly
be labeled “give away” merely because it helps others.
Often by helping others we help ourselves more effec-
tively than we could do in any other way. That is the
case with our mutual security program. It makes our
freedom safer by creating an environment of freedom.



The decisive reason for each item of expense is our
own enlightened self-interest.

Let me be specific and emphatic on this point of moti-
vation: not a single dollar is sought for this program for
any reason other than an American reason. Our Nation
has recognized, since its infancy, that liberty elsewhere
was vital to our own peace and safety. When that liberty
has been jeopardized by war, we have gone into war to
save it. That is the most costly way to protect ourselves.
We hope now to protect ourselves in less costly ways.
That is the reason for our mutual security program.

[. . .]

Are Local Forces Needed?
Another question sometimes asked is, Does not the
deterrent striking power of the United States make
local forces unnecessary, so that their cost could be
saved? Certainly our strategic power reduces the need
for local forces. It would indeed be impractical to have
local forces all around the orbit of the Soviet world
sufficient to stop a large scale attack wherever it might
be mounted. But we cannot rely wholly on centrally
located strategic power. Nations that are menaced feel
an impelling need to be able to fight in their own
defense. Indeed, if they did not feel that way, support
from us might not be merited or effective. Also, there
needs to be loyal local strength to prevent subversion
backed by international communism.

The deterrent to aggression is found not only in our
strategic power but in the knowledge that subversion
cannot be easily achieved and that an open armed
attack would be met at once by brave and competent
resistance. This, when reinforced by treaty pledges of
collective action, will assure consequences which no
aggressor could control or limit. That knowledge is the
great deterrent.

This problem of balance between the strategic power
of the U.S.A. and local power is admittedly difficult.
Equally difficult is the problem of balance between
military and economic effort. These problems are con-
stantly receiving the closest attention of the National
Security Council. In each case, the balance is subject
to adjustment in the light of changing conditions.
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Is There an End?
Finally, it will be asked, Will this cost go on forever?
Can we see no end to this gigantic expenditure, total-
ing about $40 billion a year, as the cost of our peace
insurance policy?

The answer is that, so long as the danger persists, for
so long must we pay to combat that danger.

The Soviet rulers are engaged in a gigantic effort to
build up their military establishment and to extend
the area of their dominance. They maintain a military
establishment approximately comparable to our own
and spare no cost in striving to excel us. They give mil-
itary aid to Communist China and to their Eastern
European satellite allies. This is measured in terms
of billions of dollars. They now woo free nations by of-
fers of credit for economic and military goods. Credits
totaling nearly $500 million have already been con-
cluded, and several hundred more million have been
offered. They devote about $500 million a year to for-
eign propaganda.

The Soviet Union is spending, for military and foreign-
policy purposes hostile to us, about 20 percent of the
gross product of the Soviet nation. So long as this is
going on, we may have to expend about 10 percent
of our gross national product, as we are now doing, for
peace insurance purposes.

We can do so while at the same time raising our living
standards. The demonstration of that fact has had a
potent influence on the international scene.

Never will a responsible administration put its faith
in protestations of peace and good will that have no
dependable foundation, or expose the Nation to being
isolated in the world, or deny it the retaliatory facilities
needed to deter surprise attack.

But there are signs that a new day may be dawning.
The Soviet rulers now profess to renounce the doc-
trine that violence is a necessary part of their foreign
policy. They are debasing Stalin, who for 25 years was
treated as a demigod. Writings of his, which for 25 years
formed the Communist creed, are now withdrawn from
circulation. This year, for the first time since the Bol-



shevik revolution, the Christian Bible is being printed
and sold in Russia. The Russian people are getting
more personal security, and labor is getting increased
freedom of choice.

Obviously, there is a rising demand on the part of the
captive nations to have more independence and on the
part of the subject people, within and without Russia,
to have more freedom from fear and to enjoy more of
the fruits of their labor instead of having those fruits
diverted to serve policies of aggrandizement. This pop-
ular demand must be broad in scope and intense in
degree. Only that can explain the extraordinary exer-
tions being made by the Soviet rulers to make it seem
that they are offering a change. Out of all of this there
may come—not this year, or next year, but some year
—a government which is responsive to the just aspira-
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tions of the people and which renounces expansionist
goals.

Enough is happening to make us confident that if we
remain strong, if we support freedom and make evi-
dent the blessings of liberty, that policy will prevail.

The time will never come when we can safely stop
planning and working for peace and making sacrifices
for peace. But we can see that, if we remain steadfast,
the time may come when the danger will be much less
and when the cost can be correspondingly reduced.
Until that time is here, the clear course of patriotic duty
is to hold fast that which has proved good.

Source: John Foster Dulles, “The Cost of Peace,” Depart-
ment of State Bulletin 34(886) (1956): 999–1004.
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Introduction
For international communist revolutionaries during the Cold War, the United States represented the head and
front of the capitalist forces raised against them. Chinese Communist Party (CCP) chairman Mao Zedong regarded
the United States as the foremost enemy that China would ultimately have to confront and overcome. A leader who
favored dramatic and grandiloquent rhetoric, Mao nonetheless urged his countrymen and leftists around the world
not to fear the United States, characterizing it as a “paper tiger” that was far less formidable than it appeared.
Strong though the United States was in military and economic terms, its power could, he proclaimed, be destroyed
piecemeal and incrementally, although this would take time. In the mid-1950s Mao called on all the oppressed peo-
ples of the world to launch armed struggle against the United States and its allies, and China provided training and
military aid to a wider variety of international revolutionary movements. His approach differed from that of the new
Soviet premier Nikita Khrushchev, who now sought peaceful coexistence with the West, and contributed to grow-
ing divisions between Soviet Russia and Communist China that culminated in an outright split by the end of the
decade. Soviet leaders thought Mao’s policies likely to destabilize the international system and perhaps provoke
nuclear war. Ironically, in practice Mao was far more cautious than his rhetoric implied in challenging the United
States, suggesting that he himself may have been something of a paper tiger. After intervening in 1950 against
United Nations forces in the lengthy, expensive, and wearing Korean War, which ended in stalemate, Mao was
careful in successive international crises over Taiwan and Vietnam to avoid provoking outright war between China
and the United States (UN). Eventually, moreover, when Sino-Soviet hostility led to outright fighting on the joint
border in 1969, Mao even initiated a rapprochement with the United States, for two decades supposedly China’s
greatest enemy, as a means of countering the potential Soviet menace.

Primary Source
The United States is flaunting the anti-communist ban-
ner everywhere in order to perpetrate aggression against
other countries.

The United States owes debts everywhere. It owes
debts not only to the countries of Latin America, Asia
and Africa, but also to the countries of Europe and
Oceania. The whole world, Britain included, dislikes



the United States. The masses of the people dislike it.
Japan dislikes the United States because it oppresses
her. None of the countries in the East is free from U.S.
aggression. The United States has invaded our Taiwan
Province. Japan, Korea, the Philippines, Viet Nam and
Pakistan all suffer from U.S. aggression, although some
of them are allies of the United States. The people are
dissatisfied and in some countries so are the authorities.

All oppressed nations want independence.

Everything is subject to change. The big decadent
forces will give way to the small new-born forces. The
small forces will change into big forces because the
majority of the people demand this change. The U.S.
imperialist forces will change from big to small because
the American people, too, are dissatisfied with their
government.

In my own lifetime I myself have witnessed such
changes. Some of us present were born in the Ching
Dynasty and others after the 1911 Revolution.

The Ching Dynasty was overthrown long ago. By
whom? By the party led by Sun Yat-sen, together with
the people. Sun Yat-sen’s forces were so small that the
Ching officials didn’t take him seriously. He led many
uprisings which failed each time. In the end, however,
it was Sun Yat-sen who brought down the Ching Dy-
nasty. Bigness is nothing to be afraid of.  The big will
be overthrown by the small. The small will become
big. After overthrowing the Ching Dynasty, Sun Yat-sen
met with defeat. For he failed to satisfy the demands
of the people, such as their demands for land and for
opposition to imperialism. Nor did he understand the
necessity of suppressing the counter-revolutionaries
who were then moving about freely. Later, he suffered
defeat at the hands of Yuan Shih-kai, the chieftain of
the Northern warlords. Yuan Shih-kai’s forces were
larger than Sun Yat-sen’s. But here again this law oper-
ated: small forces linked with the people become
strong, while big forces opposed to the people become
weak. Subsequently Sun Yat-sen’s bourgeois-democratic
revolutionaries co-operated with us Communists and
together we defeated the warlord set-up left behind by
Yuan Shih-kai.
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Chiang Kai-shek’s rule in China was recognized by the
governments of all countries and lasted twenty-two
years, and his forces were the biggest. Our forces were
small, fifty thousand Party members at first but only a
few thousand after counter-revolutionary suppressions.
The enemy made trouble everywhere. Again this law
operated: the big and strong end up in defeat because
they are divorced from the people, whereas the small
and weak emerge victorious because they are linked
with the people and work in their interest. That’s how
things turned out in the end.

During the anti-Japanese war, Japan was very power-
ful, the Kuomintang troops were driven to the hinter-
land, and the armed forces led by the Communist Party
could only conduct guerrilla warfare in the rural areas
behind the enemy lines. Japan occupied large Chinese
cities such as Peking, Tientsin, Shanghai, Nanking,
Wuhan and Canton. Nevertheless, like Germany’s Hit-
ler the Japanese militarists collapsed in a few years, in
accordance with the same law.

We underwent innumerable difficulties and were
driven from the south to the north, while our forces fell
from several hundred thousand strong to a few tens of
thousands. At the end of the 25,000-li Long March we
had only 25,000 men left.

[. . .]

During the War of Resistance, our troops grew and
became 900,000 strong through fighting against Japan.
Then came the War of Liberation. Our arms were in-
ferior to those of the Kuomintang. The Kuomintang
troops then numbered four million, but in three years
of fighting we wiped out eight million of them all told.
The Kuomintang, though aided by U.S. imperialism,
could not defeat us. The big and strong cannot win, it
is always the small and weak who win out.

Now U.S. imperialism is quite powerful, but in reality
it isn’t. It is very weak politically because it is divorced
from the masses of the people and is disliked by every-
body and by the American people too. In appearance it
is very powerful but in reality it is nothing to be afraid
of, it is a paper tiger. Outwardly a tiger, it is made of



paper, unable to withstand the wind and the rain. I
believe the United States is nothing but a paper tiger.

History as a whole, the history of class society for thou-
sands of years, has proved this point: the strong must
give way to the weak. This holds true for the Americas
as well.

Only when imperialism is eliminated can peace pre-
vail. The day will come when the paper tigers will be
wiped out. But they won’t become extinct of their own
accord, they need to be battered by the wind and the
rain.

When we say U.S. imperialism is a paper tiger, we are
speaking in terms of strategy. Regarding it as a whole,
we must despise it. But regarding each part, we must
take it seriously. It has claws and fangs. We have to
destroy it piecemeal. For instance, if it has ten fangs,
knock off one the first time, and there will be nine left;
knock off another, and there will be eight left. When
all the fangs are gone, it will still have claws. If we deal
with it step by step and in earnest, we will certainly
succeed in the end.

Strategically, we must utterly despise U.S. imperial-
ism. Tactically, we must take it seriously. In struggling
against it, we must take each battle, each encounter,
seriously. At present, the United States is powerful,
but when looked at in a broader perspective, as a whole
and from a long-term viewpoint, it has no popular sup-
port, its policies are disliked by the people, because it
oppresses and exploits them. For this reason, the tiger
is doomed. Therefore, it is nothing to be afraid of and
can be despised. But today the United States still has
strength, turning out more than 100 million tons of
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steel a year and hitting out everywhere. That is why
we must continue to wage struggles against it, fight it
with all our might and wrest one position after another
from it. And that takes time.

It seems that the countries of the Americas, Asia and
Africa will have to go on quarrelling with the United
States till the very end, till the paper tiger is destroyed
by the wind and the rain.

To oppose U.S. imperialism, people of European ori-
gin in the Latin-American countries should unite with
the indigenous Indians. Perhaps the white immigrants
from Europe can be divided into two groups, one com-
posed of rulers and the other of ruled. This should
make it easier for the group of oppressed white people
to get close to the local people, for their position is the
same.

Our friends in Latin America, Asia and Africa are in the
same position as we and are doing the same kind of
work, doing something for the people to lessen their
oppression by imperialism. If we do a good job, we can
root out imperialist oppression. In this we are comrades.

We are of the same nature as you in our opposition to
imperialist oppression, differing only in geographical
position, nationality and language. But we are differ-
ent in nature from imperialism, and the very sight of it
makes us sick.

What use is imperialism? The Chinese people will have
none of it, nor will the people in the rest of the world.
There is no reason for the existence of imperialism.

Source: Mao Tse-tung, Selected Works of Mao Tse-Tung, Vol. 5
(Peking: Foreign Languages Press, 1975), 308–311.

65. Hungarian Revolution: Sixteen Political, Economic, 
and Ideological Points

Introduction
Soviet control of Eastern Europe was rarely popular. In 1956, reformers in both Hungary and Poland challenged
Soviet dominance and sought greater autonomy and an end to Soviet intervention in their countries’ affairs. In
Poland, Wfladyslaw Gomuflka, who took power in summer 1956, withstood Soviet pressure and, after pledging his
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RESOLUTION ADOPTED AT PLENARY 
MEETING OF THE BUILDING INDUSTRY
TECHNOLOGY UNIVERSITY
Students of Budapest!

The following resolution was born on 22 October 1956,
at the dawn of a new period in Hungarian history, in
the Hall of the Building Industry Technological Uni-
versity as a result of the spontaneous movement of
several thousand of the Hungarian youth who love
their Fatherland:

(1) We demand the immediate withdrawal of all Soviet
troops in accordance with the provisions of the Peace
Treaty.

(2) We demand the election of new leaders in the Hun-
garian Workers’ Party on the low, medium and high
levels by secret ballot from the ranks upwards. These
leaders should convene the Party Congress within the
shortest possible time and should elect a new central
body of leaders.

(3) The Government should be reconstituted under
the leadership of Comrade Imre Nagy; all criminal
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leaders of the Stalinist-Rádkosi era should be relieved
of their posts at once.

(4) We demand a public trial in the criminal case of
Mihály Farkas and his accomplices. Mátyás Rákosi,
who is primarily responsible for all the crimes of the
recent past and for the ruin of this country, should be
brought home and brought before a People’s Court of
judgment.

(5) We demand general elections in this country, with
universal suffrage, secret ballot and the participation
of several Parties for the purpose of electing a new
National Assembly. We demand that the workers should
have the right to strike.

(6) We demand a re-examination and re-adjustment
of Hungarian-Soviet and Hungarian-Yugoslav politi-
cal, economic and intellectual relations on the basis of
complete political and economic equality and of non-
intervention in each other’s internal affairs.

(7) We demand the re-organization of the entire eco-
nomic life of Hungary, with the assistance of special-
ists. Our whole economic system based on planned
economy should be re-examined with an eye to Hun-

country’s continuing loyalty to the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact and promising to end press criticism of the
Soviet Union, was left in power. The Polish example and Gomuflka’s successful retention of some autonomy helped
to embolden Hungarian rebels. On 22 October 1956, a group of students in Budapest issued this manifesto as a call
to arms in the Hungarian Revolution. The following day, what was initially a small pro-Gomulka demonstration
soon escalated into a major threat to Soviet control as more than 100,000 Hungarians demonstrated against contin-
ued Soviet rule. Students and reformers vowed to free Hungary from the repressive rule of Soviet leader Josef
Stalin and quickly gained support for their measures from both the public and many of Hungary’s political leaders.
On 23 October the government of Ernô Gerô collapsed, and Imre Nagy replaced him as prime minister. The Hun-
garians announced their intention to leave the Warsaw Pact military alliance of the Soviet Union’s East European
satellites and also planned to introduce a multiparty democratic system, a direct challenge to communist control. In
response, Stalin ordered the Soviet Army into Budapest. An early intervention by Soviet troops already present in
Hungary proved ineffective, but on 4 November additional Soviet forces entered the country, where they brutally
suppressed the uprising, killing or imprisoning hundreds of people in the process of regaining Soviet control of the
country. Sporadic fighting and resistance continued until 10 November. With Soviet backing, in December 1956
Janos Kádár formed a new government. Apart from those killed in the actual fighting, approximately 1,200 Hun-
garians, including former prime minister Nagy, were tried and executed. The episode was a forceful demonstra-
tion of Soviet determination to retain military control of Eastern Europe, which Russian leaders considered vital to
their own country’s security, and also of Western reluctance to risk war with the Soviet Union by giving any kind of
military assistance to East European rebels.



garian conditions and to the vital interests of the Hun-
garian people.

(8) Our foreign trade agreements and the real figures in
respect of reparations that can never be paid should be
made public. We demand frank and sincere informa-
tion concerning the country’s uranium deposits, their
exploitation and the Russian concession. We demand
that Hungary should have the right to sell the uranium
ore freely at world market prices in exchange for hard
currency.

(9) We demand the complete revision of norms in
industry and an urgent and radical adjustment of wages
to meet the demands of workers and intellectuals. We
demand that minimum living wages for workers should
be fixed.

(10) We demand that the delivery system should be
placed on a new basis and that produce should be used
rationally. We demand equal treatment of peasants
farming individually.

(11) We demand the re-examination of all political and
economic trials by independent courts and the release
and rehabilitation of innocent persons. We demand the
immediate repatriation of prisoners-of-war and of civil-
ians deported to the Soviet Union, including prisoners
who have been condemned beyond the frontiers of
Hungary.

(12) We demand complete freedom of opinion and
expression, freedom of the Press and a free Radio, as
well as a new daily newspaper of large circulation for
the MEFESZ [League of Hungarian University and
College Student Associations] organization. We demand
that the existing “screening material” should be made
public and destroyed.
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(13) We demand that the Stalin statue—the symbol of
Stalinist tyranny and political oppression—should be
removed as quickly as possible and that a memorial
worthy of the freedom fighters and martyrs of 1848–49
should be erected on its site.

(14) In place of the existing coat of arms, which is for-
eign to the Hungarian people, we wish the re-introduc-
tion of the old Hungarian Kossuth arms. We demand
for the Hungarian Army new uniforms worthy of our
national traditions. We demand that 15 March should
be a national holiday and a non-working day and that
6 October should be a day of national mourning and a
school holiday.

(15) The youth of the Technological University of
Budapest unanimously express their complete soli-
darity with the Polish and Warsaw workers and youth
in connexion with the Polish national independence
movement.

(16) The students of the Building Industry Technolog-
ical University will organize local units of MEFESZ as
quickly as possible, and have resolved to convene a
Youth Parliament in Budapest for the 27th of this month
(Saturday) at which the entire youth of this country
will be represented by their delegates. The students of
the Technological University and of the various other
Universities will gather in the Gorkij Fasor before the
Writers’ Union Headquarters tomorrow, the 23rd. of
this month, at 2.30 P.M., whence they will proceed to
the Pálffy Tér (Bern Ter) to the Bern statue, on which
they will lay wreaths in sign of their sympathy with the
Polish freedom movement. The workers of the facto-
ries are invited to join in this procession.

Source: “Report of the Special Committee on the Problem
of Hungary,” UN General Assembly, Official Records, 11th Ses-
sion, Supplement No. 18 (A/3592): 69.

66. Hungarian Revolution: Declaration of the Soviet Government,
30 October 1956

Introduction
The Hungarian Revolution of 1956 was a popular uprising of students and reformers in communist Hungary bent
on changing several key aspects of Hungarian society and modifying the version of communism that existed there.
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[. . .]

The Soviet Government regards it as indispensable to
make a statement in connection with the events in
Hungary.

The course of the events has shown that the working
people of Hungary, who have achieved great progress
on the basis of their people’s democratic order, cor-
rectly raised the question of the necessity of eliminating
serious shortcomings in the field of economic building,
the further raising of the material well-being of the
population, and the struggle against bureaucratic ex-
cesses 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 advantage of the discontent of part of the working
people to undermine the foundations of the people’s
democratic order in Hungary and to restore the old
landlord and capitalist order.
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The Soviet Government and all the Soviet people
deeply regret that the development of events in Hun-
gary has led to bloodshed. On the request of the Hun-
garian People’s Government the Soviet Government
consented to the entry into Budapest of the Soviet
Army units to assist the Hungarian People’s Army and
the Hungarian authorities to establish order in the town.
Believing that the further presence of Soviet Army units
in Hungary can serve as a cause for even greater dete-
rioration of the situation, the Soviet Government has
given instructions to its military command to withdraw
the Soviet Army units from Budapest as soon as this is
recognized as necessary by the Hungarian Government.

At the same time, the Soviet Government is ready to
enter into relevant negotiations with the Government
of the Hungarian People’s Republic and other partici-
pants of the Warsaw Treaty on the question of the pres-
ence of Soviet troops on the territory of Hungary.

[. . .]

Source: “Text of Soviet Statement of October 30,” Depart-
ment of State Bulletin 35(907) (1956): 746.

However, as a satellite state of the Soviet Union and part of the Eastern bloc, Hungary played an important role in
maintaining the idea that Soviet control over Eastern Europe was inviolable. Therefore, in the fall of 1956 the
Soviet Army marched into Hungary and brutally suppressed the revolution, executing all of its leaders and impris-
oning hundreds of people for their involvement. On 30 October 1956, the Soviet government issued an official
explanation regarding the army’s action. The Hungarian revolution nonetheless had a major impact on Soviet cred-
ibility, impelling many prominent communists outside the Soviet Union to leave the party on the grounds that
Soviet intervention in the internal affairs of another communist state was unacceptable. U.S. inaction during the
Hungarian Revolution also greatly disappointed many around Europe and beyond. President Dwight D. Eisen-
hower and Secretary of State John Foster Dulles had campaigned in 1952 as Republicans who would wage the Cold
War more aggressively than Democrats such as President Harry S. Truman and his secretary of state, Dean Ache-
son. Eisenhower and Dulles had promised that rather than simply acquiescing in Soviet control of Eastern Europe,
they would actively seek to roll back Soviet domination of that area. When Hungarian revolutionaries appealed for
U.S. support, however, Dulles and Eisenhower, unwilling to risk nuclear war over an area that the Soviets consid-
ered part of their own sphere of influence and essential to Soviet security, refused to provide anything more than
rhetorical support to the beleaguered Hungarians, a stance that for many tarnished the international image of the
United States.
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This fight is the fight for freedom by the Hungarian
people against the Russian intervention, and it is pos-
sible that I shall only be able to stay at my post for one
or two hours. The whole world will see how the Russian
armed forces, contrary to all treaties and conventions,
are crushing the resistance of the Hungarian people.
They will also see how they are kidnapping the Prime
Minister of a country which is a Member of the United
Nations, taking him from the capital, and therefore it
cannot be doubted at all that this is the most brutal
form of intervention. I should like in these last mo-
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ments to ask the leaders of the revolution, if they can,
to leave the country. I ask that all that I have said in my
broadcast, and what we have agreed on with the revo-
lutionary leaders during meetings in Parliament, should
be put in a memorandum, and the leaders should turn
to all the peoples of the world for help and explain that
today it is Hungary and tomorrow, or the day after
tomorrow, it will be the turn of other countries because
the imperialism of Moscow does not know borders,
and is only trying to play for time.

Source: Department of State Bulletin, 12 November 1956,
pp. 746–747.

67. Imre Nagy: Final Message to the Hungarian People, 1956

Introduction
Imre Nagy served as prime minister of Hungary from 1953 to 1955 before falling from Soviet favor and losing office.
He proved a sympathetic supporter of the Hungarian Revolution of 1956, during which students and reformers
attempted to undermine Soviet control of Hungary and revise the communist system in a democratic and multi-
party direction. On 23 October 1956, as demonstrations against Soviet rule expanded almost uncontrollably, Nagy
was reappointed as prime minister. Fearing Soviet intervention, he sought to bring events under control, introduc-
ing reforms and offering amnesty to demonstrators while placating the Soviets and seeking to negotiate the peace-
able withdrawal of Soviet troops from Hungary. When Nagy realized that his efforts had failed to persuade the
Soviets to eschew military intervention, he finally announced Hungary’s withdrawal from the Warsaw Pact, the Soviet-
run military alliance of its East European satellite states. On 4 November 1956 Soviet troops invaded Hungary, cap-
turing Nagy and numerous other Hungarian leaders. As Soviet troops surrounded the capital city of Budapest,
Nagy delivered his final message to the Hungarian people, appealing for support from other countries. His hopes
of assistance from the Western powers or the United Nations (UN) were illusory, since—despite their proclaimed
wish to roll back communism in Eastern Europe—U.S. President Dwight D. Eisenhower and his secretary of state,
John Foster Dulles, were not prepared to risk nuclear war over an area that they knew the Soviet Union considered
essential to its own national security. In 1958, the Soviets executed Nagy for his involvement in the revolution.
After the Soviets relinquished control of Eastern Europe in 1989, Nagy was posthumously rehabilitated.

68. Nikita Khrushchev: Report from the London Times on
“We Will Bury You” Speech, 19 November 1956

Introduction
Nikita Khrushchev, who eventually succeeded Josef Stalin as general secretary of the Communist Party of the
Soviet Union (CPSU), was less formidable than his predecessor but at times could be erratic. He frequently
expressed his hopes for peaceful coexistence with the West, believing that nonsocialist countries would either
evolve into communist states or experience autonomous revolutions that were not fomented by Soviet operatives.
Fearing the devastating potential impact of nuclear war, Khrushchev also sought to reach understandings on arms
control. This did not, however, mean that he had abandoned his faith in communism, the political creed he had
embraced as a young factory worker before World War I. Khrushchev was also notorious for somewhat erratic
behavior, especially when he had imbibed plentiful quantities of vodka. In mid-1956, shortly after Soviet troops
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Sir William Hayter, the British Ambassador, and diplo-
matic representatives of other North Atlantic Treaty
Organization countries, walked out from a Kremlin
reception last night in protest at a speech by Mr.
Khrushchev, the Soviet Communist Party chairman,
in which he used the words “Fascist” and “bandits” in
referring to Britain and France and Israel.

The reception was in honour of Mr. Gomulka, who
was concluding his visit to Moscow.

Out of courtesy to Mr. Gomulka, the N.A.T.O. am-
bassadors and representative of Israel waited until Mr.
Gomulka had responded with a toast that was devoid
of references to Egypt or Hungary and limited to ad-
vocating friendly ties with the Soviet Union based on
equality and mutual benefit. Immediately on the con-
clusion of the translation into Russian of Mr. Go-
mulka’s toast, read in Polish, the western diplomatists
strode from the long white and gold St. George’s Hall.

Mr. Khrushchev declared that the “bandit-like attack
by Britain, France, and their puppet, Israel, on Egypt
is a desperate attempt by colonializers to regain their
lost positions, to frighten the peoples of dependent
countries with force. But the time has passed when
imperialists could seize weak countries with impunity.
The freedom-loving people of Egypt have adminis-
tered a fitting rebuff to the aggressors, and its just strug-
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gle against foreign invaders has evoked warm support
all over the world.”

Mr. Khrushchev, words tumbling from his lips in rapid
fashion, continued by extending his accusations against
other Powers besides Britain, France, and Israel. “Fe-
verish activity is now in progress on the part of all the
forces of reaction against the forces of Socialism and
democracy. Fascist bands are making frenzied attacks
on the advanced detachments of the working class,
on the Communist parties of France, Italy, and other
countries.”

At a reception this evening at the Polish Embassy, Mr.
Khrushchev delivered himself of a longer but more
mildly worded address criticizing the western Powers.
However, most western ambassadors, including Sir
William Hayter, restricted themselves to wandering
to an adjoining room while Mr. Khrushchev spoke.

Moscow, Nov. 18.—In his speech Mr. Khrushchev,
who appeared to be directing his remarks to the west-
ern diplomatists, said: “We say this not only for the
socialist States, who are more akin to us. We base our-
selves on the idea that we must peacefully co-exist.
About the capitalist States, it doesn’t depend on you
whether or not we exist. If you don’t like us, don’t
accept our invitations and don’t invite us to come to
see you. Whether you like it or not, history is on our
side. We will bury you.”

brutally suppressed the Hungarian Revolution and before the resolution of the Suez Crisis that occurred when
Israel, Great Britain, and France invaded Egypt and the United States exerted economic pressure to force the three
powers to withdraw, Khrushchev attended receptions at the Kremlin and the Polish embassy. In remarks at both
venues, he took the opportunity to condemn the Suez invasion while characterizing Soviet intervention in Hungary
as a justifiable exercise in counterrevolution. Warning that “Fascist bands” sought to destroy communist parties in
Italy, France, and elsewhere outside the Soviet sphere, Khrushchev proclaimed that “history is on our side” and
warned the Western diplomats present: “We will bury you.” In practice, the Russian words Khrushchev used were
less menacing than they appeared in translation and in the original meant something approximating: “We will
attend your funeral.” Khrushchev apparently meant that the Western powers would collapse of their own volition,
but the journalists present reported a somewhat sensational version of his remarks. Indeed, some years later Khrush-
chev himself looked back on this episode and commented that he had “got into trouble for it” when he had only
wished to say that the working classes of the Western states would themselves overthrow their rulers. Khrushchev’s
speech nonetheless impelled all the Western ambassadors to leave, and the episode was widely reported around the
world as an instance of his bullying, blustering style and was taken as a threat to the West. In the popular memory,
“we will bury you” would become one of Khrushchev’s best-remembered utterances.



There was applause from Mr. Khrushchev’s colleagues,
and Mr. Gomulka, who had been standing at one side
rather glumly, laughed.

Mr. Khrushchev said that many mistakes had been
made in building socialism in the Soviet Union because
of the lack of examples and the lack of personnel. He
continued: “If we could have the revolution over again
we would carry it out more sensibly and with smaller
losses; but history does not repeat itself. The situation
is favourable for us. If God existed, we would thank
him for this.

“We had Hungary thrust upon us. We are very sorry
that such a situation exists there. We are sure that the
Hungarian working class will find the strength to over-
come the difficulties. But most important is that the
counter-revolution must be shattered.”

Turning to Mr. Gomulka, he said: “I am sorry to be
making such a speech on the territory of a foreign State.
The western Powers are trying to denigrate Nasser.
He is not a Communist. Politically, he is closer to those
who are waging war on him and he has even put Com-
munists in gaol.”

“We sent sharp letters to Britain, France, and Israel—
well, Israel, that was just for form, because, as you know,
Israel carries no weight in the world, and if it plays any
role it was just to start a fight. If Israel hadn’t felt the
support of Britain, France, and others, the Arabs would
have been able to box her ears and she would have
remained at peace.
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“The situation is serious and we are realists. The fire
must be put out. I think the British and French will be
wise enough to withdraw their forces, and then Egypt
will emerge stronger than ever. We must seek a rap-
prochement. We must seek a settlement so that coexis-
tence will be peaceful and advantageous.”

Referring to the Soviet Government’s latest disarma-
ment plan, he said: “You say we want war, but you
have now got yourselves into a position I would call
idiotic. (Mr. Mikoyan interjected: “Let’s say delicate.”)
But we don’t want to profit by it.

“If you withdraw your troops from Germany, France,
and Britain—I’m speaking of American troops—we will
not stay one day in Poland, Hungary, and Rumania.
But we, Mr. Capitalists, we are beginning to under-
stand your methods. You have given us a lesson in
Egypt. If we had a quarter of our present friendship for
the Poles, Czechs, and Slovaks before the war, the war
would never have started.

“Nobody should pretend to know the best methods of
socialism. The Bulgarians, Poles, Yugoslavs, Rumanians,
Czechs, and Soviets—all have their own; but, com-
rades, it is really better to hawk one’s own wares, and if
they are good, they will find a buyer on their own. So
when our enemies try to bring us into conflict over
which is the best method of socialism we reject this. It
is not in the interests of socialism.”

Source: “Ambassador Walks Out,” London Times, 19 Novem-
ber 1956.

69. Dwight D. Eisenhower: The Eisenhower Doctrine, 5 January 1957

Introduction
On 5 January 1957, U.S. President Dwight D. Eisenhower addressed a special joint session of the U.S. Congress
regarding unfolding events in the Middle East. During the Suez Crisis the previous November—when Britain,
France, and Israel invaded Egypt and tried to retake the Suez Canal, only to retreat under U.S. financial and diplo-
matic pressure—the Soviet Union had threatened to intervene unless the attackers withdrew. The Middle East
had the world’s most substantial oil reserves, strategic resources that were increasingly vital to the heavily energy-
dependent U.S. domestic economy as well as to its war-making capacity. Convinced that the tumultuous political
situation in the Middle East had become a battleground of the Cold War, Eisenhower demanded that Congress
grant him the military and financial resources to aid those Middle Eastern powers attempting to fend off communism,
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In my forthcoming State of the Union Message, I shall
review the international situation generally. There are
worldwide hopes which we can reasonably entertain,
and there are worldwide responsibilities which we
must carry to make certain that freedom—including
our own—may be secure.

There is, however, a special situation in the Middle
East which I feel I should, even now, lay before you.

Before doing so it is well to remind ourselves that our
basic national objective in international affairs remains
peace—a world peace based on justice. Such a peace
must include all areas, all peoples of the world if it is to
be enduring. There is no nation, great or small, with
which we would refuse to negotiate, in mutual good
faith, with patience and in the determination to secure
a better understanding between us. Out of such under-
standings must, and eventually will, grow confidence
and trust, indispensable ingredients to a program of
peace and to plans for lifting from us all the burdens
of expensive armaments. To promote these objectives,
our government works tirelessly, day by day, month by
month, year by year. But until a degree of success
crowns our efforts that will assure to all nations peace-
ful existence, we must, in the interests of peace itself,
remain vigilant, alert and strong.

I. The Middle East has abruptly reached a new and
critical stage in its long and important history. In past
decades many of the countries in that area were not
fully self-governing. Other nations exercised consider-
able authority in the area and the security of the region
was largely built around their power. But since the First
World War there has been a steady evolution toward
self-government and independence. This development
the United States has welcomed and has encouraged.
Our country supports without reservation the full sov-
ereignty and independence of each and every nation
of the Middle East.

The evolution to independence has in the main been a
peaceful process. But the area has been often troubled.
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Persistent cross-currents of distrust and fear with raids
back and forth across national boundaries have brought
about a high degree of instability in much of the Mid
East. Just recently there have been hostilities involv-
ing Western European nations that once exercised
much influence in the area. Also the relatively large
attack by Israel in October has intensified the basic
differences between that nation and its Arab neighbors.
All this instability has been heightened and, at times,
manipulated by International Communism.

II. Russia’s rulers have long sought to dominate the
Middle East. That was true of the Czars and it is true
of the Bolsheviks. The reasons are not hard to find.
They do not affect Russia’s security, for no one plans
to use the Middle East as a base for aggression against
Russia. Never for a moment has the United States
entertained such a thought.

The Soviet Union has nothing whatsoever to fear from
the United States in the Middle East, or anywhere else
in the world, so long as its rulers do not themselves first
resort to aggression.

That statement I make solemnly and emphatically.

Neither does Russia’s desire to dominate the Middle
East spring from its own economic interest in the area.
Russia does not appreciably use or depend upon the
Suez Canal. In 1955 Soviet traffic through the Canal rep-
resented only about three fourths of 1% of the total. The
Soviets have no need for, and could provide no market
for, the petroleum resources which constitute the prin-
cipal natural wealth of the area. Indeed, the Soviet
Union is a substantial exporter of petroleum products.

The reason for Russia’s interest in the Middle East is
solely that of power politics. Considering her announced
purpose of Communizing the world, it is easy to
understand her hope of dominating the Middle East.

This region has always been the crossroads of the con-
tinents of the Eastern Hemisphere. The Suez Canal

advocating a high level of U.S. involvement in the Middle East that became known as the Eisenhower Doctrine.
Congress complied, thus initiating a period of extensive U.S. involvement in the Middle East that continues to
this day.



enables the nations of Asia and Europe to carry on the
commerce that is essential if these countries are to
maintain well-rounded and prosperous economies.
The Middle East provides a gateway between Eurasia
and Africa.

It contains about two thirds of the presently known oil
deposits of the world and it normally supplies the
petroleum needs of many nations of Europe, Asia and
Africa. The nations of Europe are peculiarly depen-
dent upon this supply, and this dependency relates to
transportation as well as to production! This has been
vividly demonstrated since the closing of the Suez
Canal and some of the pipelines. Alternate ways of
transportation and, indeed, alternate sources of power
can, if necessary, be developed. But these cannot be
considered as early prospects.

These things stress the immense importance of the
Middle East. If the nations of that area should lose
their independence, if they were dominated by alien
forces hostile to freedom, that would be both a tragedy
for the area and for many other free nations whose eco-
nomic life would be subject to near strangulation.
Western Europe would be endangered just as though
there had been no Marshall Plan, no North Atlantic
Treaty Organization. The free nations of Asia and Africa,
too, would be placed in serious jeopardy. And the
countries of the Middle East would lose the markets
upon which their economies depend. All this would
have the most adverse, if not disastrous, effect upon our
own nation’s economic life and political prospects.

Then there are other factors which transcend the mate-
rial. The Middle East is the birthplace of three great
religions—Moslem, Christian and Hebrew. Mecca
and Jerusalem are more than places on the map. They
symbolize religions which teach that the spirit has
supremacy over matter and that the individual has a
dignity and rights of which no despotic government
can rightfully deprive him. It would be intolerable if
the holy places of the Middle East should be subjected
to a rule that glorifies atheistic materialism.

International Communism, of course, seeks to mask its
purposes of domination by expressions of good will and
by superficially attractive offers of political, economic
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and military aid. But any free nation, which is the sub-
ject of Soviet enticement, ought, in elementary wis-
dom, to look behind the mask.

Remember Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania! In 1939
the Soviet Union entered into mutual assistance pacts
with these then independent countries; and the So-
viet Foreign Minister, addressing the Extraordinary
Fifth Session of the Supreme Soviet in October 1939,
solemnly and publicly declared that “we stand for the
scrupulous and punctilious observance of the pacts on
the basis of complete reciprocity, and we declare that
all the nonsensical talk about the Sovietization of the
Baltic countries is only to the interest of our common
enemies and of all anti-Soviet provocateurs.” Yet in
1940, Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania were forcibly incor-
porated into the Soviet Union.

Soviet control of the satellite nations of Eastern Europe
has been forcibly maintained in spite of solemn prom-
ises of a contrary intent, made during World War II.

Stalin’s death brought hope that this pattern would
change. And we read the pledge of the Warsaw Treaty
of 1955 that the Soviet Union would follow in satellite
countries “the principles of mutual respect for their
independence and sovereignty and non-interference
in domestic affairs.” But we have just seen the subju-
gation of Hungary by naked armed force. In the after-
math of this Hungarian tragedy, world respect for and
belief in Soviet promises have sunk to a new low.
International Communism needs and seeks a recog-
nizable success.

Thus, we have these simple and indisputable facts:

1. The Middle East, which has always been coveted
by Russia, would today be prized more than ever
by International Communism.

2. The Soviet rulers continue to show that they do
not scruple to use any means to gain their ends.

3. The free nations of the Mid East need, and for
the most part want, added strength to assure their
continued independence.

III. Our thoughts naturally turn to the United Nations
as a protector of small nations. Its charter gives it primary



responsibility for the maintenance of international
peace and security. Our country has given the United
Nations its full support in relation to the hostilities in
Hungary and in Egypt. The United Nations was able
to bring about a cease-fire and withdrawal of hostile
forces from Egypt because it was dealing with govern-
ments and peoples who had a decent respect for the
opinions of mankind as reflected in the United Nations
General Assembly. But in the case of Hungary, the sit-
uation was different. The Soviet Union vetoed action
by the Security Council to require the withdrawal of
Soviet armed forces from Hungary. And it has shown
callous indifference to the recommendations, even the
censure, of the General Assembly. The United Nations
can always be helpful, but it cannot be a wholly de-
pendable protector of freedom when the ambitions of
the Soviet Union are involved.

IV. Under all the circumstances I have laid before you,
a greater responsibility now devolves upon the United
States. We have shown, so that none can doubt, our
dedication to the principle that force shall not be used
internationally for any aggressive purpose and that the
integrity and independence of the nations of the Mid-
dle East should be inviolate. Seldom in history has a
nation’s dedication to principle been tested as severely
as ours during recent weeks.

There is general recognition in the Middle East, as
elsewhere, that the United States does not seek either
political or economic domination over any other people.
Our desire is a world environment of freedom, not
servitude. On the other hand many, if not all, of the
nations of the Middle East are aware of the danger that
stems from International Communism and welcome
closer cooperation with the United States to realize for
themselves the United Nations goals of independence,
economic well-being and spiritual growth.

If the Middle East is to continue its geographic role of
uniting rather than separating East and West; if its vast
economic resources are to serve the well-being of the
peoples there, as well as that of others; and if its cul-
tures and religions and their shrines are to be preserved
for the uplifting of the spirits of the peoples, then the
United States must make more evident its willingness
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to support the independence of the freedom-loving
nations of the area.

V. Under these circumstances I deem it necessary to
seek the cooperation of the Congress. Only with that
cooperation can we give the reassurance needed to
deter aggression, to give courage and confidence to
those who are dedicated to freedom and thus prevent
a chain of events which would gravely endanger all of
the free world.

[. . .]

VI. 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.

[. . .]

The action which I propose would have the following
features.

It would, first of all, authorize the United States to coop-
erate with and assist any nation or group of nations in
the general area of the Middle East in the develop-
ment of economic strength dedicated to the mainte-
nance of national independence.

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
Communism.

These measures would have to be consonant with the
treaty obligations of the United States, including the
Charter of the United Nations and with any action or
recommendations of the United Nations. They would
also, if armed attack occurs, be subject to the overriding



authority of the United Nations Security Council in
accordance with the Charter.

The present proposal would, in the fourth place, author-
ize the President to employ, for economic and defen-
sive military purposes, sums available under the Mutual
Security Act of 1954, as amended, without regard to
existing limitations.

The legislation now requested should not include the
authorization or appropriation of funds because I
believe that, under the conditions I suggest, presently
appropriated funds will be adequate for the balance
of the present fiscal year ending June 30. I shall, how-
ever, seek in subsequent legislation the authorization
of $200,000,000 to be available during each of the fiscal
years 1958 and 1959 for discretionary use in the area, in
addition to the other mutual security programs for the
area hereafter provided for by the Congress.

[. . .]

VIII. Let me refer again to the requested authority to
employ the armed forces of the United States to assist
to defend the territorial integrity and the political
independence of any nation in the area against Com-
munist armed aggression. Such authority would not be
exercised except at the desire of the nation attacked.
Beyond this it is my profound hope that this authority
would never have to be exercised at all.

Nothing is more necessary to assure this than that
our policy with respect to the defense of the area be
promptly and clearly determined and declared. Thus
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the United Nations and all friendly governments, and
indeed governments which are not friendly, will know
where we stand.

If, contrary to my hope and expectation, a situation
arose which called for the military application of the
policy which I ask the Congress to join me in pro-
claiming, I would of course maintain hour-by-hour
contact with the Congress if it were in session. And if
the Congress were not in session, and if the situation
had grave implications, I would, of course, at once call
the Congress into special session.

In the situation now existing, the greatest risk, as is
often the case, is that ambitious despots may miscalcu-
late. If power-hungry Communists should either falsely
or correctly estimate that the Middle East is inade-
quately defended, they might be tempted to use open
measures of armed attack. If so, that would start a chain
of circumstances which would almost surely involve
the United States in military action. I am convinced
that the best insurance against this dangerous contin-
gency is to make clear now our readiness to cooperate
fully and freely with our friends of the Middle East in
ways consonant with the purposes and principles of
the United Nations. I intend promptly to send a spe-
cial mission to the Middle East to explain the coopera-
tion we are prepared to give.

[. . .]

Source: Dwight D. Eisenhower, Public Papers of the Presi-
dents of the United States: Dwight D. Eisenhower, 1957 (Wash-
ington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1958).

70. Nikita Khruschev and Richard Nixon: Kitchen Debate, 1959

Introduction
In July 1959 U.S. Vice President Richard Nixon, who had a reputation as a staunch anticommunist, visited Moscow
to attend the opening of the American National Exhibition. The highlight of the U.S. pavilion was an entire house
that, it was claimed, demonstrated the kind of dwelling that an average, ordinary American family could afford. The
exhibit featured numerous new devices and technologies, including a television, an electric oven, a washing
machine, central heating, air conditioners, and the like. The U.S. government was eager to prove that despite the
Soviets’ success of 1957 in launching Sputnik 1, the first satellite in space, their own country had the technological
edge in other areas. Soviet General Secretary Nikita Khrushchev attended the exhibition with Nixon, and when



Primary Source
Khrushchev: “We want to live in peace and friendship
with Americans because we are the two most powerful
countries and if we live in friendship then other coun-
tries will also live in friendship. But if there is a coun-
try that is too war-minded we could pull its ears a little
and say: Don’t you dare; fighting is not allowed now;
this is a period of atomic armament; some foolish one
could start a war and then even a wise one couldn’t fin-
ish the war. Therefore, we are governed by this idea in
our policy—internal and foreign. How long has America
existed? Three hundred years?”

Nixon: “One hundred and fifty years.”

Khrushchev: “One hundred and fifty years? Well, then,
we will say America has been in existence for 150 years
and this is the level she has reached. We have existed
not quite forty-two years and in another seven years
we will be on the same level as America.

“When we catch you up, in passing you by, we will wave
to you. Then if you wish we can stop and say: Please
follow up. Plainly speaking, if you want capitalism you
can live that way. That is your own affair and doesn’t
concern us. We can still feel sorry for you but since you
don’t understand us—live as you do understand.

2524 70. Nikita Khruschev and Richard Nixon: Kitchen Debate

“We are all glad to be here at the exhibition with Vice
President Nixon. I personally, and on behalf of my col-
leagues, express my thanks for the President’s mes-
sage. I have not as yet read it but I know beforehand
that it contains good wishes. I think you will be satis-
fied with your visit and if I cannot go on without saying
it—if you would not take such a decision [proclama-
tion by the United States Government of Captive
Nations Week, a week of prayer for peoples enslaved
by the Soviet Union] which has not been thought out
thoroughly, as was approved by Congress, your trip
would be excellent. But you have churned the water
yourselves—why this was necessary God only knows.

“What happened? What black cat crossed your path
and confused you? But that is your affair, we do not
interfere with your problems. [Wrapping his arms
about a Soviet workman] Does this man look like a
slave laborer? [Waving at others] With men with such
spirit how can we lose?”

[. . .]

Nixon: “You must not be afraid of ideas.”

Khrushchev: “We are telling you not to be afraid of
ideas. We have no reason to be afraid. We have already
broken free from such a situation.”

the two men reached the kitchen they had an impromptu debate as to which economic system—capitalism or com-
munism—was superior. Nixon drew Khrushchev’s attention to the various household appliances, such as the wash-
ing machine and television, seeking to show that ordinary Americans enjoyed a far better lifestyle under capitalism
than they would under communism. Nixon also wished to divert attention from Soviet attainments in the military
field, not least because U.S. leaders regarded their rival’s proficiency in space technology as a national humiliation.
He argued that it was the American free market system that permitted his countrymen to afford such houses, built
according to their own individual specifications. Khrushchev, by contrast, proclaimed himself appalled when he
entered the kitchen, on the grounds that the appliances—he termed them “gadgets”—were too luxurious, unnec-
essary, and wasteful, with “no useful purpose,” and he repeatedly declared that the Russian people focused not just
on material comfort but on building things that genuinely mattered. He also claimed that the Soviet Union was
ahead not just in space technology but also in such areas as the development of color television and that Soviet
houses were just as well equipped as their American counterparts. The encounter, conducted through interpreters,
was filmed in color on videotape and later aired on national television in the United States. The publicity that
Nixon gained in his own country from this debate, from which most Americans believed he came out the winner,
helped to enhance his political standing and win him the Republican nomination for the presidency in 1960. Iron-
ically, thirty years later, when Mikhail Gorbachev sought to reform the communist system and permit more inter-
change with the West, the screening of imported television shows with sets that included American kitchens
apparently helped to make Soviet citizens dissatisfied with the incomparably more spartan cooking facilities they
possessed under communism.



Nixon: “Well, then, let’s have more exchange of them.
We are all agreed on that. All right? All right?”

Khrushchev: “Fine. [Aside] Agree to what? All right, I
am in agreement. But I want to stress what I am in
agreement with. I know that I am dealing with a very
good lawyer. I also want to uphold my own miner’s
flag so that the coal miners can say: Our man does not
concede.”

Nixon: “No question about that.”

Khrushchev: “You are a lawyer for capitalism and I am
a lawyer for communism. Let’s compete.”

Nixon: “The way you dominate the conversation you
would make a good lawyer yourself. If you were in the
United States Senate you would be accused of fili-
bustering.” [Halting Khrushchev at model kitchen in
model house]: “You had a very nice house in your exhi-
bition in New York. My wife and I saw and enjoyed it
very much. I want to show you this kitchen. It is like
those of our houses in California.”

Khrushchev [after Nixon called attention to a built-in
panel-controlled washing machine]: “We have such
things.”

Nixon: “This is the newest model. This is the kind
which is built in thousands of units for direct instal-
lation in the houses.” He added that Americans were
interested in making life easier for their women.

Mr. Khrushchev remarked that in the Soviet Union, they
did not have “the capitalist attitude toward women.”

Nixon: “I think that this attitude toward women is uni-
versal. What we want to do is make easier the life of
our housewives.”

He explained that the house could be built for $14,000
and that most veterans had bought houses for between
$10,000 and $15,000.

Nixon: “Let me give you an example you can appre-
ciate. Our steelworkers, as you know, are on strike. But
any steelworker could buy this house. They earn $3 an
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hour. This house costs about $100 a month to buy on a
contract running twenty-five to thirty years.”

Khrushchev: “We have steel workers and we have
peasants who also can afford to spend $14,000 for a
house.” He said American houses were built to last
only twenty years, so builders could sell new houses at
the end of that period. “We build firmly. We build for
our children and grandchildren.”

Mr. Nixon said he thought American houses would
last more than twenty years, but even so, after twenty
years many Americans want a new home or a new
kitchen, which would be obsolete then. The American
system is designed to take advantage of new inven-
tions and new techniques, he said.

Khrushchev: “This theory does not hold water.”

He said some things never got out of date—furniture
and furnishings, perhaps, but not houses. He said he
did not think that what Americans had written about
their houses was all strictly accurate.

Nixon [pointing to television screen]: “We can see here
what is happening in other parts of the home.”

Khrushchev: “This is probably always out of order.”

Nixon: “Da [yes].”

Khrushchev: “Don’t you have a machine that puts
food into the mouth and pushes it down? Many things
you’ve shown us are interesting but they are not
needed in life. They have no useful purpose. They
are merely gadgets. We have a saying, if you have bed-
bugs you have to catch one and pour boiling water into
the ear.”

Nixon: “We have another saying. This is that the way
to kill a fly is to make it drink whisky. But we have a
better use for whisky. [Aside] I like to have this battle
of wits with the Chairman. He knows his business.”

Khrushchev [manifesting a lack of interest in a data
processing machine that answers questions about the
United States]: “I have heard of your engineers. I am



well aware of what they can do. You know for launch-
ing our missiles we need lots of calculating machines.”

[. . .]

Khrushchev: “The Americans have created their own
image of the Soviet man and think he is as you want
him to be. But he is not as you think. You think the
Russian people will be dumbfounded to see these
things, but the fact is that newly built Russian houses
have all this equipment right now. Moreover, all you
have to do to get a house is to be born in the Soviet
Union. You are entitled to housing. I was born in the
Soviet Union. So I have a right to a house. In America,
if you don’t have a dollar—you have the right to choose
between sleeping in a house or on the pavement. Yet
you say that we are slaves of communism.”

Nixon: “I appreciate that you are very articulate and
energetic.”

Khrushchev: “Energetic is not the same as wise.”

Nixon: “If you were in our Senate, we would call you a
filibusterer. You do all the talking and don’t let anyone
else talk. To us, diversity, the right to choose, the fact
that we have 1,000 builders building 1,000 different
houses, is the most important thing. We don’t have one
decision made at the top by one government official.
This is the difference.”

Khrushchev: “On political problems we will never agree
with you. For instance Mikoyan likes very peppery
soup. I do not. But this does not mean that we do not
get along.”

Nixon: “You can learn from us and we can learn from
you. There must be a free exchange. Let the people
choose the kind of house, the kind of soup, the kind of
ideas they want.”

Mr. Khrushchev shifted the talk back to washing
machines.

Nixon: “We have many different manufacturers and
many different kinds of washing machines so that the
housewives have a choice.”
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Khrushchev [noting Nixon gazing admiringly at young
women modeling bathing suits and sports clothes]: “You
are for the girls too.”

Nixon [indicating a floor sweeper that works by itself
and other appliances]: “You don’t need a wife.”

Khrushchev chuckled.

Nixon: “We do not claim to astonish the Russian people.
We hope to show our diversity and our right to choose.
We do not wish to have decisions made at the top by
government officials who say that all homes should be
built in the same way. Would it not be better to com-
pete in the relative merits of washing machines than in
the strength of rockets. Is this the kind of competition
you want?”

Khrushchev: “Yes that’s the kind of competition we
want. But your generals say: ‘Let’s compete in rockets.
We are strong and we can beat you.’ But in this respect
we can also show you something.”

Nixon: “To me you are strong and we are strong. In
some ways, you are stronger than we are. In others, we
are stronger. We are both strong not only from the
standpoint of weapons but from the standpoint of will
and spirit. Neither should use that strength to put the
other in a position where he in effect has an ultimatum.
In this day and age that misses the point. With modern
weapons it does not make any difference if war comes.
We both have had it.”

Khrushchev: “For the fourth time I have to say I can-
not recognize my friend Mr. Nixon. If all Americans
agree with you then who don’t we agree [with]? This is
what we want.”

Nixon: “Anyone who believes the American Govern-
ment does not reflect the people is not an accurate
observer of the American scene. I hope the Prime
Minister understands all the implications of what I
have just said. Whether you place either one of the
powerful nations or any other in a position so that they
have no choice but to accept dictation or fight, then
you are playing with the most destructive force in the
world.



“This is very important in the present world context.
It is very dangerous. When we sit down at a conference
table it cannot all be one way. One side cannot put an
ultimatum to another. It is impossible. But I shall talk
to you about this later.”

Khrushchev: “Who is raising an ultimatum?”

Nixon: “We will discuss that later.”

Khrushchev: “If you have raised the questions, why
not go on with it now while it now while the people are
listening? We know something about politics, too. Let
your correspondents compare watches and see who is
filibustering. You put great emphasis on ‘diktat’ [dicta-
tion]. Our country has never been guided by ‘diktat’.
‘Diktat’ is a foolish policy.”

Nixon: “I am talking about it in the international sense.”

Khrushchev: “It sounds to me like a threat. We, too,
are giants. You want to threaten—we will answer
threats with threats.”

Nixon: “That’s not my point. We will never engage in
threats.”

Khrushchev: “You wanted indirectly to threaten me.
But we have the means to threaten too.”

Nixon: “Who wants to threaten?”

Khrushchev: “You are talking about implications. I
have not been. We have the means at our disposal.
Ours are better than yours. It is you who want to com-
pete. Da Da Da.”

Nixon: “We are well aware of that. To me who is best
is not material.”

Khrushchev: “You raised the point. We want peace and
friendship with all nations, especially with America.”

Nixon: “We want peace too and I believe that you do
also.”

Khrushchev: “Yes, I believe that.”
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Nixon: “I see that you want to build a good life. But
I don’t think that the cause of peace is helped by re-
minders that you have greater strength than us because
that is a threat too.”

Khrushchev: “I was answering your words. You chal-
lenged me. Let’s argue fairly.”

Nixon: “My point was that in today’s world it is imma-
terial which of the two great countries at any particular
moment has the advantage. In war, these advantages
are illusory. Can we agree on that?”

Khrushchev: “Not quite. Let’s not beat around the
bush.”

Nixon: “I like the way he talks.”

Khrushchev: “We want to liquidate all bases from for-
eign lands. Until that happens, we will speak different
languages. One who is for putting an end to bases on
foreign lands is for peace. One who is against it is for
war. We have liquidated our forces and offered to make
a peace treaty and eliminate the point of friction in
Berlin. Until we settle that question, we will talk dif-
ferent languages.”

Nixon: “Do you think it can be settled at Geneva?”

Khrushchev: “If we considered it otherwise, we would
not have incurred the expense of sending our foreign
minister to Geneva. Gromyko [foreign minister Andrei
A. Gromyko] is not an idler. He is a very good man.”

Nixon: “We have great respect for Mr. Gromyko.
Some people say he looks like me. I think he is bet-
ter looking. I hope it [the Geneva conference] will be
successful.”

Khrushchev: “It does not depend on us.”

Nixon: “It takes two to make an agreement. You can-
not have it all your own way.”

Khrushchev: “These are questions that have the same
aim. To put an end to the vestiges of war, to make a
peace treaty with Germany—that is what we want. It is



very bad that we quarrel over the question of war and
peace.”

Nixon: “There is no question but that your people and
you want the Government of the United States being
for peace—anyone who thinks that it is not for peace is
not an accurate observer of America. In order to have
peace, Mr. Prime Minister, even in an argument be-
tween friends, there must be sitting down around a
round table. There must be discussion. Each side
must find areas where it looks at the other’s point of
view. The world looks to you today with regard to
Geneva. I believe it would be a grave mistake and a
blow to peace if it were allowed to fail.”

Khrushchev: “That is our understanding as well.”

Nixon: “So this is something. The present position is
stalemate. Ways must be found to discuss it.”

Khrushchev: “The two sides must seek ways of
agreement.”

In the evening, after formal speeches, Mr. Khrushchev
and Mr. Nixon, in departing, stopped by a table laden
with glasses of wine, Mr. Khrushchev proposed a toast
to “elimination of all military bases in foreign lands.”
Mr. Nixon sidestepped, suggested that they drink to
peace instead.

Khrushchev: “We stand for peace and elimination of
bases. Those are our words and they do not conflict with
our deeds. If you are not willing to eliminate bases—
then I won’t drink this toast.”
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Nixon: “I don’t like this wine.”

Khrushchev: “I like this wine but not the policy.”

Nixon: “I have always heard that the Prime Minister is
a vigorous defender of his policy, not only officially but
unofficially.”

Khrushchev: “I defend the real policy, which is to
assure peace. How can peace be assured when we are
surrounded by military bases?”

Nixon: “We will talk about that later. Let’s drink to
talking—as long as we are talking we are not fighting.”

Khrushchev [indicating a waitress]: “Let’s drink to the
ladies!”

Nixon: “We can all drink to the ladies.”

A Waiter: “A hundred years of life to Mr. Khrushchev.”

Nixon: “I will drink to that. We may disagree but we
want you to be in good health.”

Khrushchev: “We accept your hundred years’ pro-
posal. But when I reach 99 we will discuss it further—
why should we be in haste?”

[. . .]

Source: “The Two Worlds: A Day-Long Debate,” New York
Times, 25 July 1959. © 1959 by The New York Times Co.
Reprinted with permission.

71. Nikita Khrushchev: “On Peaceful Coexistence,” October 1959

Introduction
From 1955 onward, Soviet General Secretary Nikita Khrushchev, who succeeded the far less conciliatory and sus-
picious Josef Stalin after the latter’s death in 1953, frequently proclaimed his belief in peaceful coexistence with
the Western powers. This did not imply that he thought communism and capitalism would both endure indefi-
nitely. An orthodox Marxist since his teens, Khrushchev believed that internal weaknesses within capitalist states
would lead them to collapse of their own volition, without any outside encouragement from the Soviet Union or
other communist states. One advantage, from his perspective, was that this outlook left the Soviet Union free to
divert its attention from military spending to the improvement of agriculture and the provision of more consumer
goods for ordinary Russians. Khrushchev’s new approach by no means eliminated all international tensions. He



Primary Source
I have been told that the question of peaceful coexis-
tence of states with different social systems is upper-
most today in the minds of many Americans—and not
only Americans. The question of coexistence, particu-
larly in our day, interests literally every man and woman
on the globe.

We all of us well know that tremendous changes have
taken place in the world. Gone, indeed, are the days
when it took weeks to cross the ocean from one con-
tinent to the other or when a trip from Europe to
America, or from Asia to Africa, seemed a very com-
plicated undertaking. The progress of modern tech-
nology has reduced our planet to a rather small place;
it has even become, in this sense, quite congested.
And if in our daily life it is a matter of considerable
importance to establish normal relations with our
neighbors in a densely inhabited settlement, this is so
much the more necessary in the relations between
states, in particular states belonging to different social
systems.
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You may like your neighbor or dislike him. You are not
obliged to be friends with him or visit him. But you
live side by side, and what can you do if neither you
nor he has any desire to quit the old home and move
to another town? All the more so in relations between
states. It would be unreasonable to assume that you
can make it so hot for your undesirable neighbor that
he will decide to move to Mars or Venus. And vice versa,
of course.

What, then, remains to be done? There may be two
ways out: either war—and war in the rocket and
H-bomb age is fraught with the most dire consequences
for all nations—or peaceful coexistence. Whether you
like your neighbor or not, nothing can be done about
it, you have to find some way of getting on with him,
for you both live on one and the same planet.

But the very concept of peaceful coexistence, it is said,
by its alleged complexity frightens certain people who
have become unaccustomed to trusting their neighbors
and who see a double bottom in each suitcase. People

remained quite willing to use force to maintain Soviet control of its East European satellites, as he did when Soviet
troops intervened to restore order in East Berlin in 1953 and Hungary in 1956. He was also prepared to provoke
international crises, including a protracted dispute over the status and control of West Berlin that lasted from 1958
until the construction of the Berlin Wall in 1962. As he prepared to visit the United States in September 1959, a trip
that he hoped might result in a treaty of peace and friendship with the United States and the expansion of bilateral
trade between the two countries, Khrushchev contributed an article, “On Peaceful Coexistence,” to Foreign Affairs,
the premier and highly prestigious U.S. journal of international relations. He suggested that the only alternative to
peaceful coexistence was full-scale thermonuclear war, which both great powers clearly had an interest in avoiding,
and urged that both powers renounce war as a means of settling international disputes. He contended that peace-
ful coexistence would allow the two rival economic and ideological systems of communism and capitalism to com-
pete as to which could best satisfy human needs, and he reaffirmed his belief that ultimately communism would
prove superior to and vanquish capitalism. Khrushchev put forward several specific demands, asking the West to
recognize the permanence of socialist systems wherever these existed, end all political and economic discrimina-
tion against the Soviet Union and other communist powers, and accept Soviet proposals on the status of Berlin and
Germany that would have effectively left West Berlin under East German control. American officials had made it
clear that if they had no other alternative, they would use nuclear weapons to defend the status quo resulting from
the Potsdam Agreements, whereby West Berlin’s independent status ultimately rested on its continuing postwar
occupation by the United States, Britain, and France. In several public addresses during his visit to the United
States, Khrushchev further affirmed his desire for peace and reiterated his belief that nuclear war had become so
devastating that it was unthinkable. His embrace of peaceful coexistence helped to alleviate Soviet-Western ten-
sions but was also a factor in causing a major breach between the Soviet Union and the Communist People’s
Republic of China (PRC) from the late 1950s onward. PRC leader Mao Zedong, who saw himself as a preeminent
communist theoretician, believed in continuous revolution and publicly claimed that Khrushchev’s efforts to
assuage Western fears represented an unacceptable betrayal of communist ideological purity.



of this kind, on hearing the word “coexistence,” begin
to play around with it in one way and another, sizing it
up and applying various yardsticks to it. Isn’t it a fraud?
Isn’t it a trap? Does not coexistence signify the divi-
sion of the world into areas separated by high fences,
which do not communicate with each other? And what
is going to happen behind those fences?

The more such questions are piled up artificially by
the cold-war mongers, the more difficult it is for the
ordinary man to make head or tail of them. It would
therefore be timely to rid the essence of this question
of all superfluous elements and to attempt to look
soberly at the most pressing problem of our day—the
problem of peaceful competition.

[. . .]

What, then, is the policy of peaceful coexistence?

In its simplest expression it signifies the repudiation of
war as a means of solving controversial issues. How-
ever, this does not cover the entire concept of peaceful
coexistence. Apart from the commitment to non-
aggression, it also presupposes an obligation on the
part of all states to desist from violating each other’s
territorial integrity and sovereignty in any form and
under any pretext whatsoever. The principle of peace-
ful coexistence signifies a renunciation of interference
in the internal affairs of other countries with the object
of altering their system of government or mode of life
or for any other motives. The doctrine of peaceful co-
existence also presupposes that political and economic
relations between countries are to be based upon com-
plete equality of the parties concerned, and on mutual
benefit.

It is often said in the West that peaceful coexistence is
nothing else than a tactical method of the socialist
states. There is not a grain of truth in such allegations.
Our desire for peace and peaceful coexistence is not
conditioned by any time-serving or tactical considera-
tions. It springs from the very nature of socialist society
in which there are no classes or social groups interested
in profiting by war or seizing and enslaving other
people’s territories. The Soviet Union and the other
socialist countries, thanks to their socialist system, have
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an unlimited home market and for this reason they
have no need to pursue an expansionist policy of con-
quest and an effort to subordinate other countries to
their influence.

It is the people who determine the destinies of the
socialist states. The socialist states are ruled by the
working people themselves, the workers and peasants,
the people who themselves create all the material and
spiritual values of society. And people of labor cannot
want war. For to them war spells grief and tears, death,
devastation and misery. Ordinary people have no need
for war.

Contrary to what certain propagandists hostile to us say,
the coexistence of states with different social systems
does not mean that they will only fence themselves off
from one another by a high wall and undertake the
mutual obligation not to throw stones over the wall or
pour dirt upon each other. No! Peaceful coexistence
does not mean merely living side by side in the ab-
sence of war but with the constantly remaining threat
of its breaking out in the future. Peaceful coexistence can
and should develop into peaceful competition for the purpose
of satisfying man’s needs in the best possible way.

We say to the leaders of the capitalist states: Let us try
out in practice whose system is better, let us compete
without war. This is much better than competing in
who will produce more arms and who will smash whom.
We stand and always will stand for such competition
as will help to raise the well-being of the people to a
higher level.

The principle of peaceful competition does not at all
demand that one or another state abandon the system
and ideology adopted by it. It goes without saying that
the acceptance of this principle cannot lead to the
immediate end of disputes and contradictions which are
inevitable between countries adhering to different so-
cial systems. But the main thing is ensured: the states
which decided to adopt the path of peaceful coexis-
tence repudiate the use of force in any form and agree
on a peaceful settlement of possible disputes and con-
flicts, bearing in mind the mutual interests of the parties
concerned. In our age of the H-bomb and atomic tech-
niques this is the main thing of interest to every man.



[. . .]

The Communist Party of the Soviet Union at its
Twentieth Congress made it perfectly clear and obvi-
ous that the allegations that the Soviet Union intends
to overthrow capitalism in other countries by means of
“exporting” revolution are absolutely unfounded. I
cannot refrain from reminding you of my words at the
Twentieth Congress: “It goes without saying that
among us Communists there are no adherents of capi-
talism. But this does not mean that we have interfered
or plan to interfere in the internal affairs of countries
where capitalism still exists. Romain Rolland was right
when he said that ‘freedom is not brought in from
abroad in baggage trains like Bourbons.’ It is ridiculous
to think that revolutions are made to order.”

We Communists believe that the idea of Communism
will ultimately be victorious throughout the world, just
as it has been victorious in our country, in China and
in many other states. Many readers of FOREIGN
AFFAIRS will probably disagree with us. Perhaps they
think that the idea of capitalism will ultimately tri-
umph. It is their right to think so. We may argue, we
may disagree with one another. The main thing is to keep
to the positions of ideological struggle, without resorting to
arms in order to prove that one is right. The point is that
with military techniques what they are today, there are
no inaccessible places in the world. Should a world war
break out, no country will be able to shut itself off from
a crushing blow.

We believe that ultimately that system will be victori-
ous on the globe which will offer the nations greater
opportunities for improving their material and spiritual
life. It is precisely socialism that creates unprecedent-
edly great prospects for the inexhaustible creative
enthusiasm of the masses, for a genuine flourishing of
science and culture, for the realization of man’s dream
of a happy life, a life without destitute and unem-
ployed people, of a happy childhood and tranquil old
age, of the realization of the most audacious and ambi-
tious human projects, of man’s right to create in a truly
free manner in the interests of the people.

But when we say that in the competition between the
two systems, the capitalist and the socialist, our system
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will win, this does not mean, of course, that we shall
achieve victory by interfering in the internal affairs of
the capitalist countries. Our confidence in the victory
of Communism is of a different kind. It is based on a
knowledge of the laws governing the development of
society. Just as in its time capitalism, as the more pro-
gressive system, took the place of feudalism, so will
capitalism be inevitably superseded by Communism—
the more progressive and more equitable social system.
We are confident of the victory of the socialist system
because it is a more progressive system than the capi-
talist system. Soviet power has been in existence for
only a little more than 40 years, and during these years
we have gone through two of the worst wars, repulsing
the attacks of enemies who attempted to strangle us.
Capitalism in the United States has been in existence
for more than a century and a half, and the history of
the United States has developed in such a way that
never once have enemies landed on American territory.

Yet the dynamics of the development of the U.S.S.R.
and the U.S.A. are such that the 42-year-old land of the
Soviets is already able to challenge the 150-year-old
capitalist state to economic competition; and the most
farsighted American leaders are admitting that the
Soviet Union is fast catching up with the United States
and will ultimately outstrip it. Watching the progress
of this competition, anyone can judge which is the
better system, and we believe that in the long run all
the peoples will embark on the path of struggle for the
building of socialist societies.

[. . .]

So we come back to what we started with. In our day
there are only two ways: peaceful coexistence or the
most destructive war in history. There is no third choice.

The problem of peaceful coexistence between states
with different social systems has become particularly
pressing in view of the fact that since the Second
World War the development of relations between states
has entered a new stage, that now we have approached
a period in the life of mankind when there is a real
chance of excluding war once and for all from the life
of society. The new alignment of international forces
which has developed since the Second World War offers



ground for the assertion that a new world war is no
longer a fatal inevitability, that it can be averted.

First, today not only all the socialist states, but many
countries in Asia and Africa which have embarked upon
the road of independent national statehood, and many
other states outside the aggressive military groupings,
are actively fighting for peace.

Secondly, the peace policy enjoys the powerful “sup-
port of the broad masses of the people all over the
world.

Thirdly, the peaceful socialist states are in possession
of very potent material means, which cannot but have
a deterring effect upon the aggressors.

[. . .]

What does the future hold in store for us?

As a result of the fulfillment and overfulfillment of the
present Seven Year Plan of economic development of
the U.S.S.R., as well as of the plans of the other social-
ist countries of Europe and Asia, the countries of the
socialist system will then account for a little more than
half of the world output. Their economic power will
grow immeasurably, and this will help to an even
greater extent to consolidate world peace: the material
might and moral influence of the peace-loving states
will be so great that any bellicose militarist will have to
think ten times before risking going to war. It is the
good fortune of mankind that a community of socialist
states which are not interested in new war has been set
up, because to build socialism and Communism the
socialist countries need peace. Today the community
of socialist countries which has sprung up on the basis
of complete equality holds such a position in the
development of all branches of economy, science and
culture as to be able to exert an influence towards pre-
venting the outbreak of new world wars.

Hence we are already in a practical sense near to that
stage in the life of humanity when nothing will prevent
people from devoting themselves wholly to peaceful
labor, when war will be wholly excluded from the life
of society.
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But if we say that there is no fatal inevitability of war at
present, this by no means signifies that we can rest on
our laurels, fold our arms and bask in the sun in the
hope that an end has been put to wars once and for all.
Those in the West who believe that war is to their
benefit have not yet abandoned their schemes. They
control considerable material forces, as well as military
and political levers, and there is no guarantee that
some tragic day they will not attempt to set them in
motion. That is why it is so much the more necessary
to continue an active struggle in order that the policy
of peaceful coexistence may triumph throughout the
world not in words but in deeds.

Of much importance, of course, is the fact that this
policy has in our day merited not only the widest moral
approval but also international legal recognition. The
countries of the socialist camp in their relations with
the capitalist states are guided precisely by this policy.
The principles of peaceful coexistence are reflected
in the decisions of the Bandung Conference of Asian
and African countries. Furthermore, many countries of
Europe, Asia and Africa have solemnly proclaimed this
principle as the basis of their foreign policy. Finally,
the idea of peaceful coexistence has found unanimous
support in the decisions of the twelfth and thirteenth
sessions of the United Nations General Assembly.

[. . .]

What, then, is preventing us from making the principles
of peaceful coexistence an unshakable international
standard and daily practice in the relations between
the West and East?

Of course, different answers may be given to this ques-
tion. But in order to be frank to the end, we should also
say the following: It is necessary that everybody should
understand the irrevocable fact that the historic process is
irreversible. It is impossible to bring back yesterday. It
is high time to understand that the world of the twen-
tieth century is not the world of the nineteenth century,
that two diametrically opposed social and economic
systems exist in the world today side by side, and that
the socialist system, in spite of all the attacks upon it,
has grown so strong, has developed into such a force, as
to make any return to the past impossible.



[. . .]

We have always considered the Americans realistic
people. All the more are we astonished to find that
leading representatives of the United States still num-
ber in their midst individuals who insist on their own
way in the face of the obvious failure of the policy of
“rolling back” Communism. But is it not high time to
take a sober view of things and to draw conclusions
from the lessons of the last 15 years? Is it not yet clear
to everybody that consistent adherence to the policy of
peaceful coexistence would make it possible to improve
the international situation, to bring about a drastic cut
in military expenditures and to release vast material
resources for wiser purposes?

[. . .]

It is readily seen that the policy of peaceful coexistence
receives a firm foundation only with increase in exten-
sive and absolutely unrestricted international trade. It
can be said without fear of exaggeration that there is
no good basis for improvement of relations between
our countries other than development of international
trade.

If the principle of peaceful coexistence of states is to
be adhered to, not in words, but in deeds, it is perfectly
obvious that no ideological differences should be an
obstacle to the development and extension of mutu-
ally advantageous economic contacts, to the exchange
of everything produced by human genius in the sphere
of peaceful branches of material production.

[. . .]

Peaceful coexistence is the only way which is in keep-
ing with the interests of all nations. To reject it would
mean under existing conditions to doom the whole
world to a terrible and destructive war at a time when
it is fully possible to avoid it.

Is it possible that when mankind has advanced to a
plane where it has proved capable of the greatest dis-
coveries and of making its first steps into outer space,
it should not be able to use the colossal achievements
of its genius for the establishment of a stable peace, for
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the good of man, rather than for the preparation of
another war and for the destruction of all that has been
created by its labor over many millenniums? Reason
refuses to believe this. It protests.

The Soviet people have stated and declare again that
they do not want war. If the Soviet Union and the
countries friendly to it are not attacked, we shall never
use any weapons either against the United States or
against any other countries. We do not want any hor-
rors of war, destruction, suffering and death for our-
selves or for any other peoples. We say this not because
we fear anyone. Together with our friends, we are
united and stronger than ever. But precisely because
of that do we say that war can and should be pre-
vented. Precisely because we want to rid mankind of
war, we urge the Western powers to peaceful and lofty
competition. We say to all: Let us prove to each other
the advantages of one’s own system not with fists, not
by war, but by peaceful economic competition in con-
ditions of peaceful coexistence.

As for the social system in some state or other, that is
the domestic affair of the people of each country. We
always have stood and we stand today for non-interfer-
ence in the internal affairs of other countries. We have
always abided, and we shall abide, by these positions.
The question, for example, what system will exist in
the United States or in other capitalist countries can-
not be decided by other peoples or states. This ques-
tion can and will be decided only by the American
people themselves, only by the people of each country.

The existence of the Soviet Union and of the other
socialist countries is a real fact. It is also a real fact that
the United States of America and the other capitalist
countries live in different social conditions, in the con-
ditions of capitalism. Then let us recognize this real
situation and proceed from it in order not to go against
reality, against life itself. Let us not try to change this
situation by interferences from without, by means of
war on the part of some states against other states.

I repeat, there is only one way to peace, one way out of
the existing tension: peaceful coexistence.

Source: Nikita Khrushchev, “On Peaceful Coexistence,”
Foreign Affairs 38(1) (1959): 1–18.



Primary Source
[. . .]

As I have traveled through the Union I have found
everywhere, as I expected, a deep preoccupation with
what is happening in the rest of the African continent.
I understand and sympathize with your interest in
these events, and your anxiety about them.

Ever since the break-up of the Roman Empire one of
the constant facts of political life in Europe has been
the emergence of independent nations. They have
come into existence over the centuries in different
shapes with different forms of government. But all
have been inspired with a keen feeling of nationalism,
which has grown as nations have grown.

In the twentieth century, and especially since the end
of the war, the processes which gave birth to the
nation-states of Europe have been repeated all over
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the world. We have seen the awakening of national con-
sciousness in peoples who have for centuries lived in
dependence on some other power.

Fifteen years ago this movement spread through Asia.
Many countries there, of different races and civiliza-
tions, pressed their claim to an independent national
life.

Today the same thing is happening in Africa. The
most striking of all the impressions I have formed
since I left London a month ago is of the strength of
different places. It may take different forms but it is
happening everywhere. The wind of change is blow-
ing through the continent.

Whether we like it or not, this growth of national con-
sciousness is a political fact. We must all accept it as a
fact. Our national policies must take account of it.

72. Harold Macmillan: “Winds of Change,” Cape Town, South Africa, 
3 February 1960

Introduction
Decolonization of the Western empires was a major development of the Cold War period, with both the Soviet
Union and the United States competing for the loyalty of these newly independent nations. European states often
found that maintaining their colonial position, especially when faced with strong and often violent nationalist oppo-
sition movements, was too burdensome and expensive. This was particularly the case since, after World War II, the
forcible imposition of one nation’s rule over another, especially when the colonizers were generally white and the
colonized were Asians or Africans, became increasingly unacceptable on the international scene. During the 1950s,
the majority of European colonies in Asia became independent countries. In the 1960s, the focus switched to the
continent of Africa, divided among the European nations during the late nineteenth century and still largely under
colonial rule at the beginning of the decade. Conservative British Prime Minister Harold Macmillan gave great
impetus to the process when, at the end of a lengthy tour of Africa, he addressed the South African houses of par-
liament in February 1960, famously stating that a nationalist “wind of change” was blowing throughout the conti-
nent, as the various African colonies demanded their independence. He also took the opportunity to criticize, albeit
in relatively tactful terms, the racial segregationist policies known as apartheid introduced in South Africa since
World War II, and his remarks provoked a bitter response from South African Prime Minister Henrik Verwoerd.
Macmillan’s speech inaugurated a decade during which most of Britain’s African colonies, together with those ruled
by other Western powers, including France and Belgium, were granted independence and established govern-
ments dominated by local Africans, although in Rhodesia (present-day Zimbabwe) resentful white settlers unilat-
erally declared independence in 1965 and black majority rule was not introduced until 1980. Despite Macmillan’s
pleas for greater racial harmony in South Africa, for several more decades that country followed racially repressive
and segregationist policies, which were enforced with considerable violence. Apartheid was not dismantled until
1992, and a black majority government only came into existence in 1994.



Of course, you understand this as well as anyone. You
are sprung from Europe, the home of nationalism. And
here in Africa you have yourselves created a full
nation—a new nation. Indeed, in the history of our
times yours will be recorded as the first of the African
nationalisms.

And this tide of national consciousness which is now
rising in Africa is a fact for which you and we and the
other nations of the western world are ultimately
responsible.

For its causes are to be found in the achievement of
western civilization in pushing forward the frontiers of
knowledge, applying science in the service of human
needs, expanding food production, speeding and mul-
tiplying means of communication, and, above all,
spreading education.

As I have said, the growth of national consciousness
in Africa is a political fact and we must accept it as
such. I sincerely believe that if we cannot do so, we
may imperil the precarious balance of east and west on
which the peace of the world depends.

The world today is divided into three great groups.
First, there are what we call the western Powers. You
in South Africa and we in Britain belong to this group,
together with our friends and allies in other parts of the
Commonwealth, in the United States of America, and
in Europe.

Secondly, there are the Communists—Russia and her
satellites in Europe and China, whose population will
rise by 1970 to the staggering total of 800 million.
Thirdly, there are those parts of the world whose people
are at present uncommitted either to Communism or
to our western ideas. In this context we think first of
Asia and of Africa.

As I see it, the great issue in this second half of the
twentieth century is whether the uncommitted peoples
of Asia and Africa will swing to the east or to the west.
Will they be drawn into the Communist camp? Or will
the great experiments in self-government that are now
being made in Asia and Africa, especially within the
Commonwealth, prove so successful, and by their ex-
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ample so compelling, that the balance will come down
in favour of freedom and order and justice?

The struggle is joined and it is a struggle for the minds
of men. What is now on trial is much more than our
military strength or our diplomatic and administrative
skill. It is our way of life.

The uncommitted nations want to see before they
choose. What can we show them to help them choose
aright? Each of the independent members of the Com-
monwealth must answer that question for itself.

It is the basic principle for our modern Commonwealth
that we respect each other’s sovereignty in matters of
internal policy. At the same time, we must recognize
that, today, the internal policies of one nation may
have effects outside it. We may sometimes be tempted
to say to each other, “Mind your own business.” But in
these days I would myself expand the old saying so
that it runs, “Mind your own business, but mind how it
affects my business, too.”

Let me be very frank with you, my friends. What
Governments and Parliaments in the United Kingdom
have done since the war in according independence to
India, Pakistan, Ceylon, Malaya, and Ghana, and what
they will do for Nigeria and the other countries now
nearing independence—all this, though we take full
and sole responsibility for it, we do in the belief that it
is the only way to establish the future of the Common-
wealth and of the free world on sound foundations.

All this, of course, is also of deep and close concern to
you, for nothing we do in this small world can be done
in a corner or remain hidden. What we do today in West,
Central, and East Africa becomes known to everyone in
the Union, whatever his language, colour, or tradition.

Let me assure you in all friendliness that we are well
aware of this, and that we have acted and will act with
full knowledge of the responsibility we have to you
and to all our friends. Nevertheless, I am sure you will
agree that in our own areas of responsibility we must
each do what we think right. What we think right
derives from long experience, both of failure and suc-
cess, in the management of our own affairs.



We have tried to learn and apply the lessons of both.
Our judgment of right and wrong and of justice is
rooted in the same soil as yours—in Christianity and
in the rule of law as the basis of a free society.

This experience of our own explains why it has been
our aim, in countries for which we have borne respon-
sibility, not only to raise the material standards of liv-
ing but to create a society which respects the right of
individuals—a society in which men are given the
opportunity to grow to their full stature, and that must
in our view include the opportunity to have an in-
creasing share in political power and responsibility; a
society in which individual merit, and individual merit
alone, is the criterion for man’s advancement whether
political or economic.

Finally, in countries inhabited by several different races,
it has been our aim to find the means by which the
community can become more of a community, and fel-
lowship can be fostered between its various parts.

This problem is by no means confined to Africa, nor
is it always the problem of the European minority. In
Malaya, for instance, though there are Indian and
European minorities, Malays and Chinese make up the
great bulk of the population, and the Chinese are not
much fewer in numbers than Malays. Yet these two
peoples must learn to live together in harmony and
unity, and the strength of Malaya as a nation will de-
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pend on the different contributions which the two
races can make.

The attitude of the United Kingdom Government
towards this problem was clearly expressed by the For-
eign Secretary, Mr. Selwyn Lloyd, speaking at the
United Nations General Assembly on September 17,
1959. These are his words:—

“In those territories where different races or tribes live
side by side, the task is to ensure that all the people
may enjoy security and freedom and the chance to
contribute as individuals to the progress and well being
of these countries. We reject the idea of any inherent
superiority of one race over another. Our policy there-
fore is non-racial. It offers a future in which Africans,
Europeans, Asians, the peoples of the Pacific, and
others with whom we are concerned, will all play their
full part as citizens in the countries where they live
and in which feelings of race will be submerged in loy-
alty to the new nations.”

I have thought you would wish me to state plainly and
with full candour the policy for which we in Britain
stand.

[. . .]

Source: “Mr. Macmillan’s Appeal to South Africans,” Lon-
don Times, 4 February 1960.

73. Soviet Statement on the U-2 Crisis, May 1960

Introduction
In May 1960 the Soviet capture of a U.S. U-2 spy plane on an espionage mission over Soviet territory provoked an
international crisis and effectively aborted a major summit meeting between President Dwight D. Eisenhower and
Soviet leader Nikita Khrushchev. On 1 May 1960 a Soviet missile battery shot down an American U-2 surveillance
plane deep over Soviet territory, capturing the pilot, Francis Gary Powers, alive and obtaining his public confession
that he had undertaken an espionage mission planned by the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA). Between 1956
and 1960 the United States used the light, jet-powered sailplane to make twenty to thirty high-altitude photo-
graphic reconnaissance flights along an arc that ran from Pakistan to Norway, violating Soviet airspace but provid-
ing vital information on the number, strength, and location of Soviet nuclear missiles and other weapons.
Numerous other less-controversial missions were flown along the Soviet borders. Pilots, who could rejoin the Amer-
ican military without loss of seniority after their tour, were officially employed by Lockheed and were attached to
a Weather Observation Squadron based in Turkey and making heavy use of bases in Pakistan. The United States
initially denied any espionage, claiming that a meteorological observation flight had accidentally violated Soviet



Primary Source
A provocative act is known to have been committed
recently with regard to the Soviet Union by the Amer-
ican Air Force. It consisted in the fact that on May 1 a
United States military reconnaissance aircraft invaded
the Soviet Union while executing a specific espionage
mission to obtain information on military and indus-
trial installations on the territory of the U.S.S.R. After
the aggressive purpose of its flight became known, the
aircraft was shot down by units of the Soviet rocket
troops. Unfortunately, this was not the only case of ag-
gressive and espionage actions by the United States
Air Force against the Soviet Union.

Naturally, the Soviet Government was compelled to
give appropriate qualification to these acts and show
up their treacherous nature, which is incompatible
with the elementary requirements of the maintenance
of normal relations between states in time of peace,
not to speak of its being in gross contradiction to the
task of lessening international tension and creating the
necessary conditions for the fruitful work of the sum-
mit conferences. This was done both in my speeches
at the session of the Supreme Soviet of the U.S.S.R.
and in a special note of protest sent to the United States
Government.

At first, the United States State Department launched
the ridiculous version that the American plane had vio-
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lated the borders of the U.S.S.R. by accident and had
no espionage or sabotage assignments. When irrefu-
table facts clearly proved the falsity of this version, the
United States State Department on May 7, and then
the Secretary of State on May 9, stated on behalf of the
United States Government that American aircraft made
incursions into the Soviet Union with military espi-
onage aims in accordance with a program endorsed by
the United States Government and by the President,
personally.

Two days later, President Eisenhower himself con-
firmed that execution of flights of American aircraft
over the territory of the Soviet Union had been and
remained the calculated policy of the United States.
The same was declared by the United States Govern-
ment in a note to the Soviet Government on May 12.
Thereby the United States Government is crudely
flouting the universally accepted standards of interna-
tional law and the lofty principles of the United
Nations Charter, under which stands the signature of
the United States of America also.

The Soviet Government and the entire people of the
Soviet Union met these declarations of leading states-
men of the U.S.A. with indignation, as did every hon-
est man and woman in the world who displays concern
for the destinies of peace.

[. . .]

airspace, but on 7 May Soviet authorities revealed that Powers was alive and had not only told his captors of his CIA
affiliation but also provided numerous details of his espionage mission and the program of which it was part.
Turkey, Pakistan, and Norway all protested publicly to the United States over the involvement of their facilities in
the American surveillance program. Ignoring Soviet hints that he should disavow all knowledge of the operation,
Eisenhower took full responsibility, arguing that failure to do so would suggest that as chief executive he was
incompetent to control his own government. He declined to promise to cease all such flights or publicly apologize
for them. The capture of Powers effectively derailed Eisenhower’s hopes that before he left office in early 1961, the
United States and the Soviet Union might conclude a nuclear test ban treaty and settle their ongoing dispute over
West Berlin, which Khrushchev claimed should be entirely under East German control. In early 1960 the two
superpowers and Britain progressed steadily toward acceptable treaty terms, expecting to finalize the agreement at
a May 1960 Paris summit meeting between Eisenhower and Khrushchev. An atmosphere of acute hostility per-
vaded the summit, no progress was made toward the contemplated treaty, and Eisenhower left after two days. Even
so, each side made certain conciliatory gestures. Khrushchev affirmed continuing Soviet support for peaceful co-
existence and arms control negotiations, while Eisenhower stated that the espionage flights, although not formally
abandoned, had been suspended and likewise reiterated his support for disarmament negotiations. Despite fre-
quent crises and confrontations, in practice the two great powers had a mutual interest in communicating with each
other and limiting the nuclear arms race.



The Soviet Government reserves the right in all such
cases to take the appropriate retaliatory measures
against those who violate the state sovereignty of the
U.S.S.R. and engage in such espionage and sabotage
regarding the Soviet Union. The U.S.S.R. Government
reiterates that, with regard to those states that, by mak-
ing their territory available for America military bases,
become accomplices in aggressive actions against the
U.S.S.R., the appropriate measures will also be taken,
not excluding a blow against these bases.

In this connection it is impossible to ignore the state-
ment by President Eisenhower to the effect that under
the threat of a peace treaty with the German Demo-
cratic Republic he could not take part in the summit
conference, though what he called a threat was merely
the declaration by the Soviet Government of its firm
resolve to do away with the vestiges of war in Europe
and conclude a peace, and thus to bring the situation—
particularly in West Berlin—in line with the require-
ments of life and the interests of insuring the peace
and security of the European nations.

How then can the Soviet Government take part in
negotiations under conditions of an actual threat
emanating from the United States Government which
declared that it would continue to violate the U.S.S.R.
borders and that American aircraft had flown and
would continue to fly over the Soviet Union’s territory?
The United States government has thereby declared
its intention to continue unheard of and unprece-
dented actions directed against the sovereignty of the
Soviet state, which constitutes a sacred and immutable
principle in international relations.

[. . .]

It stands to reason that if the United States Govern-
ment were to declare that in the future the United
States will not violate the state borders of the U.S.S.R.
with its aircraft, that it deplores the provocative actions
undertaken in the past and will punish those directly
guilty of such actions, which would assure the Soviet
Union equal conditions with other powers, I, as head of
the Soviet Government, would be ready to participate
in the conference and exert all efforts to contribute to
its success.
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As a result of the provocative flights of American mili-
tary aircraft and, above all, as a result of such provoca-
tive flights being declared national policy of the United
States of America for the future in regard to the Social-
ist countries, new conditions have appeared in inter-
national relationships.

Naturally, under such conditions, we cannot work at
the conference; we cannot because we see the posi-
tions from which it is intended to talk with us: under
the threat of aggressive reconnaissance flights. Espi-
onage flights are known to be undertaken with recon-
naissance purposes with the object of starting a war.
We, therefore, reject the conditions the United States
of America is creating for us. We cannot participate in
any negotiations and in the solution of even those ques-
tions which have already matured; we cannot because
we see that the United States has no desire to reach a
settlement.

It is considered to be a leader in the Western countries.
Therefore, the conference would at present be a useless
waste of time and a deception of the public opinion of
all countries. I repeat, we cannot under the obtaining
situation take part in the negotiations.

We want to participate in the talks only on an equal
footing, with equal opportunities for both one and the
other side.

We consider it necessary for the peoples of all the
countries of the world to understand us correctly. The
Soviet Union is not renouncing efforts to achieve agree-
ment. And we are sure that reasonable agreements are
possible, but, evidently, not at this but at another time.

For this, however, it is necessary first of all that the
United States admits that the provocative policy it has
declared by a policy of “unrestricted” flights over our
country is to be condemned and that it rejects it and
admits that it has committed aggression and admits
that it regrets it.

[. . .]

The Soviet Union on its part, will not lessen its effort
to reach an agreement. I think that public opinion will



correctly understand our position, will understand that
we were deprived of the possibility to participate in
these negotiations.

However, we firmly believe in the necessity of peace-
ful coexistence because to lose faith in peaceful co-
existence would mean to doom mankind to war, would
mean to agree with the inevitability of wars, and under
the circumstances it is known what disasters would be
brought by a war to all nations on our planet.

I wish to address the people of the United States of
America. I was in the U.S.A. and met there with vari-
ous sections of the American people and I am deeply
convinced that all the strata of the American people do
not want war. An exception constitutes but a small
frantic group in the Pentagon and, supporting it, mili-
tarist quarters that benefit from the armaments race,
gaining huge profits, which disregard the interests of
the American people and in general the interests of the
peoples of all countries, and which pursue an adven-
turous policy.

[. . .]
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We regret that this meeting has been torpedoed by the
reactionary circles of the United States of America by
provocative flights of American military planes over the
Soviet Union.

We regret that this meeting has not brought about the
results expected by all nations of the world.

Let the disgrace and responsibility for this rest with
those who have proclaimed a bandit polity toward the
Soviet Union.

[. . .]

The Soviet Government states that on its part it will
continue to do its utmost to facilitate the relaxation of
international tension, to facilitate the solution of prob-
lems that still divide us today. In that we shall be
guided by the interests of strengthening the great cause
of peace on the basis of peaceful coexistence of states
with different social systems.

Source: “Text of Khrushchev Statement on Summit and the
Plane Case,” New York Times, 17 May 1960.

74. Dwight D. Eisenhower: U-2 Incident Speech, 25 May 1960

Introduction
On 1 May 1960, the Soviet Union shot down an American U-2 reconnaissance plane flying at high altitude over
Soviet territory. Although U.S. officials initially tried to pass the mission off as a weather flight, they were later com-
pelled to publicly admit that the pilot, Francis Gary Powers, had been spying on the Soviet Union. Two weeks
later, U.S. President Dwight D. Eisenhower and Soviet Premier Nikita Khrushchev met in Paris for a previously
arranged summit meeting. The U-2 incident greatly heightened tensions at the meeting, however, especially as
Eisenhower refused to apologize for the U.S. spying missions and even admitted that they had been going on for
more than four years. Khrushchev ended the talks abruptly and left Paris in a rage. Back in the United States, on
25 May 1960 Eisenhower delivered this address to the nation regarding the entire episode.

Primary Source
My Fellow Americans:

Tonight I want to talk with you about the remarkable
events last week in Paris, and their meaning to our
future.

[. . .]

Our safety, and that of the free world, demand, of
course, effective systems for gathering information
about the military capabilities of other powerful nations,
especially 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.



This has long been one of my most serious preoccupa-
tions. It is part of my grave responsibility within the
overall problem of protecting the American people, to
guard ourselves and our allies against surprise attack.

During the period leading up to World War II, we
learned from bitter experience the imperative neces-
sity of a continuous gathering of intelligence informa-
tion, the maintenance of military communications and
contact, and alertness of command.

An additional word seems appropriate about this mat-
ter of communications and command. While the secre-
tary of defense and I were in Paris, we were, of course,
away from our normal command posts. He recom-
mended that under the circumstances we test the
continuing readiness of our military communications. I
personally approved. Such tests are valuable and will
be frequently repeated in the future.

Moreover, as President, charged by the Constitution
with the conduct of America’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 approv-
ing all the various programs undertaken by our govern-
ment 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 ourselves 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 flights several years ago. Only last week, in
this Paris press conference, Chairman Khrushchev con-
firmed 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
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then see any reason to refuse to confer with American
representatives. This he did only about the flight that
unfortunately failed, on May 1, far inside Russia.

Now, two questions have been raised about this par-
ticular flight: first, as to its timing, considering the
imminence of the summit meeting; second, our initial
statements when we learned the flight had failed.

As to the timing, the question was really whether to
halt the program and thus forgo the gathering of im-
portant information that was essential and that was
likely 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. Inci-
dentally, 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 mis-
sion, 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 destroyed. Protection of
our intelligence system and the pilot, and concealment
of the plane’s mission, seemed imperative. It must be
remembered that over a long period these flights had
given us information of the greatest importance to the
nation’s security. In fact, their success has been noth-
ing short of remarkable.

For these reasons, what is known in intelligence circles
as a “covering statement” was issued. It was issued on
assumptions that were later proved incorrect. Conse-
quently, when later the status of the pilot was defi-
nitely established and there was no further possibility
of avoiding exposure of the project, the factual details
were set forth.

I then made two facts clear to the public: First, our
program of aerial reconnaissance had been undertaken
with my approval; second, this government is compelled



to keep abreast, by one means or another, of military
activities of the Soviets, just as their government has
for years engaged in espionage activities in our country
and throughout the world. Our necessity to proceed
with such activities was also asserted by our secretary of
state, who, however, had been careful—as was I—not
to say that these particular flights would be continued.

In fact, before leaving Washington I had directed that
these U-2 flights be stopped. Clearly their usefulness
was impaired. Moreover, continuing this particular
activity in these new circumstances could not but com-
plicate the relations of certain of our allies with the
Soviets. And of course, new techniques, other than air-
craft, are constantly being developed.

Now, I wanted no public announcement of this deci-
sion until I could personally disclose it at the summit
meeting in conjunction with certain proposals I had
prepared for the conference.

At my first Paris meeting with Mr. Khrushchev, and
before his tirade was made public, I informed him of
this discontinuance and the character of the construc-
tive proposals I planned to make. These contemplated
the establishment of a system of aerial surveillance
operated by the United Nations. The day before the
first scheduled meeting, Mr. Khrushchev had advised
President de Gaulle and Prime Minister Macmillan
that he would make certain demands upon the United
States as a precondition for beginning a summit con-
ference. Although the United States was the only power
against which he expressed his displeasure, he did not
communicate this information to me. I was, of course,
informed by our allies.

At the four-power meeting on Monday morning, he
demanded of the United States four things: first, con-
demnation of U-2 flights as a method of espionage;
second, assurance that they would not be continued;
third, a public apology on behalf of the United States;
and, fourth, punishment of all those who had any re-
sponsibility respecting this particular mission.

I replied by advising the Soviet leader that I had, dur-
ing the previous week, stopped these flights and that
they would not be resumed. I offered also to discuss the
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matter with him in personal meetings, while the regu-
lar 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 indig-
nation 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 Soviets had decided even
before the Soviet delegation left Moscow that my trip
to the Soviet Union should be canceled and that noth-
ing constructive from their viewpoint would come out
of the summit conference.

In evaluating the results, however, I think we must not
write the record all in red ink. There are several things
to be written in the black. Perhaps the Soviet action has
turned the clock back in some measure, but it should
be noted that Mr. Khrushchev did not go beyond
invective—a timeworn Soviet device to achieve an
immediate objective, in this case, the wrecking of the
conference.

On our side, at Paris, we demonstrated once again
America’s willingness, and that of her allies, always to go
the extra mile in behalf of peace. Once again Soviet
intransigence reminded us all of the unpredictability of
despotic rule and the need for those who work for free-
dom to stand together in determination and in strength.

The conduct of our allies was magnificent. My col-
leagues and friends—President de Gaulle and Prime
Minister Macmillan—stood sturdily with the American
delegation in spite of persistent Soviet attempts to
split the Western group. The NATO meeting after the
Paris conference showed unprecedented unity and sup-
port for the alliance and for the position taken at the
summit meeting. I salute our allies for us all.

And now, most importantly, what about the future?

All of us know that, whether started deliberately or
accidentally, global war would leave civilization in a
shambles. This is as true of the Soviet system as of all
others. In a nuclear war there can be no victors—only



losers. Even despots understand this. Mr. Khrushchev
stated last week that he well realizes that general
nuclear war would bring catastrophe for both sides.
Recognition of this mutual destructive capability is the
basic reality of our present relations. Most assuredly,
however, this does not mean that we shall ever give up
trying to build a more sane and hopeful reality—a bet-
ter foundation for our common relations.

To do this, here are the policies we must follow, and to
these I am confident the great majority of our people,
regardless of party, give their support:

First, we must keep up our strength, and hold it steady
for the long pull—a strength not neglected in compla-
cency nor overbuilt in hysteria. So doing, we can make
it clear to everyone that there can be no gain in the use
of pressure tactics or aggression against us and our allies.

Second, we must continue businesslike dealings with
the Soviet leaders on outstanding issues, and improve
the contacts between our own and the Soviet peoples,
making clear that the path of reason and common
sense is still open if the Soviets will but use it.

Third, to improve world conditions in which human
freedom can flourish, we must continue to move ahead
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with positive programs at home and abroad, in collabo-
ration with free nations everywhere. In doing so, we
shall continue to give our strong support to the United
Nations and the great principles for which it stands.

Now as to the first of these purposes—our defenses are
sound. They are tailored to the situation confronting
us. Their adequacy has been my primary concern for
these past seven years—indeed, throughout my adult
life. In no respect have the composition and size of our
forces been based on or affected by any Soviet bland-
ishment. Nor will they be. We will continue to carry
forward the great improvements already planned in
these forces. They will be kept ready and under con-
stant review. Any changes made necessary by techno-
logical advances or world events will be recommended
at once.

This strength—by far the most potent on earth—is, I
emphasize, for deterrent, defensive, and retaliatory pur-
poses only without threat or aggressive intent toward
anyone.

Source: Dwight D. Eisenhower, Public Papers of the Presi-
dents of the United States: Dwight D. Eisenhower, 1960–1961
(Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1961),
437–446.

75. Nikita Khrushchev: Speech on Decolonization,
23 September 1960

Introduction
On 23 September 1960, Soviet Premier Nikita Khrushchev delivered a speech before the General Assembly of the
United Nations (UN) that set forth the Soviet position on a variety of outstanding international issues. Khrushchev
enthusiastically endorsed decolonization efforts around the globe, representing himself as the champion of free-
dom, liberty, and self-determination. In truth, he encouraged decolonization because he knew that it would under-
mine the power of Great Britain and France, both of which were in the process of dismantling large overseas
empires. Most important, the Soviet Union saw the political instability that almost always followed decolonization
as an opportunity to spread communism around the world. Many decolonizing and newly independent countries
resented their former domination by Western powers, and such nationalist sentiments often inclined them to turn
toward the Soviet Union for assistance. Within the UN itself, the growing numbers of independent Asian, African,
and Middle Eastern states often functioned as an anti-Western voting bloc, enabling the Soviet Union to put pres-
sure on its international opponents. Besides expressing his support for decolonization, Khrushchev also took the
opportunity offered by his UN address to condemn overflights of the Soviet Union by American U-2 photographic
spy planes, recalling how when Russian antiaircraft batteries downed one of these aircraft the previous May, he had



Primary Source
Our century is the century of the struggle for freedom,
the century in which nations are liberating themselves
from foreign domination. The peoples desire a worth-
while life and are fighting to secure it.

[. . .]

The peoples of all countries—workers, peasants, intel-
lectuals and the bourgeoisie, excluding a small handful
of militarists and monopolists—want not war but peace,
and peace alone. And if, therefore, the peoples actively
fight to tie the hands of the militarist and monopolist
circles, peace can be ensured. . . . 

No one can dispute the fact that the Soviet Union has
been unsparing in its efforts to ensure the continuation
of this welcome trend in the development of inter-
national relations. But the sinister forces which profit
from the maintenance of international tension are cling-
ing tenaciously to their positions. Though only a hand-
ful of individuals is involved, they are quite powerful
and exert a strong influence on the policy of their re-
spective States. A major effort is therefore required to
break their resistance. As soon as the policy of causing
international tension begins to yield tangible results,
they immediately resort to extreme measures in order
to ensure that the people should feel no relief; they
strain every nerve to plunge the world back again and
again into an atmosphere of gloom and to exacerbate
international tension.

We saw a dangerous manifestation of the work of these
forces last spring when the aircraft of one of the largest
State Members of the United Nations, the United
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States of America, treacherously invaded the air space
of the Soviet Union and that of other States. What is
more, the United States has elevated such violations of
international law into a principle of deliberate State
policy.

The aggressive intrusion into our country by a United
States aircraft and the whole course of the United
States Government’s subsequent behaviour showed the
peoples that they were dealing with a calculated policy
on the part of the United States Government, which
was trying to substitute brigandage for international law
and treachery for honest negotiations between sover-
eign and equal States. . . . 

The flights by the United States spy aircraft are also
instructive in another respect. They have shown us the
danger to peace presented by the network of United
States bases in which dozens of States in Europe, Asia,
Africa and Latin America are enmeshed.

Like a deep-seated form of acute infection in a living
organism, these bases disrupt the normal political and
economic life of the States upon which they have been
foisted. They hinder the establishment of normal rela-
tions between those States and their neighbours. How,
indeed, can there be any question of normal relations
if the people of these neighbouring countries cannot
sleep peacefully, if they have to live with the threat of
being subjected to an annihilating blow whenever the
United States militarists take it into their heads to
embark on fresh acts of provocation? . . . 

United States relations with Cuba are illuminating. As
you know, before the victory of the popular revolution,

aborted his Paris summit meeting with President Dwight D. Eisenhower. Khrushchev also assailed the United
States for its opposition to the new revolutionary regime of Fidel Castro in Cuba, charging that Cuba’s economic
backwardness was the product of decades of exploitation by American business. Predictably but with little hope of
success, Khrushchev called for the reunification of both Germany and Korea on terms that would facilitate com-
munist domination of such united states. He also suggested that the UN should be headed not by one secretary-
general but by a three-man executive, one each from the capitalist, communist, and neutral blocs. Perhaps most
significantly, the Soviet leader appealed for the resumption of disarmament negotiations, which had stalled the pre-
vious year. Although his proposals for the complete elimination of all means of delivering nuclear weapons were
unlikely to appeal to the Western powers, the fact that he raised the subject was evidence of the fact that neither
Soviet nor Western leaders could afford to ignore the enormously destructive power of such weapons but were
effectively compelled to find some means of bringing this under control.



all branches of the Cuban economy were wholly dom-
inated by United States monopolies which earned vast
profits from exploiting the working people of Cuba
and the wealth of their fertile soil.

Some people in the United States occasionally like to
boast that the standard of living in their country is
higher than that in other countries. There is no gain-
saying the fact that the standard of living in the United
States is now higher than in Cuba, but why is that so?
Is it because the Cuban people are less industrious or
because the Cuban soil is less fertile? No, this of
course is not the reason. The Cuban people are well
known for their industry and for their attachment to
their country and to their soil. The explanation is en-
tirely different. For many years the fruits of the Cuban
people’s toil were enjoyed not by the Cuban people
but by United States monopolies. Is it therefore sur-
prising that in 1958, for example, the per capita income
in Cuba was 6.5 times lower than in the United States?
This telling fact speaks for itself. . . . 

We are all witnesses to the fact that many peoples are
being continually subjected to hostile acts and crude
pressure by a certain group of States which seek to set
at naught the legitimate interests and rights of other
countries. This is why the international situation is
fraught with acute conflicts, the danger of which is
intensified by the mounting arms race.

[. . .]

As regards the Soviet Union, I can say frankly that we
are glad to see a great number of new States making
their appearance in the United Nations. We have always
opposed and we shall continue to oppose any curtail-
ment of the rights of peoples who have won their
national independence. We share with these States the
desire to preserve and strengthen peace, to create on
our planet conditions for the peaceful coexistence and
co-operation of countries regardless of their political
and social structure, in accordance with the peaceful
principles proclaimed at the Conference of African and
Asia States at Bandung. The facts show that the liber-
ation of nations and peoples under colonial domination
leads to an improvement in international relations, an
increase in international co-operation and the rein-
forcement of world peace. . . . 
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It would be difficult to exaggerate the vast signifi-
cance which the abolition of the colonial system would
have for the entire world. Everyone knows that the
economies of the colonies and the Trust Territories are
at present subordinated to the mercenary interests of
foreign monopolies, and the industrialization of these
countries is being deliberately impeded. Imagine that
the situation has changed and that these countries and
territories, having become independent, are in a posi-
tion to make ample use of their rich natural resources
and to proceed with their industrialization, and that a
better life has begun for their peoples. This would
lead to a tremendous growth in the capacity of the
world market, which would no doubt have a beneficial
effect, not only on the economic development of the
countries of the East but also on the economies of the
industrially developed countries of the West. . . . 

[. . .]

The peoples of the Soviet Union and the Soviet Gov-
ernment are striving unremittingly to have the prin-
ciples of peaceful coexistence firmly established in
relations between States, and to ensure that these prin-
ciples become the fundamental law of life for the whole
of modern society. There is no communist-devised
“trick” behind these principles, but simple truths dic-
tated by life itself, such as that relations between all
States should develop peacefully, without the use of
force, without war and without interference in each
other’s internal affairs.

I am revealing no secret when I say that we have no
liking for capitalism. But we do not want to impose our
system on other peoples by force. Let those, then, who
determine the policy of States with a different social
system from ours, renounce their fruitless and danger-
ous attempts to dictate their will. It is time they also
recognized that the choice of a particular way of life is
the domestic concern of every people. Let us build up
our relations having regard to actual realities. That is
true peaceful coexistence. . . . 

The policy of peaceful coexistence assumes a readiness
to solve all outstanding issues without resort to force,
by means of negotiations and reasonable compromises.
We all know that during the cold war years such ques-



tions for the most part did not find a solution, and that
led to the creation of dangerous foci of tension in
Europe, Asia and other parts of the world.

The Soviet Union considers that, in order to strengthen
peace in the Far East and throughout the world, it is
most essential to settle the Korean question.

Only madmen could think of settling the Korean ques-
tion by armed force. The only correct proposal, namely
to leave the solution of the question of the peaceful
reunification of Korea to the Koreans themselves with
no interference from outside, is finding ever wider
acceptance. An essential condition for this is the imme-
diate and complete withdrawal of all United States
troops from South Korea, for their presence poisons
the atmosphere not only in Korea but throughout the
Far East and has made possible such shameful facts as
the rigging of elections in South Korea. The proposal
of the Government of the Democratic People’s Repub-
lic of Korea to establish a confederation of North and
South Korea is just as reasonable as the proposal of the
Government of the German Democratic Republic to
set up a confederation of the two German States. It is
the only way to lay a sound foundation for the reunifi-
cation of these States. . . . 

We are now firmly convinced that the time has come to
take steps to create conditions for an improved func-
tioning both of the United Nations as a whole and of
the Organization’s executive, working organ. I repeat,
the matter relates primarily to the Secretary-General
and his staff. We must particularly bear in mind the
necessity for certain changes and improvements, with
a view to the immediate future. . . . 

We consider it reasonable and just for the executive
organ of the United Nations to consist not of a single
person—the Secretary-General—but of three persons
invested with the highest trust of the United Nations,
persons representing the States belonging to the three
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basic groups I have mentioned. The point at issue is
not the title of the organ but that this executive organ
should represent the States belonging to the military
block of the Western Powers, the socialist States and
the neutralist States. This composition of the United
Nations executive organ would create conditions for a
more correct implementation of the decisions taken. . . . 

The Soviet Government hopes that the proposals it
has raised for questions to be considered at the present
session of the General Assembly will meet with sup-
port and understanding, since they are prompted by a
sincere desire to secure a better life and tranquillity on
our planet. . . . 

The Soviet Government is ready to do its utmost in
order that colonial servitude may be destroyed here
and now, that here and now the problems of disarma-
ment may find their concrete and effective solution.

The Soviet Government is ready to do its utmost in
order that the testing of nuclear weapons may be pro-
hibited here and now, that this means of mass destruc-
tion may be prohibited and destroyed.

It could be said that these are complicated problems
and that they cannot be solved at one stroke. But these
are problems posed by life itself and they must be
solved before it is too late. Their solution cannot be
evaded.

In concluding my statement I wish to emphasize once
again that the Soviet Government, guided by the inter-
ests of the Soviet people, by the interests of the citi-
zens of a free socialist State, once again proposes to all:
let us talk, let us argue, but let us settle the questions
of general and complete disarmament and let us bury
colonialism that is accursed of all mankind.

Source: United Nations, General Assembly, Official Records,
Fifteenth Session, pp. 68–84.
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My Fellow Americans:

[. . .]

We now stand ten years past the midpoint of a century
that has witnessed four major wars among great
nations. Three of these involved our own country. De-
spite these holocausts, America is today the strongest,
the most influential, and most productive nation in the
world. Understandably proud of this preeminence,
we yet realize that America’s leadership and prestige
depend not merely upon our unmatched material
progress, riches, and military strength but on how we
use our power in the interests of world peace and
human betterment.

Throughout America’s adventure in free government
our basic purposes have been to keep the peace, to fos-
ter progress in human achievement, and to enhance
liberty, dignity, and integrity among people and among
nations. To strive for less would be unworthy of a free
and religious people. Any failure traceable to arro-
gance or our lack of comprehension or readiness to sac-
rifice would inflict upon us grievous hurt both at home
and abroad.

Progress toward these noble goals is persistently threat-
ened by the conflict now engulfing the world. It com-
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mands our whole attention, absorbs our very beings.
We face a hostile ideology—global in scope, atheistic
in character, ruthless in purpose, and insidious in
method. Unhappily, the danger it poses promises to
be of indefinite duration. To meet it successfully there
is called for not so much the emotional and transitory
sacrifices of crisis but rather those which enable us to
carry forward steadily, surely, and without complaint
the burdens of a prolonged and complex struggle—
with liberty the stake. Only thus shall we remain, de-
spite every provocation, on our charted course toward
permanent peace and human betterment.

Crises there will continue to be. In meeting them,
whether foreign or domestic, great or small, there is a
recurring temptation to feel that some spectacular and
costly action could become the miraculous solution to
all current difficulties. A huge increase in newer ele-
ments of our defense, development of unrealistic pro-
grams to cure every ill in agriculture, a dramatic
expansion in basic and applied research—these and
many other possibilities, each possibly promising in
itself, may be suggested as the only way to the road we
wish to travel.

But each proposal must be weighed in the light of a
broader consideration: the need to maintain balance
in and among national programs—balance between the
private and the public economy, balance between cost
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Introduction
On 17 January 1961, just days before he left office after completing his second term, U.S. President Dwight D.
Eisenhower delivered this radio and television broadcast to the American people. The speech, with its warnings
against a growing military-industrial complex at the federal level—consisting of the U.S. military and industries
associated with it, a grouping with a vested interest in heavy military expenditures and therefore in maintaining a
state of crisis—alarmed many Americans. Eisenhower cautioned that overly heavy military expenditures could be
responsible for high levels of taxation and might also divert limited funds from more productive economic devel-
opment. He also expressed concern that the national security state disregarded civil liberties, effectively compro-
mising the very democratic values that the United States supposedly represented in the Cold War. Eisenhower was
probably responding in part to unfounded Democratic claims during the past presidential campaign that a missile
gap existed and that the United States had fallen badly behind the Soviet Union in nuclear missiles, allegations
that Eisenhower had resented but felt unable for national security reasons to rebut. It is perhaps worth asking
whether his misgivings would have been more effective had he expressed them somewhat earlier in his presidency.
His address represented the first crack in the American public’s faith in the U.S. government, which found full
expression with the Vietnam War and the Watergate scandal in the coming decades.



and hoped-for advantage, balance between the clearly
necessary and the comfortably desirable, balance be-
tween our essential requirements as a nation and the
duties imposed by the nation upon the individual, bal-
ance between actions of the moment and the national
welfare of the future. Good judgment seeks balance
and progress; lack of it eventually finds imbalance and
frustration.

The record of many decades stands as proof that our
people and their government have, in the main, under-
stood these truths and have responded to them well in
the face of stress and threat. But threats, new in kind
or degree, constantly arise. I mention two only.

A vital element in keeping the peace is our military
establishment. Our arms must be mighty, ready for
instant action, so that no potential aggressor may be
tempted to risk his own destruction.

Our military organization today bears little relation to
that known by any of my predecessors in peacetime, or
indeed by the fighting men of World War II or Korea.

Until the latest of our world conflicts, the United
States had no armaments industry. American makers of
plowshares could, with time and as required, make
swords as well. But now we can no longer risk emer-
gency improvisation of national defense; we have been
compelled to create a permanent armaments industry
of vast proportions. Added to this, 3.5 million men and
women are directly engaged in the defense establish-
ment. We annually spend on military security more
than the net income of all United States corporations.

This conjunction of an immense military establish-
ment and a large arms industry is new in the American
experience. The total influence—economic, political,
even spiritual—is felt in every city, every statehouse,
every office of the federal government. We recognize
the imperative need for this development. Yet we
must not fail to comprehend its grave implications.
Our toil, resources, and livelihood are all involved; so is
the very structure of our society.

In the councils of government we must guard against
the acquisition of unwarranted influence, whether
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sought or unsought, by the military-industrial complex.
The potential for the disastrous rise of misplaced power
exists and will persist.

We must never let the weight of this combination en-
danger our liberties or democratic processes. We should
take nothing for granted. Only an alert and knowl-
edgeable citizenry can compel the proper meshing of
the huge industrial and military machinery of defense
with our peaceful methods and goals so that security
and liberty may prosper together.

Akin to, and largely responsible for, the sweeping
changes in our industrial-military posture has been the
technological revolution during recent decades. In this
revolution, research has become central; it also becomes
more formalized, complex, and costly. A steadily in-
creasing share is conducted for, by, or at the direction
of the federal government.

Today, the solitary inventor, tinkering in his shop, has
been overshadowed by task forces of scientists in lab-
oratories and testing fields. In the same fashion, the
free university, historically the fountainhead of free
ideas and scientific discovery, has experienced a revo-
lution in the conduct of research. Partly because of the
huge costs involved, a government contract becomes
virtually a substitute for intellectual curiosity. For every
old blackboard there are now hundreds of new elec-
tronic computers.

The prospect of domination of the nation’s scholars by
federal employment, project allocations, and the power
of money is ever present and is gravely to be regarded.
Yet, in holding scientific research and discovery in re-
spect, as we should, we must also be alert to the equal
and opposite danger that public policy could itself
become the captive of a scientific-technological elite.
It is the task of statesmanship to mold, to balance, and
to integrate these and other forces, new and old, within
the principles of our democratic system—ever aiming
toward the supreme goals of our free society.

Another factor in maintaining balance involves the ele-
ment of time. As we peer into society’s future, we—you
and I, and our government—must avoid the impulse to
live only for today, plundering for our own ease and



convenience the precious resources of tomorrow. We
cannot mortgage the material assets of our grandchil-
dren without risking the loss also of their political and
spiritual heritage. We want democracy to survive for
all generations to come, not to become the insolvent
phantom of tomorrow.

Down the long lane of the history yet to be written,
America knows that this world of ours, ever growing
smaller, must avoid becoming a community of dread-
ful fear and hate, and be, instead, a proud confedera-
tion of mutual trust and respect. Such a confederation
must be one of equals. The weakest must come to the
conference table with the same confidence as do we,
protected as we are by our moral, economic, and mili-
tary strength. That table, though scarred by many past
frustrations, cannot be abandoned for the certain agony
of the battlefield.

Disarmament, with mutual honor and confidence, is a
continuing imperative. Together we must learn how to
compose differences, not with arms but with intellect
and decent purpose. Because this need is so sharp
and apparent, I confess that I lay down my official
responsibilities in this field with a definite sense of dis-
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appointment. As one who has witnessed the horror and
the lingering sadness of war, as one who knows that
another war could utterly destroy this civilization which
has been so slowly and painfully built over thousands
of years, I wish I could say tonight that a lasting peace
is in sight.

Happily, I can say that war has been avoided. Steady
progress toward our ultimate goal has been made. But
so much remains to be done. As a private citizen I shall
never cease to do what little I can to help the world
advance along that road.

So, in this, my last good night to you as your President,
I thank you for the many opportunities you have given
me for public service in war and peace. I trust that in
that service you find some things worthy; as for the rest
of it, I know you will find ways to improve perform-
ance in the future.

[. . .]

Source: Dwight D. Eisenhower, Public Papers of the Presi-
dents of the United States: Dwight D. Eisenhower, 1960–1961
(Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1961),
1035–1040.

77. John F. Kennedy: Executive Order 10924, Creation of the
Peace Corps, 1 March 1961

Introduction
The Peace Corps, established in March 1961 by President John F. Kennedy, was inspired by fears current in the
1950s that U.S. officials were overly remote from the day-to-day concerns and lives of ordinary people in develop-
ing countries, anxieties well expressed in the influential best-selling novel by Eugene Burdick and William Led-
erer, The Ugly American (1958). Alarmed that emphasis on military rather than economic aid and American support
for elites risked losing for the United States support from the third world in the Cold War, in his presidential cam-
paign Kennedy called on Americans, particularly though not exclusively the young, to spend two years working in
education, community development, or technological assistance programs in such countries, receiving relatively
low salaries and sharing their hosts’ living and working conditions. While abroad, Peace Corps workers worked on
a wide variety of projects such as building schools, introducing medical reforms, and constructing irrigation sys-
tems. Such efforts were intended to restore the original goals of President Harry S. Truman’s Point Four program
of assistance to underdeveloped areas. Created by executive order, the Peace Corps became one of the Kennedy
administration’s signature programs, as young college graduates and others responded to his appeal for public ser-
vice. Kennedy felt that the establishment of the Peace Corps was sufficiently important to warrant a personal
speech. The Peace Corps was extremely popular with recent college graduates in the 1960s, although its member-
ship waned subsequently. Headed for its first five years by Sargent Shriver, Kennedy’s brother-in-law, the Peace
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By virtue of the authority vested in me by the Mutual
Security Act of 1954, 68 Stat. 832, as amended (22
U.S.C. 1750 et seq.), and as President of the United
States, it is hereby ordered as follows:

Section 1. Establishment of the Peace Corps. The Secre-
tary of State shall establish an agency in the Depart-
ment of State which shall be known as the Peace Corps.
The Peace Corps shall be headed by a Director.

Section 2. Functions of the Peace Corps. (a) The Peace
Corps shall be responsible for the training and service
abroad of men and women of the United States in
new programs of assistance to nations and areas of the
world, and in conjunction with or in support of exist-
ing economic assistance programs of the United States
and of the United Nations and other international
organizations.

(b) The Secretary of State shall delegate, or cause to be
delegated, to the Director of the Peace Corps such of
the functions under the Mutual Security Act of 1954,
as amended, vested in the President and delegated to
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the Secretary, or vested in the Secretary, as the Secre-
tary shall deem necessary for the accomplishment of
the purposes of the Peace Corps.

Section 3. Financing of the Peace Corps. The Secretary of
State shall provide for the financing of the Peace Corps
with funds available to the Secretary for the perform-
ance of functions under the Mutual Security Act of
1954, as amended.

Section 4. Relation to Executive Order No. 10893. This
order shall not be deemed to supersede or derogate
from any provision of Executive Order No. 10893 of
November 8, 1960, as amended, and any delegation
made by or pursuant to this order shall, unless other-
wise specifically provided therein, be deemed to be in
addition to any delegation made by or pursuant to that
order.

Source: “Executive Order 10924, Establishment and
Administration of the Peace Corps in the Department of
State, 1 March 1961, General Records of the United States
Government, Record Group 11, National Archives,” Our
Documents, http://www.ourdocuments.gov/doc.php
?flash=true&doc=92.

Corps rapidly sent thousands of volunteers each year to what would eventually be more than 138 countries
throughout Asia, Africa, Latin America and, with the ending of the Cold War, the former Soviet Union and Eastern
Europe. Numbers of volunteers peaked at 15,000 in 1966, then fell rapidly during the 1970s, and throughout the
1980s were somewhere below 5,000 annually. By 2005, 178,000 Americans had served as Peace Corps volunteers.
The majority of volunteers provided educational services, but agriculture, food production, health, environmental,
conservation, and community development services were also well represented. Initially an independent agency
created by the Peace Corps Act of 1961, in 1971 the organization was placed under the umbrella federal agency
ACTION, established to coordinate both domestic and overseas volunteer programs, before regaining its inde-
pendence in 1981. Winning over initially skeptical congressmen, the Peace Corps quickly succeeded in attracting
strong bipartisan support for its relatively modest and unassuming programs and appropriations that has continued
to the present. Although the Peace Corps’ inception owed much to Cold War preoccupations and both American
radicals and host countries on occasion characterized it as an agent of U.S. cultural imperialism, the agency made
strenuous efforts to remain apolitical. Volunteers, the majority recent college graduates, were sent only to countries
that specifically requested their services and were strictly forbidden to become involved in local politics or to have
any contact with the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA). The emphasis was on person-to-person contact. Volun-
teers did not bring expensive equipment with them, only their own skills and abilities. Even so, potential host
countries often viewed the Peace Corps as an agent of cultural imperialism. Supporters promoted the organization
as an effective way of fostering peace and understanding between different cultures.
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The President of a great democracy such as ours,
and the editors of great newspapers such as yours, owe
a common obligation to the people: an obligation to
present the facts, to present them with candor, and to
present them in perspective. It is with that obligation
in mind that I have decided in the last 24 hours to dis-
cuss briefly at this time the recent events in Cuba.

On that unhappy island, as in so many other arenas of
the contest for freedom, the news has grown worse

2550 78. John F. Kennedy: Address before the American Society of Newspaper Editors on the Bay of Pigs

instead of better. I have emphasized before that this
was a struggle of Cuban patriots against a Cuban dicta-
tor. While we could not be expected to hide our sym-
pathies, we made it repeatedly clear that the armed
forces of this country would not intervene in any way.

Any unilateral American intervention, in the absence
of an external attack upon ourselves or an ally, would
have been contrary to our traditions and to our inter-
national obligations. But let the record show that our
restraint is not inexhaustible. Should it ever appear that

78. John F. Kennedy: Address before the American Society of
Newspaper Editors on the Bay of Pigs, 20 April 1961

Introduction
On 1 January 1959 an indigenous revolutionary movement led by Fidel Castro seized power from Fulgencio
Batista, dictator of Cuba since 1933 and a U.S. client. Although Castro initially declared that he was not a commu-
nist, from the spring of 1959 he covertly sought Soviet aid and military protection, and American economic pres-
sure and boycotts soon gave him an excuse to move openly into the Soviet camp. In response, in March 1960
President Dwight D. Eisenhower authorized the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) to devise a scheme to train
Cuban exiles based in Guatemala to invade the island and overthrow Castro, reserving to himself the right to
decide whether or not this plan should ultimately be implemented. On taking office in January 1961, President
John F. Kennedy, Eisenhower’s successor, inherited this projected operation. Perhaps fearing to appear soft on
communism, despite lukewarm assessments from the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) of the risk of failure and the mis-
givings of Secretary of State Dean Rusk, in March the president approved its implementation. Kennedy also
insisted on modifications that greatly jeopardized the operation’s chances of success, refusing to allow any Ameri-
can troops or pilots to participate in the venture. Initial air strikes against Cuba’s airbases launched on 15 April 1961
by Cuban exile pilots flying surplus American B-26s inflicted damage but failed to destroy the entire Cuban Air
Force. Alarmed by news reports exposing the deceptive American cover story that, as U.S. Ambassador Adlai
Stevenson publicly stated in the United Nations (UN), defectors from Castro’s military had flown these missions,
Kennedy refused to authorize a scheduled second air strike, which had been expected to eliminate the remaining
Cuban airplanes. On 17 April 1961, 1,400 Cuban exiles mounted an invasion landing attempt at the Bay of Pigs,
south of the city of Matanzas, only to meet strong opposition from Castro’s air, naval, and ground forces. A few
escaped, but 114 were killed and 1,113 captured. The U.S. government initially denied any involvement in the
invasion attempt, but after three days Kennedy publicly took full responsibility for the operation, justifying it as a
measure required to defend freedom and democracy and prevent communist penetration of Latin America. Pri-
vately, he blamed Allen Welsh Dulles, the near-legendary CIA director, for the mission’s failure and replaced him
the following year. The Bay of Pigs represented a humiliating international failure for the United States, vindicat-
ing those critics who characterized it as an overbearing, imperialist state that backed unpopular right-wing forces
around the globe. Coming only three months after the grandiose rhetoric of Kennedy’s inaugural address, the
episode suggested that he possessed more style than substance. Kennedy’s reckless authorization and subsequent
halfhearted implementation of the operation may have helped to convince Soviet General Secretary Nikita Khrush-
chev that Kennedy was a lightweight who ultimately lacked the resolve to confront the Soviet Union. Undoubt-
edly, the botched invasion and Castro’s fear of another such attempt were major reasons impelling him to ask
Khrushchev to install in Cuba those Soviet missiles whose presence provoked the 1962 Cuban Missile Crisis.



the inter-American doctrine of non-interference merely
conceals or excuses a policy of nonaction—if the
nations of this Hemisphere should fail to meet their
commitments against outside Communist penetration
—then I want it clearly understood that this Govern-
ment will not hesitate in meeting its primary obliga-
tions which are to the security of our Nation!

Should that time ever come, we do not intend to be
lectured on “intervention” by those whose character
was stamped for all time on the bloody streets of Buda-
pest! Nor would we expect or accept the same out-
come which this small band of gallant Cuban refugees
must have known that they were chancing, determined
as they were against heavy odds to pursue their coura-
geous attempts to regain their Island’s freedom.

But Cuba is not an island unto itself; and our concern
is not ended by mere expressions of non-intervention
or regret. This is not the first time in either ancient or
recent history that a small band of freedom fighters has
engaged the armor of totalitarianism.

It is not the first time that Communist tanks have rolled
over gallant men and women fighting to redeem the
independence of their homeland. Nor is it by any means
the final episode in the eternal struggle of liberty
against tyranny, anywhere on the face of the globe,
including Cuba itself.

Mr. Castro has said that these were mercenaries. Ac-
cording to press reports, the final message to be relayed
from the refugee forces on the beach came from the
rebel commander when asked if he wished to be evac-
uated. His answer was: “I will never leave this coun-
try.” That is not the reply of a mercenary. He has gone
now to join in the mountains countless other guerrilla
fighters, who are equally determined that the dedica-
tion of those who gave their lives shall not be forgotten,
and that Cuba must not be abandoned to the Commu-
nists. And we do not intend to abandon it either!

The Cuban people have not yet spoken their final
piece. And I have no doubt that they and their Revo-
lutionary Council, led by Dr. Cardona—and members
of the families of the Revolutionary Council, I am
informed by the Doctor yesterday, are involved them-
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selves in the Islands—will continue to speak up for a
free and independent Cuba.

Meanwhile we will not accept Mr. Castro’s attempts
to blame this nation for the hatred which his onetime
supporters now regard his repression. But there are
from this sobering episode useful lessons for us all to
learn. Some may be still obscure, and await further
information. Some are clear today.

First, it is clear that the forces of communism are not to
be underestimated, in Cuba or anywhere else in the
world. The advantages of a police state—its use of
mass terror and arrests to prevent the spread of free
dissent—cannot be overlooked by those who expect
the fall of every fanatic tyrant. If the self-discipline of
the free cannot match the iron discipline of the mailed
fist—in economic, political, scientific and all the other
kinds of struggles as well as the military—then the peril
to freedom will continue to rise.

Secondly, it is clear that this Nation, in concert with all
the free nations of this hemisphere, must take an ever
closer and more realistic look at the menace of exter-
nal Communist intervention and domination in Cuba.
The American people are not complacent about Iron
Curtain tanks and planes less than 90 miles from their
shore. But a nation of Cuba’s size is less a threat to our
survival than it is a base for subverting the survival of
other free nations throughout the hemisphere. It is not
primarily our interest or our security but theirs which is
now, today, in the greater peril. It is for their sake as
well as our own that we must show our will.

The evidence is clear—and the hour is late. We and
our Latin friends will have to face the fact that we
cannot postpone any longer the real issue of survival
of freedom in this hemisphere itself. On that issue,
unlike perhaps some others, there can be no middle
ground. Together we must build a hemisphere where
freedom can flourish; and where any free nation under
outside attack of any kind can be assured that all of our
resources stand ready to respond to any request for
assistance.

Third, and finally, it is clearer than ever that we face
a relentless struggle in every corner of the globe that



goes far beyond the clash of armies or even nuclear
armaments. The armies are there, and in large number.
The nuclear armaments are there. But they serve pri-
marily as the shield behind which subversion, infil-
tration, and a host of other tactics steadily advance,
picking off vulnerable areas one by one in situations
which do not permit our own armed intervention.

Power is the hallmark of this offensive—power and
discipline and deceit. The legitimate discontent of
yearning people is exploited. The legitimate trappings
of self-determination are employed. But once in power,
all talk of discontent is repressed, all self-determination
disappears, and the promise of a revolution of hope is
betrayed, as in Cuba, into a reign of terror. Those who
on instruction staged automatic “riots” in the streets of
free nations over the efforts of a small group of young
Cubans to regain their freedom should recall the long
roll call of refugees who cannot now go back—to Hun-
gary, to North Korea, to North Viet-Nam, to East Ger-
many, or to Poland, or to any of the other lands from
which a steady stream of refugees pours forth, in elo-
quent testimony to the cruel oppression now holding
sway in their homeland.

We dare not fail to see the insidious nature of this new
and deeper struggle. We dare not fail to grasp the new
concepts, the new tools, the new sense of urgency we
will need to combat it—whether in Cuba or South
Viet-Nam. And we dare not fail to realize that this
struggle is taking place every day, without fanfare, in
thousands of villages and markets—day and night—
and in classrooms all over the globe.

The message of Cuba, of Laos, of the rising din of
Communist voices in Asia and Latin America—these
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messages are all the same. The complacent, the self-
indulgent, the soft societies are about to be swept away
with the debris of history. Only the strong, only the
industrious, only the determined, only the courageous,
only the visionary who determine the real nature of our
struggle can possibly survive.

No greater task faces this country or this administra-
tion. No other challenge is more deserving of our every
effort and energy. Too long we have fixed our eyes on
traditional military needs, on armies prepared to cross
borders, on missiles poised for flight. Now it should be
clear that this is no longer enough—that our security
may be lost piece by piece, country by country, with-
out the firing of a single missile or the crossing of a
single border.

We intend to profit from this lesson. We intend to re-
examine and reorient our forces of all kinds—our tac-
tics and our institutions here in this community. We
intend to intensify our efforts for a struggle in many
ways more difficult than war, where disappointment
will often accompany us.

For I am convinced that we in this country and in the
free world possess the necessary resource, and the skill,
and the added strength that comes from a belief in the
freedom of man. And I am equally convinced that his-
tory will record the fact that this bitter struggle reached
its climax in the late 1950’s and the early 1960’s. Let me
then make clear as the President of the United States
that I am determined upon our system’s survival and
success, regardless of the cost and regardless of the peril!

Source: John F. Kennedy, Public Papers of the Presidents of the
United States: John F. Kennedy, 1961 (Washington, DC: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1962), 304–306.

79. Charles de Gaulle: Speech Denouncing the Algiers Putsch, 
23 April 1961

Introduction
The dismantling of colonial empires could on occasion prove both bloody and divisive. This was certainly the case
in Algeria, a French colony since 1830, when it was incorporated outright into France as a province. In 1954 nation-
alist groups in Algeria launched an uprising whose objective was full independence from France. Since 1840,
numerous French settlers had moved to Algeria, and the colons, as they were known, were for the most part un-
relentingly opposed to Algerian independence. The war was fought with great brutality on both sides, as nationalist



Primary Source
An insurrectional power has set itself up in Algeria by
a military pronunciamento. Those guilty of this usurpa-
tion have exploited the passion of officers of certain
special units, the inflamed support of one part of the
population of European origin, misguided by fears and
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myths, the impotence of authorities overwhelmed by
the military conspiracy.

This power has an appearance: a quartet of retired gen-
erals. It has a reality: a group of partisan, ambitious and
fanatical officers. This group and this quartet possess a

forces in the National Liberation Front (FLN) intimidated the local population when necessary, assassinating
opponents and detonating bombs in public places, while the French Army showed equal savagery toward both the
FLN and anyone suspected of supporting it, frequently resorting to torture. By 1956 the situation was out of con-
trol, with 400,000 French troops in Algeria unable to maintain order. In May 1958 dissident army officers and Alger-
ian colons, working with supporters of General Charles de Gaulle, successfully mounted a coup against the Fourth
French Republic to put the general in power. The French Parliament approved de Gaulle’s appointment as presi-
dent, and a new constitution was approved, establishing the Fifth French Republic that, unlike its predecessor in
which presidents had rarely retained office for more than a year, featured a strong president elected for a seven-year
term. The Algerian colons and the French military hoped that de Gaulle would prove more effective in prosecut-
ing the war, and he initially made a broad if vague appeal to all Algerians, urging them to work together as part of
France and promising extensive economic, social, and political reforms that would benefit the mass of native Alge-
rians. These inducements failed to persuade the FLN to renounce its objectives. In 1958–1959 the French Army
made major gains in Algeria, but the French public turned against the war, in part because it was extremely expen-
sive and costly in terms of lives and also because revelations of the extensive torture and brutality that the French
military employed when waging war in Algeria helped to discredit their cause. In September 1959 de Gaulle, who
had decided that the war could be won but was impossible to defend on the international scene, pledged self-deter-
mination for Algeria, albeit in some kind of formal association with France. The following January the colons, with
tacit support from the French military and police, launched an insurrection in Algiers, demanding de Gaulle’s res-
ignation, but he rallied the French Army behind him, and after a week the uprising fizzled out. In April 1961 the
Generals’ Putsch—a second attempt to overthrow de Gaulle—took place. In the wake of a referendum held in both
France and Algeria on the future status of the colony in which 75 percent approved self-determination for Algeria,
several retired generals in France joined forces with the colons and the French military in Algeria to stage a revolt
and demanded de Gaulle’s resignation. Donning his military uniform, he addressed the nation on television, urg-
ing the army to support him, the rule of law, and the Fifth French Republic. The constitution was amended to
permit de Gaulle to assume emergency powers. His exhortations were successful. Within four days the revolt in
Algeria was suppressed, and peace talks with the FLN continued. The Evian Accords, the peace settlement
reached in March 1962, guaranteed all existing residents of Algeria equal political and civil rights and protected
their property but required them to choose between French and Algerian citizenship within three years. Those
who remained French would then become aliens and lose their political rights. A new colon organization, the Secret
Army Organization (OAS), promptly mounted a major terrorist campaign in Algeria, one that targeted both FLN
and French representatives and was designed to sabotage the peace settlement by provoking the FLN into break-
ing the cease-fire. In March, the OAS detonated on average 120 bombs per day, hitting hospitals and schools as well
as military and government targets. In a June 1962 referendum on the accords, 91 percent of the French electorate
nonetheless approved them. The OAS and FLN concluded a truce, and within a year the great majority of the
colons, at least 1.75 million, had left Algeria, as did many of the indigenous Algerian Muslims who had fought in
the French Army during the civil war. Something over half a million Algerians died during the Algerian Civil War,
while the French Army lost 18,000 dead and 65,000 wounded, and perhaps 2 million Algerians became refugees.
The Algerian war was testimony to just how brutal and divisive anticolonial struggles could become. The bitter
past experience of civil war, during which violence had become habitual and acceptable, may have been one rea-
son that during the 1990s, Algeria endured another protracted internal conflict.



limited and expeditious ability, but they see and know
the nation and the world only as deformed by their
fanaticism.

Their venture cannot but lead to a national disaster.
For the immense effort of recovery in France—begun
at the depths of the abyss on June 18, 1940; continued
later despite everything until victory was gained, in-
dependence assured, the Republic restored; resumed
three years ago in order to remake the State, maintain
the national unity, rebuild our power, restore our posi-
tion in the world, pursue our task overseas through a
necessary decolonization—all this risks being made
useless, on the very eve of success, by the odious and
stupid adventure in Algeria.

Now the State is flouted, the nation defied, our power
degraded, our international prestige lowered, our role
and our place in Africa jeopardized. And by whom?
Alas! Alas! By men whose duty, honor and reason for
being was to serve and obey.

In the name of France, I order that all means—I say
all means—be employed everywhere to bar the route
to these men, until they are subjugated. I forbid any
Frenchmen, and first of all any soldier, to execute any
of their orders. The argument that it might be locally
necessary to accept their command under the pretext of
operational or administrative obligations can fool no one.

The civil and military leaders who have the right to
assume responsibilities are those who have been legally
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named and precisely those the insurgents prevent from
doing so.

The future of the usurpers should only be that pro-
vided for them by the rigor of the law.

In the face of the misfortune which looms over the
country and of the threat that hangs over the Republic,
I have decided, having formally consulted the Consti-
tutional Council, the Premier, the President of the
Senate, the President of the National Assembly, to put
into force Article 16 of our Constitution. As of today, I
will take, if necessary directly, the measures that appear
to me to be required by the circumstances.

In this way, I confirm myself in the French and repub-
lican legality which was conferred upon me by the
nation and which I will maintain no matter what hap-
pens until the end of my term, or until I lack either
force or life; and I will take measures to make sure that
this legality remains after me.

Frenchwomen, Frenchmen, see where France risks
going, compared with what she was again becoming.

Frenchwomen, Frenchmen, help me.

Source: Charles de Gaulle, Major Addresses, Statements, and
Press Conferences of General Charles de Gaulle, May 19, 1958–
January 31, 1964 (New York: French Embassy Press and
Information Division, 1964), 127–128.

80. John F. Kennedy: Special Message to the Congress on 
Urgent National Needs on Space, 25 May 1961

Introduction
The early excitement generated by the glamorous John F. Kennedy’s accession to the presidency and his appeals
to “get this country moving again” fizzled out rather quickly. In April 1961 the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency
(CIA) backed a bungled invasion of the island of Cuba, where a procommunist government headed by the radical
Fidel Castro had seized power in 1959. The operation ended in humiliating failure for the United States, tarnish-
ing the first months of Kennedy’s presidency. Soon afterward, on 21 April 1961, the Soviet Union sent into space
the first human astronaut, Yuri Gagarin, who returned safely and became an instant celebrity. This was only the lat-
est of several scientific triumphs for the Soviets, who in 1957 had launched Sputnik, the first nonmanned satellite.
In a press conference earlier in April, Kennedy had already mentioned his frustration that the United States had
fallen into second place to the Soviet Union in space travel and exploration and warned that it would be some time



Primary Source
[. . .]

These are extraordinary times. And we face an extraor-
dinary challenge. Our strength as well as our convic-
tions have imposed upon this nation the role of leader
in freedom’s cause.

No role in history could be more difficult or more
important. We stand for freedom. That is our convic-
tion for ourselves—that is our only commitment to
others. No friend, no neutral and no adversary should
think otherwise. We are not against any man—or any
nation—or any system—except as it is hostile to free-
dom. Nor am I here to present a new military doctrine,
bearing any one name or aimed at any one area. I am
here to promote the freedom doctrine.

[. . .]

IX. SPACE
Finally, if we are to win the battle that is now going on
around the world between freedom and tyranny, the
dramatic achievements in space which occurred in
recent weeks should have made clear to us all, as did
the Sputnik in 1957, the impact of this adventure on
the minds of men everywhere, who are attempting to
make a determination of which road they should take.
Since early in my term, our efforts in space have been
under review. With the advice of the Vice President,
who is Chairman of the National Space Council, we
have examined where we are strong and where we are
not, where we may succeed and where we may not.
Now it is time to take longer strides—time for a great
new American enterprise—time for this nation to take
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a clearly leading role in space achievement, which in
many ways may hold the key to our future on earth.

I believe we possess all the resources and talents nec-
essary. But the facts of the matter are that we have
never made the national decisions or marshalled the
national resources required for such leadership. We
have never specified long-range goals on an urgent
time schedule, or managed our resources and our time
so as to insure their fulfillment.

Recognizing the head start obtained by the Soviets
with their large rocket engines, which gives them
many months of lead-time, and recognizing the likeli-
hood that they will exploit this lead for some time to
come in still more impressive successes, we neverthe-
less are required to make new efforts on our own. For
while we cannot guarantee that we shall one day be
first, we can guarantee that any failure to make this
effort will make us last. We take an additional risk by
making it in full view of the world, but as shown by the
feat of astronaut Shepard, this very risk enhances our
stature when we are successful. But this is not merely
a race. Space is open to us now; and our eagerness to
share its meaning is not governed by the efforts of oth-
ers. We go into space because whatever mankind must
undertake, free men must fully share.

I therefore ask the Congress, above and beyond the
increases I have earlier requested for space activities,
to provide the funds which are needed to meet the fol-
lowing national goals:

First, I believe that this nation should commit itself to
achieving the goal, before this decade is out, of landing

before the United States caught up with its rival. In a State of the Union address to Congress the following month,
he announced a bold initiative to redress the balance in favor of his own country, pledging that the United States
would send a manned spaceflight to the moon by the end of the 1960s. Kennedy requested a greatly increased
budget for space exploration and the National Aeronautical and Space Agency (NASA), including $611 million of
additional spending to supplement his request for more than $1.235 billion the previous March. He also sought to
improve American satellite and rocket technology. Although Kennedy did not live to see them attained, these eye-
catching goals reflected his personal preference for striking, high-profile initiatives. After his assassination in
November 1963, their fulfillment was seen as a tribute to the dead president. In July 1969 the United States
launched a successful manned mission to the moon, the first of several such American flights. Since no other nation
felt able to mount such an expensive program, for the rest of the twentieth century travel to the moon remained an
American monopoly.



a man on the moon and returning him safely to the
earth. No single space project in this period will be
more impressive to mankind, or more important for
the long-range exploration of space; and none will be
so difficult or expensive to accomplish. We propose to
accelerate the development of the appropriate lunar
space craft. We propose to develop alternate liquid and
solid fuel boosters, much larger than any now being
developed, until certain which is superior. We propose
additional funds for other engine development and for
unmanned explorations—explorations which are par-
ticularly important for one purpose which this nation
will never overlook: the survival of the man who first
makes this daring flight. But in a very real sense, it will
not be one man going to the moon—if we make this
judgment affirmatively, it will be an entire nation. For
all of us must work to put him there.

Secondly, an additional 23 million dollars, together
with 7 million dollars already available, will accelerate
development of the Rover nuclear rocket. This gives
promise of some day providing a means for even more
exciting and ambitious exploration of space, perhaps
beyond the moon, perhaps, to the very end of the solar
system itself.

Third, an additional 50 million dollars will make the
most of our present leadership, by accelerating the use
of space satellites for world-wide communications.

Fourth, an additional 75 million dollars—of which 53
million dollars is for the Weather Bureau—will help
give us at the earliest possible time a satellite system
for world-wide weather observation.

Let it be clear—and this is a judgment which the
Members of the Congress must finally make—let it be
clear that I am asking the Congress and the country to
accept a firm commitment to a new course of action—
a course which will last for many years and carry very
heavy costs: 531 million dollars in fiscal ’62—an esti-
mated seven to nine billion dollars additional over the
next five years. If we are to go only half way, or reduce
our sights in the face of difficulty, in my judgment it
would be better not to go at all.
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Now this is a choice which this country must make,
and I am confident that under the leadership of the
Space Committees of the Congress, and the Appropri-
ating Committees, that you will consider the matter
carefully.

It is a most important decision that we make as a
nation. But all of you have lived through the last four
years and have seen the significance of space and the
adventures in space, and no one can predict with cer-
tainty what the ultimate meaning will be of mastery of
space.

I believe we should go to the moon. But I think every
citizen of this country as well as the Members of the
Congress should consider the matter carefully in mak-
ing their judgment, to which we have given attention
over many weeks and months, because it is a heavy
burden, and there is no sense in agreeing or desiring
that the United States take an affirmative position in
outer space, unless we are prepared to do the work and
bear the burdens to make it successful. If we are not,
we should decide today and this year.

This decision demands a major national commitment
of scientific and technical manpower, materiel and
facilities, and the possibility of their diversion from
other important activities where they are already thinly
spread. It means a degree of dedication, organization
and discipline which have not always characterized our
research and development efforts. It means we cannot
afford undue work stoppages, inflated costs of material
or talent, wasteful interagency rivalries, or a high turn-
over of key personnel.

New objectives and new money cannot solve these
problems. They could in fact, aggravate them further
—unless every scientist, every engineer, every service-
man, every technician, contractor, and civil servant
gives his personal pledge that this nation will move
forward, with the full speed of freedom, in the exciting
adventure of space.

Source: John F. Kennedy, Public Papers of the Presidents of the
United States: John F. Kennedy, 1961 (Washington, DC: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1962), 396–406.
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[. . .]

Title I. Objective of the Alliance for Progress
It is the purpose of the Alliance for Progress to enlist
the full energies of the people and governments of the
American republics in a great cooperative effort to ac-
celerate the economic and social development of the
participating countries of Latin America, so that they
may achieve maximum levels of well-being, with equal
opportunities for all, in democratic societies adapted to
their own needs and desires.

The American Republics agree to work toward the
achievement of the following fundamental goals in the
present decade:
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1. To achieve in the participating Latin American
countries a substantial and sustained growth of per
capita income at a rate designed to attain, at the
earliest possible date, levels of income capable of
assuring self-sustaining development, and suffi-
cient to make Latin American income levels con-
stantly larger in relation to the levels of the more
industrialized nations. In this way the gap be-
tween the living standards of Latin America and
those of the more developed countries can be
narrowed. Similarly, presently existing differences
in income levels among the Latin American
countries will be reduced by accelerating the de-
velopment of the relatively less developed coun-
tries and granting them maximum priority in
the distribution of resources and in international

81. Alliance for Progress Charter, 17 August 1961

Introduction
President John F. Kennedy assumed office in 1961 proclaiming his determination that the United States should win
the Cold War. One means whereby he hoped to accomplish this was to gain the loyalties of the developing world,
including Latin America, through economic assistance and development programs. American collusion with
authoritarian dictators and episodes such as the June 1953 coup that the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) orches-
trated against President Jacobo Arbenz Guzmán of Guatemala after the latter threatened to take over land owned
by U.S. businesses had damaged U.S. credibility. So, too, did Kennedy’s own unsuccessful April 1961 Bay of Pigs
invasion attempt against leftist President Fidel Castro of Cuba. To many on the Left and in developing countries,
U.S. protestations of liberal ideals and support for freedom and democracy appeared mere hypocritical propaganda
rationalizing its imperialist economic and political exploitation of Latin American nations. Attempting to allay such
suspicions while alleviating poverty, illiteracy, and disease, widely perceived as precipitating factors in communist
insurgencies in the region, in March 1961 Kennedy proposed a ten-year, $100 billion aid and development program
for Latin American nations. Modeled on the very successful 1948 Marshall Plan that had encouraged and facilitated
West European economic recovery after World War II, this undertaking was designed to integrate the separate
Latin American economies and promote annual growth rates of 2.5 percent, fair wages, stable prices, agrarian
reform, tax revision, housing development, health, sanitation, and literacy. It also aimed to facilitate the develop-
ment of democratic governments in place of military dictatorships. In August 1961 the United States and all Latin
American nations except Cuba signed an agreement under which the United States promised the hemisphere
$20 billion over the next decade, while the other nations pledged capital investment of $80 billion. U.S. aid to
Latin America initially tripled, and the United States eventually committed $22.3 billion to the region in aid and
investment, although debt payments and repatriation of profits substantially reduced the amount of net transfers.
Overall, the Latin American growth rate during the 1960s was 2.4 percent, with seven out of twenty-one countries
surpassing the 2.5 percent target rate. Access to secondary and tertiary education increased, but adult illiteracy rates
remained stable. Effective land reform often proved impossible, and in Honduras the Kennedy administration
itself blocked measures that would have expropriated American-owned landholdings. The promotion of demo-
cracy proved an elusive goal, as military coups overthrew no less than six popularly elected presidents. Like many
Cold War programs, the Alliance for Progress was at best only partially successful in accomplishing its ambitious
objectives.



cooperation in general. In evaluating the degree
of relative development, account will be taken not
only of average levels of real income and gross
product per capita, but also of indices of infant
mortality, illiteracy, and per capita daily caloric
intake.

It is recognized that, in order to reach these
objectives within a reasonable time, the rate of
economic growth in any country of Latin Amer-
ica should be not less than 2.5 percent per capita
per year, and that each participating country
should determine its own growth target in the
light of its stage of social and economic evolution,
resource endowment, and ability to mobilize
national efforts for development.

2. To make the benefits of economic progress avail-
able to all citizens of all economic and social
groups through a more equitable distribution of
national income, raising more rapidly the income
and standard of living of the needier sectors of
the population, at the same time that a higher
proportion of the national product is devoted to
investment.

3. To achieve balanced diversification in national
economic structures, both regional and functional,
making them increasingly free from dependence
on the export of a limited number of primary
products and the importation of capital goods
awhile attaining stability in the prices of exports
or in income derived from exports.

4. To accelerate the process of rational industrial-
ization so as to increase the productivity of the
economy as a whole, taking full advantage of the
talents and energies of both the private and pub-
lic sectors, utilizing the natural resources of the
country and providing productive and remunera-
tive employment for unemployed or part-time
workers. Within this process of industrialization,
special attention should be given to the establish-
ment and development of capital-goods industries.

5. To raise greatly the level of agricultural produc-
tivity and output and to improve related storage
transportation, and marketing services.

6. To encourage, in accordance with the characteris-
tics of each country, programs of comprehensive
agrarian reform leading to the effective transfor-
mation, where required, of unjust structures and
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systems of land tenure and use, with a view to
replacing latifundia and dwarf holdings by an
equitable system of land tenure so that, with the
help of timely and adequate credit, technical
assistance and facilities for the marketing and
distribution of products, the land will become
for the man who works it the basis of his eco-
nomic stability, the foundation of his increasing
welfare, and the guarantee of his freedom and
dignity.

7. To eliminate adult illiteracy and by 1970 to
assure, as a minimum, access to 6 years of pri-
mary education for each school-age child in Latin
America; to modernize and expand vocational,
secondary and higher educational and training
facilities, to strengthen the capacity for basic
and applied research; and to provide the com-
petent personnel required in rapidly-growing
societies.

8. To increase life expectancy at birth by a mini-
mum of 5 years, and to increase the ability to
learn and produce, by improving individual and
public health. To attain this goal it will be nec-
essary, among other measures, to provide ade-
quate potable water supply and sewage disposal
to not less than 70 percent of the urban and 50
percent of the rural population; to reduce the
mortality rate of children less than 5 years of age
by at least one-half; to control the more serious
communicable diseases, according to their impor-
tance as a cause of sickness, disability, and death;
to eradicate those illnesses, especially malaria,
for which effective techniques are known; to
improve nutrition; to train medical and health
personnel to meet at least minimum require-
ments; to improve basic health services at
national and local levels; and to intensify scien-
tific research and apply its results more fully and
effectively to the prevention and cure of illness.

9. To increase the construction of low-cost houses
for low-income families in order to replace in-
adequate and deficient housing and to reduce
housing shortages; and to provide necessary pub-
lic services to both urban and rural centers of
population.

10. To maintain stable price levels, avoiding infla-
tion or deflation and the consequent social hard-



ships and maldistribution of resources, always
bearing in mind the necessity of maintaining an
adequate rate of economic growth.

11. To strengthen existing agreements on economic
integration, with a view to the ultimate fulfill-
ment of aspirations for a Latin American com-
mon market that will expand and diversify trade
among the Latin American countries and thus
contribute to the economic growth of the region.

12. To develop cooperative programs designed to
prevent the harmful effects of excessive fluctu-
ations in the foreign exchange earnings derived
from exports of primary products, which are of
vital importance to economic and social devel-
opment; and to adopt the measures necessary to
facilitate the access of Latin American exports
to goals it will be necessary:

Title II. Economic and Social Development
Chapter I. Basic Requirements for Economic and
Social Development
The American Republics recognize that to achieve the
foregoing goals it will be necessary:

1. That comprehensive and well-conceived national
programs of economic and social development,
aimed at the achievement of self-sustaining
growth, be carried out in accordance with demo-
cratic principles.

2. That national programs of economic and social
development be based on the principle of self-
help—as established in the Act of Bogota—and
on the maximum use of domestic resources, tak-
ing into account the special conditions of each
country.

3. That in the preparation and execution of plans
for economic and social development, women
should be placed on an equal footing with men.

4. That the Latin American countries obtain suffi-
cient external financial assistance, a substantial
portion of which should be extended on flexible
conditions with respect to periods and terms of
repayment and forms of utilization, in order to
supplement domestic capital formation and re-
inforce their import capacity; and that, in support
of well-conceived programs, which include the
necessary structural reforms and measures for the
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mobilization of internal resources, a supply of cap-
ital from all external sources during the coming 10
years of at least 20 billion dollars be made avail-
able to the Latin American countries, with priority
to the relatively less developed countries. The
greater part of this sum should be in public funds.

5. That institutions in both the public and private
sectors, including labor organizations, coopera-
tives, and commercial, industrial, and financial
institutions, be strengthened and improved for
the increasing and effective use of domestic re-
sources, and that the social reforms necessary to
permit a fair distribution of the fruits of economic
and social progress be carried out.

Chapter II. National Development Programs
1. Participating Latin American countries agree to

introduce or strengthen systems for the prepara-
tion, execution, and periodic revision of national
programs for economic and social development
consistent with the principles, objectives, and
requirements contained in this document. Partic-
ipating Latin American countries should formu-
late, if possible within the next eighteen months,
long-term development programs. Such programs
should embrace, according to the characteristics
of each country, the elements outlined in the
Appendix.

2. National development programs should incorpo-
rate self-help efforts directed to:
a. Improvement of human resources and widen-

ing of opportunities by raising general stan-
dards of education and health; improving and
extending technical education and professional
training with emphasis on science and tech-
nology; providing adequate remuneration for
work performed, encouraging the talents of
managers, entrepreneurs, and wage earners;
providing more productive employment for
underemployed manpower; establishing effec-
tive systems of labor relations, and procedures
for consultation and collaboration among pub-
lic authorities, employer associations, and labor
organizations; promoting the establishment and
expansion of local institutions for basic and
applied research; and improving the standards
of public administration.



b. Wider development and more efficient use of
natural resources, especially those which are
now idle or under-utilized, including measures
for the processing of raw materials.

c. The strengthening of the agricultural base, pro-
gressively, extending the benefits of the land
to those who work it, and ensuring in countries
with Indian populations the integration of
these populations into the economic, social,
and cultural processes of modern life. To carry
out these aims, measures should be adopted,
among others, to establish or improve, as the
case may be, the following services: extension,
credit, technical assistance, agricultural research
and mechanization; health and education; stor-
age and distribution; cooperatives and farmers’
associations; and community development.

d. More effective, rational and equitable mobi-
lization and use of financial resources through
the reform of tax structures, including fair and
adequate taxation of large incomes and real
estate, and the strict application of measures
to improve fiscal administration. Development
programs should include the adaptation of
budget expenditures to development needs,
measures for the maintenance of price stabil-
ity, the creation of essential credit facilities at
reasonable rates of interest, and the encour-
agement of private savings.

e. Promotion through appropriate measures, in-
cluding the signing of agreements for the pur-
pose of reducing or eliminating double taxation,
of conditions that will encourage the flow of
foreign investments and help to increase the
capital resources of participating countries in
need of capital.

f. Improvement of systems distribution and sales
in order to make markets more competitive
and prevent monopolistic practices.

Chapter III. Immediate and Short-term 
Action Measures

1. Recognizing that a number of Latin American
countries, despite their best efforts, may require
emergency financial assistance, the United States
will provide assistance from the funds which are
or may be established for such purposes. The
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United States stands ready to take prompt action
on applications for such assistance. Applications
relating to existing situations should be submit-
ted within the next 60 days.

2. Participating Latin American countries should,
in addition to creating or strengthening machin-
ery for long-term development programming, im-
mediately increase their efforts to accelerate their
development by giving special emphasis to the
following objectives:
a. The completion of projects already underway

and the initiation of projects for which the basic
studies have been made, in order to accelerate
their financing and execution.

b. The implementation of new projects which
are designed:
(1) To meet the most pressing social needs

and benefit directly the greatest number
of people;

(2) To concentrate efforts within each country
in the less developed or more depressed
areas in which particularly serious social
problems exist;

(3) To utilize idle capacity or resources, par-
ticularly under-employed manpower; and

(4) To survey and assess natural resources.
c. The facilitation of the preparation and execu-

tion of long-term programs through measures
designed:
(1) To train teachers, technicians, and spe-

cialists;
(2) To provide accelerated training to workers

and farmers;
(3) To improve basic statistics;
(4) To establish needed credit and marketing

facilities; and
(5) To improve services and administration.

3. The United States will assist in carrying out these
short-term measures with a view to achieving
concrete results from the Alliance for Progress at
the earliest possible moment. In connection with
the measures set forth above, and in accordance
with the statement of President Kennedy, the
United States will provide assistance under the
Alliance, including assistance for the financing
of short-term measures, totaling more than one
billion dollars in a year ending March 1962.



Chapter IV. External Assistance in Support of
National Development Programs

1. The economic and social development of Latin
America will require a large amount of additional
public and private financial assistance on the part
of capital-exporting countries, including the mem-
bers of the Development Assistance Group and
international lending agencies. The measures
provided for in the Act of Bogota and the new
measures provided for in this Charter, are de-
signed to create a framework within which such
additional assistance can be provided and effec-
tively utilized.

2. The United States will assist those participating
countries whose development programs estab-
lish self-help measures and economic and social
policies and programs consistent with the goals
and principles of this Charter. To supplement
the domestic efforts of such countries, the United
States is prepared to allocate resources which,
along with those anticipated from other external
sources, will be of a scope and magnitude ade-
quate to realize the goals envisaged in this Char-
ter. Such assistance will be allocated to both social
and economic development and, where appro-
priate, will take the form of grants or loans on
flexible terms and conditions. The participating
countries will request the assistance of other cap-
ital-exporting countries and appropriate institu-
tions so that they may provide assistance for the
attainment of these objectives.

3. The United States will assist in the financing of
technical assistance projects proposed by a par-
ticipating country or by the General Secretariat
of the Organization of American States for the
purpose of:
a. Providing experts contracted in agreement

with governments to work under their direc-
tion and to assist them in the preparation of
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specific investment projects and the strength-
ening of national mechanisms for preparing
projects, using specialized engineering firms
where appropriate;

b. Carrying out, pursuant to existing agreements
for cooperation among the General Secretariat
of the Organization of American States, the
Economic Commission for Latin America, and
the Inter-American Development Bank, field
investigations and studies, including those re-
lating to development problems, the organiza-
tion of national planning agencies and the
preparation of development programs, agrarian
reform and rural development, health, coopera-
tives, housing, education and professional train-
ing, and taxation and tax administration; and

c. Convening meetings of experts and officials
on development and related problems.

The governments or above mentioned organiza-
tions should, when appropriate, seek the cooper-
ation of the United Nations and its specialized
agencies in the execution of these activities.

4. The participating Latin American countries rec-
ognize that each has in varying degree a capacity
to assist fellow republics by providing technical
and financial assistance. They recognize that this
capacity will increase as their economies grow.
They therefore affirm their intention to assist
fellow republics increasingly as their individual
circumstances permit.

[. . .]

Source: U.S. House Committee on Foreign Affairs, Inter-
American Relations: A Collection of Documents, Legislation,
Descriptions of Inter-American Organizations, and Other Mater-
ial Pertaining to Inter-American Affairs (Washington, DC: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1972), The Avalon Project,
http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/intdip/interam/
intam16.htm.

82. John F. Kennedy: Inaugural Address, 20 January 1961

Introduction
The young Democrat John F. Kennedy became president of the United States in January 1961, the youngest man
ever elected to that office, succeeding the Republican Dwight D. Eisenhower, the oldest man until that time to be
president. Kennedy subscribed almost unthinkingly to orthodox Cold War ideology and proclaimed the need for
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We observe today not a victory of party but a celebra-
tion 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 to abolish all forms of human
poverty and all forms of human life. And yet the same
revolutionary beliefs for which our forebears fought
are still at issue around the globe—the belief that the
rights of man 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 of Americans—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
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hardship, support any friend, oppose any foe to assure
the survival and the 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 little we cannot do in a host of cooper-
ative ventures. Divided, there is little we can do—for
we dare not meet a powerful challenge 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 re-
placed by a far more iron tyranny. We shall not always
expect to find them supporting our view. But we shall
always hope to find them strongly supporting their
own freedom—and to remember that, in the past, those
who foolishly sought power by riding the back of the
tiger ended up inside.

To those people 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 what-
ever period is required—not because the Communists
may be doing it, not because we seek their votes, but
because it is right. If a free society cannot help the
many who are poor, it cannot save the few who are rich.

the United States to fight Soviet communism more energetically than in the past. Despite serious health problems
of which the American people were largely unaware, Kennedy projected an image of youthful dynamism and vigor,
and his administration made almost a cult of physical fitness. Young, handsome, and a master of appealing rhetoric,
through his style Kennedy caught the imagination not just of Americans but of young people around the world. He
appealed to Americans to be prepared to make sacrifices for their country and to wage the Cold War until victory
was attained, pledging that the United States would help its allies whatever the price. Breaking with Eisenhower’s
New Look strategy, which was heavily reliant upon the threat of nuclear weapons, Kennedy sought to make Amer-
ican military forces better able to fight conventional and guerrilla wars. Seeking to win the loyalties of decolonizing
and relatively poor states, he also urged ordinary Americans to work closely with their counterparts in developing
countries, sharing their living standards and cooperating on projects designed to benefit those nations, an appeal
that led to the establishment of the Peace Corps. Despite promising to build up American military forces and to
stand firm in the Cold War, he also sought to open serious arms control negotiations with the Soviet Union, evi-
dence of his recognition that neither power could afford an outright nuclear war. In Kennedy’s inaugural address,
therefore, one can discern the seeds of many of his subsequent policies, including his 1961 decision to support West
Berlin, his moves to increase the American commitment to the Republic of Vietnam (RVN, South Vietnam), his
demand that the Soviet Union withdraw its missiles from nearby Cuba in 1962, and his support for serious disar-
mament negotiations and the Atmospheric Nuclear Test Ban Treaty in 1963.



To our sister republics south of our border, we offer a
special pledge—to convert 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 revolution of hope cannot be-
come the prey of hostile powers. Let all our neighbors
know that we shall join with them to oppose aggres-
sion or subversion anywhere in the Americas. And let
every other power know that this hemisphere intends
to remain the master of its own house.

To that world assembly of sovereign states, the United
Nations, our last best hope in an age where the instru-
ments of war have far outpaced the instruments of
peace, we renew our pledge of support—to prevent
it from becoming merely a forum for invective—to
strengthen its shield of the new and the weak—and to
enlarge the area in which its writ may run.

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 that 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 problems which divide us.

Let both sides, for the first time, formulate serious
and precise proposals for the inspection and control of
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arms—and bring the absolute power to destroy other
nations under the absolute control of all nations.

Let both sides seek to invoke the wonders of science
instead of its terrors. Together let us explore the stars,
conquer the deserts, eradicate disease, tap the ocean
depths, and encourage the arts and commerce.

Let both sides unite to heed in all corners of the earth
the command of Isaiah—to “undo the heavy burdens
. . . [and] let the oppressed go free.”

And if a beachhead 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 even
perhaps 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 Americans has
been summoned to give testimony to its national loy-
alty. The graves of young 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, “rejoic-
ing in hope, patient in tribulation”—a struggle against
the common enemies of man: tyranny, poverty, disease,
and war itself.

Can we forge against these enemies a grand and global
alliance, North and South, East and West, that can
assure a more fruitful life for all mankind? Will you join
in that historic effort?

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 devo-
tion 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.
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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 final
judge 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.

Source: John F. Kennedy, Public Papers of the Presidents of the
United States: John F. Kennedy, 1961 (Washington, DC: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1962), 1–3.
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Introduction
On 4 February 1962, Cuban communist leader Fidel Castro delivered this address, which became known as the
Second Declaration of Havana. In it, he stated his goal of creating a communist society in Cuba based on the ide-
ology of Marxism-Leninism, with its principles of spreading communist revolution around the globe. Such a goal
ensured that Cuba openly challenged U.S.-based notions of democracy and capitalism, positioning itself as the
leader of international revolution in Latin America. Castro was motivated to make such a strong statement in part
because the U.S. government had already launched several covert operations in Cuba in an attempt to overthrow
his government. Seeking protection and security, Castro, in response, turned to the Soviet Union, which was by
then supplying him with substantial military aid, and offered to provide bases in Cuba for Soviet nuclear missiles.
Soviet leader Nikita Khrushchev accepted and sent substantial numbers of Soviet short- and medium-range mis-
siles to Cuba, together with thousands of Soviet troops. U.S. surveillance planes discovered the missiles in October
1962, sparking what was probably the most dangerous crisis of the entire Cold War.

Primary Source
[. . .]

What is Cuba’s history but that of Latin America? What
is the history of Latin America but the history of Asia,
Africa, and Oceania? And what is the history of all these
peoples but the history of the cruelest exploitation of
the world by imperialism?

At the end of the last century and the beginning of the
present, a handful of economically developed nations
had divided the world among themselves subjecting
two thirds of humanity to their economic and political
domination. Humanity was forced to work for the
dominating classes of the group of nations which had a
developed capitalist economy.

The historic circumstances which permitted certain
European countries and the United States of North

America to attain a high industrial development level,
put them in a position which enabled them to subject
and exploit the rest of the world.

What motives lay behind this expansion of the indus-
trial powers? Were they moral, “civilizing” reasons, as
they claimed? No: their motives were economic.

The discovery of America sent the European con-
querors across the seas to occupy and to exploit the
lands and peoples of other continents; the lust for riches
was the basic motivation for their conduct. America’s
discovery took place in the search for shorter ways to
the Orient, whose products Europe valued highly.

A new social class, the merchants and the producers
of articles manufactured for commerce, arose from the
feudal society of lords and serfs in the latter part of the
Middle Ages.



The lust for gold promoted the efforts of the new class.
The lust for profit was the incentive of their behavior
throughout its history. As industry and trade devel-
oped, the social influence of the new class grew. The
new productive forces maturing in the midst of the
feudal society increasingly clashed with feudalism and
its serfdom, its laws, its institutions, its philosophy, its
morals, its art, and its political ideology.

[. . .]

Since the end of the Second World War, the Latin
American nations are becoming pauperized constantly.
The value of their exports keeps diminishing, costs
of imports increase, the per capita income falls. The
dreadful percentages of child death rate do not
decrease, the number of illiterates grows higher, the
peoples lack employment, land, adequate housing,
schools, hospitals, communication systems and the
means of subsistence. On the other hand, North Amer-
ican investments exceed 10 billion dollars. Latin Amer-
ica, moreover, supplies cheap raw materials and pays
high prices for manufactured articles. Like the first
Spanish conquerors, who exchanged mirrors and trin-
kets with the Indians for silver and gold, so the United
States trades with Latin America. To hold on to this
torrent of wealth, to take greater possession of Amer-
ica’s resources and to exploit its long-suffering peoples:
this is what is hidden behind the military pacts, the mil-
itary missions and Washington’s diplomatic lobbying.

[. . .]

Wherever roads are closed to the peoples, where re-
pression of workers and peasants is fierce, where the
domination of Yankee monopolies is strongest, the first
and most important lesson is to understand that it is
neither just nor correct to divert the peoples with the
vain and fanciful illusion that the dominant classes can
be uprooted by legal means which do not and will not
exist. The ruling classes are entrenched in all positions
of state power. They monopolize the teaching field.
They dominate all means of mass communication.

83. Fidel Castro: Second Declaration of Havana 2565

They have infinite financial resources. Theirs is a
power which the monopolies and the ruling few will
defend by blood and fire with the strength of their
police and their armies.

The duty of every revolutionary is to make revolution.
We know that in America and throughout the world
the revolution will be victorious. But revolutionaries
cannot sit in the doorways of their homes to watch the
corpse of imperialism pass by. The role of Job does not
behoove a revolutionary. Each year by which Amer-
ica’s liberation may be hastened will mean millions of
children rescued from death, millions of minds freed
for learning, infinitudes of sorrow spared the peoples.
Even though the Yankee imperialists are preparing a
bloodbath for America they will not succeed in drown-
ing the people’s struggles. They will evoke universal
hatred against themselves. This will be the last act of
their rapacious and caveman system.

[. . .]

The People of Cuba
The National General Assembly of the People of
Cuba hereby resolves, that this Declaration be known
as the Second Declaration of Havana and be translated
into the principal languages and distributed through-
out the world. It also agrees to request from all the
friends of the Cuban Revolution in Latin America that
it be widely spread among the working, peasant, stu-
dent and intellectual masses of the fraternal lands of
this continent. We certify that the Second Declaration
of Havana was read and approved by the National
General Assembly of the People of Cuba, held in the
Martí Plaza, Havana, Cuba, Free Territory of America,
on 4 February 1962.

Osvaldo Dorticós Torrado, President
Fidel Castro Ruz, Prime Minister

Source: Fidel Castro, Declarations of Havana (Peking:

Foreign Languages Press, 1962).



Primary Source
Introduction: Agenda for a Generation
We are people of this generation, bred in at least modest
comfort, housed now in universities, looking uncom-
fortably to the world we inherit.
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When we were kids the United States was the wealth-
iest and strongest country in the world; the only one
with the atom bomb, the least scarred by modern war,
an initiator of the United Nations that we thought
would distribute Western influence throughout the
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Introduction
In the early 1960s, young people in the United States, inspired by President John F. Kennedy’s appeal to “ask what
you can do for your country,” actively sought to change their society and the world for the better. Many took part
in the civil rights movement, but they envisaged trying to extend the cause of reform to cover other aspects of polit-
ical life. Students for a Democratic Society (SDS), the decade’s most significant manifestation of student radical-
ism, was founded in 1960 and constituted part of the New Left movement. The first major statement published by
the SDS was the Port Huron Manifesto of June 1962, written at a convention of the organization held in Port
Huron, Michigan. Its major author was the youthful Tom Hayden, a student from a working-class family at the Uni-
versity of Michigan. The manifesto reflected the dissatisfaction that, despite the comfortable lives they enjoyed,
many young Americans of the late 1950s and early 1960s felt toward their society. The ongoing civil rights struggle
convinced them that many African Americans were living in conditions of personal and social degradation that con-
travened the basic promises of equality enshrined in the American way of life and democratic tradition. The Cold
War, by this time simply an accepted part of the backdrop of life in the United States, exposed all Americans to the
risk of nuclear destruction, while the American armed forces and business had major “economic and military
investments in the Cold War status quo.” Despite the habitual employment of the rhetoric of democracy, the Amer-
ican political system, the manifesto charged, was dominated by “the irresponsible power of military and business
interests,” with no demand for fundamental structural change. In an era of economic prosperity, poverty and dep-
rivation were widespread, and work was often unfulfilling. Individuals felt powerless, unable to make any major
changes in their community. In idealistic and sweepingly ambitious terms, the manifesto called for the creation of
a “new left,” dedicated to revitalizing society, politics, the international system, and human relationships and
objectives. Among the specific goals were the fairer distribution of resources, tackling both urban and rural poverty,
forcing corporations to behave with a sense of public responsibility, strengthening the existing labor movement,
and cutting military spending. Students were urged to reform their universities, to make them less bureaucratic and
more democratic and responsive to student wishes to focus on social reform and change. The United States, in
company with the Soviet Union, was criticized for failing to work for or implement international peace. Both
nations were urged to make serious efforts to effect nuclear disarmament and end the Cold War, including the inter-
national acceptance by all parties of the divisions of such contentious states as Korea, China, Germany, and Viet-
nam. Hayden, president of SDS for the academic year 1962–1963, included this criticism of U.S. international
policies over the wishes of more conciliatory colleagues, who preferred to avoid controversy by restricting their
caveats merely to Soviet policies. The authors of the Port Huron Manifesto demonstrated an almost limitless con-
fidence in what it might be possible for young Americans to achieve, a near utopian faith in their ability to change
society and the world that was characteristic of the early 1960s. By the mid-1960s, and especially after President
Lyndon B. Johnson committed American ground forces to Vietnam in the spring of 1965, the organization also
focused heavily on opposition to the Vietnam War, helping to organize student resistance to the draft that made all
young American men liable to conscription and organizing massive antiwar demonstrations and teach-ins. By 1969
SDS had disintegrated into numerous competing factions, divided in terms of political ideology and also over the
issue of whether or not to endorse violence as a political tool. By 1972 SDS was defunct, although several of its
members, including Hayden, subsequently became significant mainstream political figures.



world. Freedom and equality for each individual, gov-
ernment of, by, and for the people—these American
values we found good principles by which we could live
as men. Many of us began maturing in complacency.

As we grew, however, our comfort was penetrated by
events too troubling to dismiss. First, the permeating
and victimizing fact of human degradation, symbolized
by the Southern struggle against racial bigotry, com-
pelled most of us from silence to activism. Second, the
enclosing fact of the Cold War, symbolized by the
presence of the Bomb, brought awareness that we our-
selves, and our friends, and millions of abstract “others”
we knew more directly because of our common peril,
might die at any time. We might deliberately ignore, or
avoid, or fail to feel all other human problems, but not
these two, for these were too immediate and crushing
in their impact, too challenging in the demand that we
as individuals take the responsibility for encounter and
resolution.

While these and other problems either directly op-
pressed us or rankled our consciences and became our
own subjective concerns, we began to see complicated
and disturbing paradoxes in our surrounding America.
The declaration “all men are created equal . . .” rang
hollow before the facts of Negro life in the South and
the big cities of the North. The proclaimed peaceful
intentions of the United States contradicted its eco-
nomic and military investments in the Cold War sta-
tus quo.

We witnessed, and continue to witness, other para-
doxes. With nuclear energy whole cities can easily be
powered, yet the dominant nation-states seem more
likely to unleash destruction greater than that incurred
in all wars of human history. Although our own tech-
nology is destroying old and creating new forms of
social organization, men still tolerate meaningless
work and idleness. While two-thirds of mankind suf-
fers under nourishment, our own upper classes revel
amidst superfluous abundance. Although world popu-
lation is expected to double in forty years, the nations
still tolerate anarchy as a major principle of inter-
national conduct and uncontrolled exploitation governs
the sapping of the earth’s physical resources. Although
mankind desperately needs revolutionary leadership,
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America rests in national stalemate, its goals ambigu-
ous and tradition-bound instead of informed and clear,
its democratic system apathetic and manipulated rather
than “of, by, and for the people.”

Not only did tarnish appear on our image of American
virtue, not only did disillusion occur when the hypocrisy
of American ideals was discovered, but we began to
sense that what we had originally seen as the American
Golden Age was actually the decline of an era. The
worldwide outbreak of revolution against colonialism
and imperialism, the entrenchment of totalitarian states,
the menace of war, overpopulation, international dis-
order, supertechnology—these trends were testing the
tenacity of our own commitment to democracy and
freedom and our abilities to visualize their application
to a world in upheaval.

Our work is guided by the sense that we may be the
last generation in the experiment with living. But we
are a minority—the vast majority of our people regard
the temporary equilibriums of our society and world
as eternally functional parts. In this is perhaps the
outstanding paradox; we ourselves are imbued with
urgency, yet the message of our society is that there is
no viable alternative to the present. Beneath the re-
assuring tones of the politicians, beneath the common
opinion that America will “muddle through,” beneath
the stagnation of those who have closed their minds to
the future, is the pervading feeling that there simply
are no alternatives, that our times have witnessed the
exhaustion not only of Utopias, but of any new depar-
tures as well. Feeling the press of complexity upon the
emptiness of life, people are fearful of the thought that
at any moment things might be thrust out of control.
They fear change itself, since change might smash
whatever invisible framework seems to hold back chaos
for them now. For most Americans, all crusades are
suspect, threatening. The fact that each individual sees
apathy in his fellows perpetuates the common reluc-
tance to organize for change. The dominant institutions
are complex enough to blunt the minds of their poten-
tial critics, and entrenched enough to swiftly dissipate
or entirely repel the energies of protest and reform, thus
limiting human expectancies. Then, too, we are a mate-
rially improved society, and by our own improvements
we seem to have weakened the case for further change.



Some would have us believe that Americans feel con-
tentment amidst prosperity—but might it not better
be called a glaze above deeply felt anxieties about
their role in the new world? And if these anxieties pro-
duce a developed indifference to human affairs, do they
not as well produce a yearning to believe that there is
an alternative to the present, that something can be
done to change circumstances in the school, the work-
places, the bureaucracies, the government? It is to
this latter yearning, at once the spark and engine of
change, that we direct our present appeal. The search
for truly democratic alternatives to the present, and a
commitment to social experimentation with them, is
a worthy and fulfilling human enterprise, one which
moves us and, we hope, others today. On such a basis
do we offer this document of our convictions and analy-
sis: as an effort in understanding and changing the con-
ditions of humanity in the late twentieth century, an
effort rooted in the ancient, still unfulfilled conception
of man attaining determining influence over his cir-
cumstances of life.

Values
Making values explicit—an initial task in establish-
ing alternatives—is an activity that has been devalued
and corrupted. The conventional moral terms of the
age, the politician moralities—“free world,” “people’s
democracies”—reflect realities poorly, if at all, and
seem to function more as ruling myths than as descrip-
tive principles. But neither has our experience in the
universities brought us moral enlightenment. Our
professors and administrators sacrifice controversy to
public relations; their curriculums change more slowly
than the living events of the world; their skills and
silence are purchased by investors in the arms race;
passion is called unscholastic. The questions we might
want raised—what is really important? can we live in a
different and better way? if we wanted to change soci-
ety, how would we do it?—are not thought to be ques-
tions of a “fruitful, empirical nature,” and thus are
brushed aside.

Unlike youth in other countries we are used to moral
leadership being exercised and moral dimensions being
clarified by our elders. But today, for us, not even the
liberal and socialist preachments of the past seem ade-
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quate to the forms of the present. Consider the old slo-
gans: Capitalism Cannot Reform Itself, United Front
Against Fascism, General Strike, All Out on May Day.
Or, more recently, No Cooperation with Commies and
Fellow Travelers, Ideologies Are Exhausted, Biparti-
sanship, No Utopias. These are incomplete, and there
are few new prophets. It has been said that our liberal
and socialist predecessors were plagued by vision with-
out program, while our own generation is plagued by
program without vision. All around us there is astute
grasp of method, technique—the committee, the ad
hoc group, the lobbyist, the hard and soft sell, the
make, the projected image—but, if pressed critically,
such expertise in incompetent to explain its implicit
ideals. It is highly fashionable to identify oneself by
old categories, or by naming a respected political fig-
ure, or by explaining “how we would vote” on various
issues.

Theoretic chaos has replaced the idealistic thinking of
old—and, unable to reconstitute theoretic order, men
have condemned idealism itself. Doubt has replaced
hopefulness—and men act out a defeatism that is
labeled realistic. The decline of utopia and hope is
in fact one of the defining features of social life today.
The reasons are various: the dreams of the older left
were perverted by Stalinism and never re-created; the
congressional stalemate makes men narrow their view
of the possible; the specialization of human activity
leaves little room for sweeping thought; the horrors
of the twentieth century symbolized in the gas ovens
and concentration camps and atom bombs, have blasted
hopefulness. To be idealistic is to be considered apoc-
alyptic, deluded. To have no serious aspirations, on the
contrary, is to be “tough-minded.”

In suggesting social goals and values, therefore, we are
aware of entering a sphere of some disrepute. Perhaps
matured by the past, we have no formulas, no closed
theories—but that does not mean values are beyond
discussion and tentative determination. A first task of
any social movement is to convince people that the
search for orienting theories and the creation of human
values is complex but worthwhile. We are aware that to
avoid platitudes we must analyze the concrete condi-
tions of social order. But to direct such an analysis we



must use the guideposts of basic principles. Our own
social values involve conceptions of human beings,
human relationships, and social systems.

We regard men as infinitely precious and possessed of
unfulfilled capacities for reason, freedom, and love. In
affirming these principles we are aware of countering
perhaps the dominant conceptions of man in the twen-
tieth century: that he is a thing to be manipulated, and
that he is inherently incapable of directing his own
affairs. We oppose the depersonalization that reduces
human being to the status of things—if anything, the
brutalities of the twentieth century teach that means
and ends are intimately related, that vague appeals to
“posterity” cannot justify the mutilations of the pres-
ent. We oppose, too, the doctrine of human incompe-
tence because it rests essentially on the modern fact
that men have been “competently” manipulated into
incompetence—we see little reason why men cannot
meet with increasing skill the complexities and respon-
sibilities of their situation, if society is organized not
for minority, but for majority, participation in decision-
making.

Men have unrealized potential for self-cultivation,
self-direction, self-understanding, and creativity. It is
this potential that we regard as crucial and to which we
appeal, not to the human potentiality for violence,
unreason, and submission to authority. The goal of man
and society should be human independence: a concern
not with image of popularity but with finding a mean-
ing in life that is personally authentic; a quality of
mind not compulsively driven by a sense of powerless-
ness, nor one which unthinkingly adopts status values,
nor one which represses all threats to its habits, but one
which has full, spontaneous access to present and past
experiences, one which easily unites the fragmented
parts of personal history, one which openly faces prob-
lems which are troubling and unresolved; one with an
intuitive awareness of possibilities, an active sense of
curiosity, an ability and willingness to learn.

This kind of independence does not mean egotistic
individualism—the object is not to have one’s way so
much as it is to have a way that is one’s own. Nor do we
deify man—we merely have faith in his potential.
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Human relationships should involve fraternity and
honesty. Human interdependence is contemporary
fact; human brotherhood must be willed, however, as
a condition of future survival and as the most appro-
priate form of social relations. Personal links between
man and man are needed, especially to go beyond the
partial and fragmentary bonds of function that bind
men only as worker to worker, employer to employee,
teacher to student, American to Russian.

Loneliness, estrangement, isolation describe the vast
distance between man and man today. These domi-
nant tendencies cannot be overcome by better person-
nel management, nor by improved gadgets, but only
when a love of man overcomes the idolatrous worship
of things by man.

As the individualism we affirm is not egoism, the self-
lessness we affirm is not self-elimination. On the con-
trary, we believe in generosity of a kind that imprints
one’s unique individual qualities in the relation to other
men, and to all human activity. Further, to dislike iso-
lation is not to favor the abolition of privacy; the latter
differs from isolation in that it occurs or is abolished
according to individual will. We would replace power
rooted in possession, privilege, or circumstance by
power and uniqueness rooted in love, reflectiveness,
reason, and creativity.

As a social system we seek the establishment of a
democracy of individual participation, governed by two
central aims: that the individual share in those social
decisions determining the quality and direction of his
life; that society be organized to encourage independ-
ence in men and provide the media for their common
participation.

In a participatory democracy, the political life would
be based in several root principles:

—that decision-making of basic social consequence
be carried on by public groupings;

—that politics be seen positively, as the art of col-
lectively creating an acceptable pattern of social
relations;

—that politics has the function of bringing people
out of isolation and into community, thus being a



necessary, though not sufficient, means of finding
meaning in personal life;

—that the political order should serve to clarify
problems in a way instrumental to their solution;
it should provide outlets for the expression of
personal grievance and aspiration; opposing views
should be organized so as to illuminate choices and
facilitate the attainment of goals; channels should
be commonly available to relate men to knowl-
edge and to power so that private problems—from
bad recreation facilities to personal alienation—
are formulated as general issues.

The economic sphere would have as its basis the
principles:

—that work should involve incentives worthier than
money or survival. It should be educative, not
stultifying; creative, not mechanical; self-directed,
not manipulated, encouraging independence, a
respect for others, a sense of dignity, and a will-
ingness to accept social responsibility, since it is
this experience that has crucial influence on
habits, perceptions and individual ethics;

—that the economic experience is so personally
decisive that the individual must share in its full
determination;
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—that the economy itself is of such social importance
that its major resources and means of production
should be open to democratic participation and
subject to democratic social regulation.

Like the political and economic ones, major social
institutions—cultural, educational, rehabilitative, and
others—should be generally organized with the well-
being and dignity of man as the essential measure of
success.

In social change or interchange, we find violence to be
abhorrent because it requires generally the transfor-
mation of the target, be it a human being or a commu-
nity of people, into a depersonalized object of hate. It
is imperative that the means of violence be abolished
and the institutions—local, national, international—
that encourage non-violence as a condition of conflict
be developed.

These are our central values, in skeletal form. It
remains vital to understand their denial or attainment
in the context of the modern world.

[. . .]

Source: Tom Hayden, “Port Huron Statement,” http://www
.tomhayden.com/porthuron.htm.

85. John F. Kennedy: President Kennedy and Staff Discussing the
Cuban Missile Crisis, 18 October 1962

Introduction
On the morning of 16 October 1962, U.S. President John F. Kennedy learned in an intelligence briefing that a large
number of Soviet missiles had been installed on the nearby island of Cuba and were apparently close to opera-
tional. Since 1959 Cuba had been ruled by a socialist revolutionary government headed by Fidel Castro, which
Kennedy and his predecessor, Dwight D. Eisenhower, had both unavailingly tried to topple. The Kennedy admin-
istration regarded the secret deployment of these missiles as an unfriendly act. This news marked the beginning of
fourteen days of intensive meetings among the president and his top national security advisors, the Executive
Committee (Excom) of the administration’s most prominent cabinet members, including Vice President Lyndon B.
Johnson; Secretary of State Dean Rusk and his deputy; Secretary of Defense Robert S. McNamara and his deputy;
Treasury Secretary C. Douglas Dillon; CIA Director John McCone; the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS); National Secu-
rity Advisor McGeorge Bundy; and, on occasion, leading congressmen and senators. The question facing the pres-
ident and his advisors was how they should respond. At this early stage, they were considering five graduated plans
of action (Options I–V) against the missile installations, ranging from various levels of air strikes up to full scale



Primary Source
[. . .]

McNamara: Mr. President, may I suggest that there are
a series of alternative planned arrangements. Roman
numeral I was about 50 sorties, directed solely against
the known MRBMs, known as of last night, to Roman
numeral V, which covers an alternative invasion plan.

All of these plans are based on one very important
assumption: That we would attack, with conventional
weapons, against an enemy who is not equipped with
operational nuclear weapons. If there’s any possibility
that the enemy is equipped with operational nuclear
weapons, I’m certain the plans would have to be
changed.

Last evening we were discussing the relative merits
of these forms of military action, assuming that at
some point military action was required. It has been
the view of the Chiefs, based on discussions within
the last two days, and it was certainly my view, that
either Roman numeral I or Roman numeral II, very
limited air strikes against very limited targets, would
be quite inconclusive, very risky, and almost certainly
lead to further military action prior to which we would
have paid an unnecessary price for the gains we had
achieved.

And, therefore, the Chiefs and I would certainly have
recommended last night, and I would recommend more
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strongly today, that we not consider undertaking either
Roman numeral I or Roman numeral II, so that we
would consider nothing short of a full invasion as a mil-
itary action. And this only on the assumption that we’re
operating against a force that does not possess opera-
tional nuclear weapons.

President Kennedy: Why does this information change
the recommendation?

McNamara: Last evening, it was my personal belief
that there were more targets than we knew of, and it
was probable there would be more targets than we
could know of at the start of anyone of these strikes.
The information of this morning, I think, simply
demonstrates the validity of that conclusion of last
evening.

Secondly, when we’re talking of Roman numeral I,
it’s a very limited strike against MRBMs only, and it
leaves in existence IL-28s with nuclear weapon-
carrying capability, and a number of other aircraft
with nuclear weapon-carrying capability, and aircraft
with strike capability that could be exercised during
our attack, or immediately following our attack on the
MRBMs, with great possible risk of loss to either
Guantanamo and/or the eastern coast of the U.S.

I say great loss, I’m not thinking in terms of tens of
thousands, but I’m thinking in terms of sporadic
attacks against our civilian population, which would

invasion. Rusk thought that if the United States did not react forcefully to the presence of these missiles in Cuba,
it would lose all credibility with both its allies and the Soviet Union. McNamara stated his “personal” view that the
presence of Soviet missiles in Cuba did not “change the military equation . . . at all” but nonetheless agreed with
Rusk that their presence was “primarily a political problem.” McNamara felt that “holding the alliance together”
and “conditioning [Soviet leader Nikita] Khrushchev for our future moves,” together with domestic political con-
siderations, “all require[d] action that . . . the shift in military balance does not require.” Kennedy feared that most
U.S. allies regarded its past problems with Cuba as “a fixation of the United States and not a serious military
threat.” General Maxwell D. Taylor, chairman of the JCS, warned that time was not in favor of the United States,
as increasing numbers of missile sites were likely to become operational on a daily basis. All those attending the
meeting were clearly conscious that the situation was extremely dangerous and could easily spiral out of control
into a full-scale nuclear war between the United States and the Soviet Union. Yet in the very early stages of the cri-
sis, all the courses of action under consideration involved direct military action against Cuba. Only later did U.S.
officials opt for the quarantine option, publicly demanding that the Soviet Union remove the missiles while impos-
ing a naval blockade around Cuba.



lead to losses I think we would find it hard to justify
in relation to the alternative courses open to us, and in
relation to the very limited accomplishment of our lim-
ited number of strikes.

Robert Kennedy: What about alternative number II, on
the basis that you’re going against offensive weapons.
You’re going to go against the missiles, and you’re going
to go against the planes. What’s the argument against
that? I mean that would prevent them from knocking
our population base.

McNamara: It must be preferred over number I, in my
opinion. It would have to be larger than is shown now
because of the additional number of targets required,
and it gets very close to alternative III, compared to
the number of sorties. The number II [strike] was pre-
pared before we had the additional information of last
night’s [photo] interpretation. We showed a hundred
sorties. I think it more likely that number II, with the
information of now, and the information we’re likely to
have today and tomorrow, will turn into number III,
which is a 200-sortie strike. I doubt very much we could
stop there.

Taylor: I would agree with that statement of the Secre-
tary’s. Really, II is hardly possible now. We’re really
talking about III, because we have to take the SAM
sites out, if you want to go for [unclear] airfield strikes
[unclear] targets related [unclear]. I think that’s partic-
ularly true if we expect to have follow-up surveillance.
SAM site facilities have become operational, and even
though we take out [unclear] I and II, we [are] still
going to have a requirement to know what’s going on.
[unclear] a long air war I would say, [unclear] under I,
II, or III, actually.

President Kennedy: [With] number II, you don’t
need to take out the SAM sites before they become
operational.

Taylor: They’ll be operational at the same time.

McNamara: We have almost certainly added 2 more tar-
gets than are indicated here. Sixteen targets shown. We
have at least 3 more targets from evidence since last
night, and we will certainly have some more tonight and

2572 85. John F. Kennedy: President Kennedy and Staff Discussing the Cuban Missile Crisis

tomorrow. And, therefore, II merges very directly into
III. If the SAM sites become operational, II becomes III
because, in a very real sense, that’s maybe the . . . 

President Kennedy: Let me ask you this: If I remem-
ber, [we’re] talking about III versus V, isn’t it?

McNamara: Yes, sir.

President Kennedy: Well, now, the advantage of III is
that you would hope to do it in a day.

McNamara: Yes. It could be done in a day.

President Kennedy: Invasion, that would be V, would
be 7, 8, or 9 days, with all the consequences . . . 

McNamara: That is correct.

President Kennedy: We would increase the tension.

Now, if we did III, we would assume that by the end of
the day their ability to use planes against us—after all,
we don’t have that much range, so they’d have to come
back to the field and [unclear]. You would say—

McNamara: You would assume, by the end of the
day, their air force could be nearly destroyed. I say
nearly because there might be a few sporadic weapons
around.

Taylor: And I would just want to say that there’ll never
be a guarantee of 100 percent.

President Kennedy: As least as far as their [unclear]. I
would think you [the Soviets would] have to go on the
defensive, are not going to commit nuclear weapons to
be used against the United States from Cuba unless
you’re going to be using them for everyplace.

McNamara: Well, I’m not certain they can stop it, this
is why I emphasized the plan I did. I don’t believe the
Soviets would authorize their use against the U.S., but
they might nonetheless be used, and, therefore, I
underline this assumption, that all of these cases are
premised on the assumption there are no operational
nuclear weapons there.



If there’s any possibility of that I would strongly rec-
ommend that these plans be modified substantially.
Now, I evaded the question Secretary Rusk asked me,
and I evaded it because I wanted this information. This
stuff first. The question he asked me was: How does,
in effect, how does the introduction of these weapons
to Cuba change the military equation, the military posi-
tion of the U.S. versus the U.S.S.R.?

And, speaking strictly in military terms, really in terms
of weapons, it doesn’t change it at all, in my personal
opinion. My personal views are not shared by the
Chiefs. They are not shared by many others in the
Department. However, I feel very strongly on this
point, and I think I could argue a case, a strong case, in
defense of my position.

This doesn’t really have any bearing on the issue, in
my opinion, because it is not a military problem that
we’re facing. It’s a political problem. It’s a problem of
holding the alliance together. It’s a problem of prop-
erly conditioning Khrushchev for our future moves.
And the problem of holding the alliance together, and
the problem of conditioning Khrushchev for our future
moves, the problem of dealing with our domestic pub-
lic, all requires action that, in my opinion, the shift in
military balance does not require.

President Kennedy: On holding the alliance. Which
one would strain the alliance more: this attack by us on
Cuba, which most allies regard as a fixation of the
United States and not a serious military threat? And
you’d have to outline a condition you have to go in,
before they would accept, support our action against
Cuba, because they think that we’re slightly demented
on this subject.

So there isn’t any doubt that, whatever action we take
against Cuba, no matter how good our films are, or
what this is going to cause in Latin America, a lot of
people would regard this as a mad act by the United
States, which is due to a loss of nerve because they will
argue that taken at its worst, the presence of these mis-
siles really doesn’t change the balance. We started to
think the other way, I mean, the view in America. But
what’s everybody else going to think when it’s done to
this guy?
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McNamara: Aren’t the others going to think exactly as
I do?

Taylor: May I comment, sir?

With regard to what we’ve just seen in intelligence, it
seems to me three things stand out. The first is the
very rapid energy with which they are developing the
movement in the first 24 hours since Sunday [October
14]. They are moving very fast to make these weapons
operational.

Whether they’re operational today? I would agree with
the Secretary that probably not, but I don’t think any-
one can assure you that at any time, that at least one or
more of these missiles will not become operational.

Now, number two, the IL-28s. We’ve been expecting
this. But now it turns up in a very powerful location, I
would say, and [unclear] ideal place to take them out.

Third, the IRBMs. This really put a new perspective
on the way I look at it [this problem]. Yesterday, when
we only had a few of the mobile type, I was far from
convinced that the big showdown would be required.
And we’re getting new pictures, and the vision of an
island that’s going to be a forward base of major impor-
tance to the Soviets.

All of the targets that we’re seeing, however, are the
kind that air attack [words unclear] we can’t take this
threat out by actions from here. So we had argued
more and more that if, indeed, you’re going to prevent
that kind of thing . . . 

Bundy: But you don’t mean that you can’t prevent it in
the sense of stopping it from happening the next day.
You mean that—

Taylor: For the long pull—

Bundy:—you’re going to have to take the island?

Taylor: Yes, you can’t destroy a hole in the ground. We
can’t prevent these constructions going ahead by any
threat. Diplomatic action might stop it, but a totally



diplomatic action [unclear] will not stop a threat of this
kind from building up.

Now, if those statements are roughly correct, then what
would it mean in terms of time? Well, it means that,
insofar as getting the mobile missiles out, time is of the
essence. But the faster the better, because it’s not
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already too late. And I would say that, again, we’re not
sure that it is not too late, with respect to one or more
of the missiles.

Source: Ernest R. May and Philip D. Zelikow, eds., The
Kennedy Tapes: Inside the White House during the Cuban Missile
Crisis (Cambridge: Belknap Press of Harvard University,
1997), 126–135.

86. John F. Kennedy: Cuban Missile Crisis Speech, 22 October 1962

Introduction
The nuclear arms race between the Soviet Union and the United States intensified during the 1950s and 1960s,
triggering the most dangerous crisis of the entire Cold War. In the late 1950s many Americans, including Demo-
cratic presidential candidate John F. Kennedy during the 1960 election campaign, alleged that a missile gap existed
between the Soviet Union and the United States, with the Soviets far surpassing their American rivals in the
number of missiles deployed. In reality, the U.S. edge in missiles targeted on the Soviet Union was approximately
seventeen to one. Soviet leader Nikita Khrushchev was eager to reduce this imbalance. After a botched American-
backed invasion attempt in March 1961 to overthrow the left-wing procommunist regime that Fidel Castro had
established in Cuba in 1959, less than 100 miles from American soil, Khrushchev also sought to protect the Cuban
revolutionary from further U.S. efforts to destabilize and topple him. In 1962 the Soviet Union therefore secretly
installed substantial numbers of short- and medium-range missiles in Cuba, protected by more than 40,000 Soviet
troops. These weapons were capable of reaching every American city except Seattle. On 17 October 1962, photo-
graphs taken by an American U-2 spy plane revealed the presence of Soviet missile installations and troops, the
beginning of eleven days of excruciating tensions. Kennedy and his advisors debated the various options intensely,
initially in secret. The choices before them were whether to launch a preemptive strike to destroy the missiles, to
mount a full-scale invasion of Cuba, or to follow the more moderate course of mounting a naval blockade of the
island. American officials were not aware that some of the missiles were already operational and underestimated the
number of Soviet military personnel on the island. On 22 October 1962, Kennedy spoke to the American people in
a televised address, explaining to them the developments of the previous week and announcing the imposition of
a naval quarantine, or blockade, of Cuba. Several tense days of Soviet-American negotiations ensued before the
Soviet Union agreed to remove the missiles in return for a U.S. pledge that American forces would not invade Cuba
and a secret understanding that assorted North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) nuclear missiles deployed in
Turkey, bordering on the Soviet Union, would also be dismantled. The so-called Cuban Missile Crisis was the clos-
est that the Cold War ever came to exploding into an actual nuclear war between the United States and the Soviet
Union. It had a sobering impact on both great powers, impelling them to behave more cautiously in the future.
Kennedy, whose relatively low-key and moderate approach toward the crisis was at odds with much of his earlier
bellicose Cold War rhetoric, as seen in his 1961 inaugural address, showed a new interest in arms control after the
crisis, and in 1963 he signed a treaty with the Soviet Union banning the atmospheric testing of nuclear weapons.
The perceived Soviet humiliation during the Cuban Missile Crisis was one reason that an internal Kremlin coup
removed Khrushchev from power in the summer of 1964. The sense of Soviet impotence during the crisis also led
the Russian military to mount a major nuclear buildup for the rest of the 1960s, which brought the Soviet Union to
nuclear parity with the United States but also seriously strained and weakened the Soviet economy.

Primary Source
Good evening, my fellow citizens. 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 purposes of
these bases can be none other than to provide a nuclear
strike capability against the Western Hemisphere.

Upon receiving the first preliminary hard information
of this nature last Tuesday morning (October 16) at
9:00 A.M., I directed that our surveillance be stepped
up. And having now confirmed and completed our
evaluation of the evidence and our decision on a course
of action, this Government feels obliged to report this
new crisis to you in fullest detail.

The characteristics of these new missile sites indicate
two distinct types of installations. Several of them
include medium-range ballistic missiles capable of
carrying a nuclear warhead for a distance of more than
1,000 nautical miles. Each of these missiles, in short,
is capable of striking Washington, D.C., the Panama
Canal, Cape Canaveral, Mexico City, or any other city
in the southeastern part of the United States, in Cen-
tral America, or in the Caribbean area.

Additional sites not yet completed appear to be de-
signed for intermediate-range ballistic missiles capable
of traveling more than twice as far—and thus capable
of striking most of the major cities in the Western
Hemisphere, ranging as far north as Hudson Bay,
Canada, and as far south as Lima, Peru. In addition,
jet bombers, capable of carrying nuclear weapons, are
now being uncrated and assembled in Cuba, while the
necessary air bases are being prepared.

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 Americas, in flagrant and delib-
erate defiance of the Rio Pact of 1947, the traditions of
this nation and Hemisphere, the joint Resolution of
the 87th Congress, the Charter of the United Nations,
and my own public warnings to the Soviets on Sep-
tember 4 and 13.

This action also contradicts the repeated assurances of
Soviet spokesmen, both publicly and privately deliv-
ered, that the arms build-up in Cuba would retain its
original defensive character and that the Soviet Union
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had no need or desire to station strategic missiles on
the territory of any other nation.

The size of this undertaking makes clear that it has
been planned for some months. Yet only last month,
after I had made clear the distinction between any
introduction of ground-to-ground missiles and the exis-
tence of defensive antiaircraft missiles, the Soviet
Government publicly stated on September 11 that,
and I quote, “The armaments and military equipment
sent to Cuba are designed exclusively for defensive
purposes,” and, and I quote the Soviet Government,
“There is no need for the Soviet Government to shift
its weapons for a retaliatory blow to any other country,
for instance Cuba,” and that, and I quote the Govern-
ment, “The Soviet Union has so powerful rockets to
carry these nuclear warheads that there is no need to
search for sites for them beyond the boundaries of the
Soviet Union.” That statement was false.

Only last Thursday, as evidence of this rapid offen-
sive build-up was already in my hand, Soviet Foreign
Minister Gromyko told me in my office that he was
instructed to make it clear once again, as he said his
Government had already done, that Soviet assistance
to Cuba, and I quote, “pursued solely the purpose of
contributing to the defense capabilities of Cuba,” that,
and I quote him, “training by Soviet specialists of
Cuban nationals in handling defensive armaments
was by no means offensive,” and that “if it were other-
wise,” Mr. Gromyko went on, “the Soviet Govern-
ment would never become involved in rendering such
assistance.” That statement also was false.

Neither the United States of America 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 represents 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.

For many years both the Soviet Union and the United
States, recognizing this fact, have deployed strategic



nuclear weapons with great care, never upsetting the
precarious status quo which insured that these weapons
would not be used in the absence of some vital chal-
lenge. Our own strategic missiles have never been
transferred to the territory of any other nation under a
cloak of secrecy and deception; and our history, unlike
that of the Soviets since the end of World War II,
demonstrates that we have no desire to dominate or
conquer any other nation or impose our system upon
its people. Nevertheless, American citizens have be-
come adjusted to living daily on the bull’s eye of Soviet
missiles located inside the U.S.S.R. or in submarines.

In that sense missiles in Cuba add to an already clear
and present danger—although it should be noted the
nations of Latin America have never previously been
subjected to a potential nuclear threat. But this secret,
swift, and extraordinary build-up of Communist missiles
—in an area well known to have a special and historical
relationship to the United States and the nations of the
Western Hemisphere, in violation of Soviet assurances,
and in defiance of American and hemispheric policy—
this sudden, clandestine decision to station strategic
weapons for the first time outside of Soviet soil—is a
deliberately provocative and unjustified change in the
status quo which cannot be accepted by this country
if our courage and our commitments are ever to be
trusted again by either friend or foe.

[. . .]

Acting, therefore, in the defense of our own security
and of the entire Western 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 initial steps be taken
immediately:

First: To halt this offensive build-up, 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, if found to
contain cargoes of offensive weapons, be turned back:
This quarantine will be extended, if needed, to other
types of cargo and carriers. We are not at this time,
however, denying the necessities of life as the Soviets
attempted to do in their Berlin blockade of 1948.
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Second: I have directed the continued and increased
close surveillance of Cuba and its military build-up.
The Foreign Ministers of the Organization of Ameri-
can States in their communiqué of October 3 rejected
secrecy on such matters in this Hemisphere. 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
interests of both the Cuban people and the Soviet
technicians at the sites, the hazards 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.

Fourth: As a necessary military precaution I have re-
inforced our base at Guantanamo, evacuated today the
dependents of our personnel there, and ordered addi-
tional military units to be on a standby alert basis.

Fifth: We are calling tonight for an immediate meeting
of the Organ of Consultation, under the Organization
of American States, to consider this threat to hemi-
spheric security and to invoke articles six and eight of
the Rio Treaty in support of all necessary action. The
United Nations Charter allows for regional security
arrangements—and the nations of this Hemisphere
decided long ago against the military presence of out-
side powers. Our other allies around the world have
also been alerted.

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.
Our resolution will call for the prompt dismantling and
withdrawal of all offensive weapons in Cuba, under
the supervision of United Nations observers, before
the quarantine can be lifted.

Seventh and finally: I call upon Chairman Khrushchev
to halt and eliminate this clandestine, reckless, and pro-
vocative threat to world peace and to stable relations



between our two nations. I call upon him further to
abandon this course of world domination and to join in
an historic effort to end the perilous arms race and trans-
form the history of man. He has an opportunity now to
move the world back from the abyss of destruction—
by returning to his Government’s own words that it
had no need to station missiles outside its own terri-
tory, and withdrawing these weapons from Cuba—by
refraining from any action which will widen or deepen
the present crisis—and then by participating in a search
for peaceful and permanent solutions.

This nation is prepared to present its case against the
Soviet threat to peace, and our own proposals for a
peaceful world, at any time and in any forum in the
Organization of American States, in the United Nations,
or in any other meeting that could be useful—without
limiting our freedom of action.

We have in the past made strenuous efforts to limit the
spread of nuclear weapons. We have proposed the
elimination of all arms and military bases in a fair and
effective disarmament treaty. We are prepared to dis-
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cuss new proposals for the removal of tensions on both
sides—including the possibilities of a genuinely inde-
pendent Cuba, free to determine its own destiny. We
have no wish to war with the Soviet Union, for we are
a peaceful people who desire to live in peace with all
other peoples.

But it is difficult to settle or even discuss these problems
in an atmosphere of intimidation. That is why this lat-
est Soviet threat—or any other threat which is made
either independently or in response to our actions this
week—must and will be met with determination. Any
hostile move anywhere in the world against the safety
and freedom of peoples to whom we are committed—
including in particular the brave people of West Berlin
—will be met by whatever action is needed.

[. . .]

Source: John F. Kennedy, Public Papers of the Presidents of the
United States: John F. Kennedy, 1962 (Washington, DC: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1963), 806–809.

87. John F. Kennedy: Commencement Address at
American University in Washington, D.C., 10 June 1963

Introduction
From the 1950s onward, American, Soviet, and European leaders alike, conscious of the dangers that full-scale
nuclear warfare posed to their countries, showed considerable interest in disarmament proposals. Little that was
concrete came of these, however, until the signature in the summer of 1963 by the Soviet Union and the United
States of a treaty banning atmospheric nuclear testing, a practice that had previously been responsible for the
release of substantial amounts of radioactive fallout. Somewhat sobered by the Cuban Missile Crisis the previous
year, the originally somewhat brash President John F. Kennedy mounted a major lobbying effort to secure the rat-
ification of this treaty by the U.S. Senate. Around the same time, he also announced his intention to mount a major
initiative for peace and disarmament and to open serious discussions with the Soviet Union for this purpose.
Kennedy expressed his understanding of Soviet sufferings during World War II, which he believed predisposed
Russian leaders to wish to avoid future destructive conflicts. Declaring that “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,” Kennedy expressed his willingness to tolerate diverse political systems while hoping that the Soviet
bloc would eventually change. While affirming American commitments to the various U.S. allies, he pledged the
United States to work with the Soviet Union for peace and disarmament. He also announced that the two great
powers were establishing a direct telephone hot line to facilitate communication in times of crisis and thereby
prevent “dangerous delays, misunderstandings, and misreadings of the other’s actions.” Kennedy’s assassination
the following November and the subsequent U.S. preoccupation with the escalating Vietnam War meant that only
in the early 1970s, under President Richard Nixon, did the United States and the Soviet Union sign major arms



Primary Source
[. . .]

I have, therefore, chose this time and this place to
discuss a topic on which ignorance too often abounds
and the truth is to rarely perceived—yet it is the most
important topic on earth: world peace.

What kind of peace do I mean? 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, the kind that enables man 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 for 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 of 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 the wind and water and soil and seed to
the far corners of the globe and to generations unborn.

Today the expenditure of billions of dollars every year
on weapons acquired for the purpose of making sure
we never need to use them is essential to keeping the
peace. But surely the acquisition of such idle stockpiles
—which can only destroy and 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 that the pursuit of peace is
not as dramatic as the pursuit of war—and frequently
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the words of the pursuer fall on deaf ears. But we have
no more urgent task.

[. . .]

First: Let us examine our attitude toward peace itself.
Too many of us think it is impossible. Too many of us
think it is unreal. But that is a dangerous, defeatist
belief. It leads to the conclusion that war is inevitable
—that mankind is doomed—that we are gripped by
forces we cannot control.

We need not accept that view. Our problems are
manmade—therefore, they can be solved by man. And
man can be as big as he wants. No problem of human
destiny is beyond human beings. Man’s reason and
spirit have often solved the seemingly unsolvable—
and we believe they can do it again.

I am not referring to the absolute, infinite concept of
universal peace and good will of which some fantasies
and fanatics dream. I do not deny the values of hopes
and dreams but we merely invite discouragement and
incredulity by making that our only and immediate
goal.

Let us focus instead on a more practical, more attainable
peace—based not on a sudden revolution in human
nature but on a gradual evolution in human institu-
tions—on a series of concrete actions and effective
agreements which are in the interest of all concerned.
There is no single, simple key to this peace—no grand
or magic formula to be adopted by one or two powers.
Genuine peace must be the product of many nations,
the sum of many acts. It must be dynamic, not static,
changing to meet the challenge of each new generation.
For peace is a process—a way of solving problems.

[. . .]

So let us persevere. Peace need not be impracticable,
and war need not be inevitable. By defining our goal
more clearly, by making it seem more manageable and

limitation agreements. Kennedy’s address nonetheless indicated a sharpened awareness by American leaders in the
wake of the Cuban Missile Crisis that both great powers had a shared stake in avoiding nuclear war and in pre-
venting an unrestrained arms race.



less remote, we can help all peoples to see it, to draw
hope from it, and to move irresistibly toward it.

Second: Let us reexamine our attitude toward the So-
viet Union. It is discouraging to think that their leaders
may actually believe what their propagandists write. It
is discouraging to read a recent authoritative Soviet
text on Military Strategy and find, on page after page,
wholly baseless and incredible claims—such as the alle-
gation that “American imperialist circles are preparing
to unleash different types of wars . . . that there is a
very real threat of a preventive war being unleashed by
American imperialists against the Soviet Union . . . [and
that] the political aims of the American imperialists are
to enslave economically and politically the European
and other capitalist countries . . . [and] to achieve world
domination . . . by means of aggressive wars.”

Truly, as it was written long ago: “The wicked flee
when no man pursueth.” Yet it is sad to read these
Soviet statements—to realize the extent of the gulf
between us. But it is also a warning—a warning to the
American people not to fall into the same trap as the
Soviets, not to see only a distorted and desperate view
of the other side, not to see conflict as inevitable,
accommodations as impossible and communication as
nothing more than an exchange of threats.

[. . .]

Today, should total war ever break out again—no mat-
ter how—our two countries would become the primary
targets. It is an ironic but accurate fact that the two
strongest powers are the two in the most 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 closest 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 combating ignorance,
poverty and disease. We are both caught up in a vicious
and dangerous cycle in which suspicion on one side
breeds suspicion on the other, and new weapons beget
counterweapons.

In short, both the United States and its allies, and the
Soviet Union and its allies, have a mutually deep inter-
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est 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 hos-
tile 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 to
means by which those differences can be resolved.
And if we 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 planet. We all breathe the same air. We
all cherish our children’s future. And we are all mortal.

Third: Let us re-examine our attitude toward the cold
war, remembering that we are not engaged in a debate,
seeking to pile up debating points. We are not here
distributing blame or pointing the finger of judgment.
We must deal with the world as it is, and not as it might
have been had history of the last eighteen years been
different.

We must, therefore, preserve in the search for peace in
the hope that constructive changes within the Com-
munist bloc might bring within reach solutions which
now seem beyond us. We must conduct our affairs in
such a way that it becomes in the Communists’ inter-
est to agree on a genuine peace. Above all, while de-
fending our vital interest, nuclear powers must avert
those confrontations which bring an adversary to a
choice of either a humiliating retreat or a nuclear war.
To adopt that kind of course in the nuclear age would
be evidence only of the bankruptcy of our policy—or
of a collective death-wish for the world.

To secure these ends, America’s weapons are non-
provocative, carefully controlled, designed to deter,
and capable of selective use. Our military forces are
committed to peace and disciplined in self-restraint.
Our diplomats are instructed to avoid unnecessary irri-
tants and purely rhetorical hostility.

For we can seek a relaxation of tensions without relax-
ing our guard. And, for our part, we do not need to use
threats to prove that we are resolute. We do not need



to jam foreign broadcasts out of fear our faith will
be eroded. We are unwilling to impose our system on
any unwilling people—but we are willing and able to
engage in peaceful competition with any people on
earth.

Meanwhile, we seek to strengthen the United Na-
tions, to help solve its financial problems, to make it a
more effective instrument for peace, to develop it into
a genuine world security system—a system capable of
resolving disputes on the basis of law, of insuring the
security of the large and the small, and of creating con-
ditions under which arms can finally be abolished.

At the same time we seek to keep peace inside the
non-Communist world, where many nations, all of them
our friends, are divided over issues which weaken
Western unity, which invite Communist intervention
or which threaten to erupt into war. Our efforts in West
New Guinea, in the Congo, in the Middle East and
in the Indian subcontinent, have been persistent and
patient despite criticism from both sides. We have also
tried to set an example for others—by seeking to
adjust small but significant differences with our own
closest neighbors in Mexico and in Canada.

Speaking of other nations, I wish to make one point
clear. We are bound to many nations by alliances. These
alliances exist because our concern and theirs substan-
tially overlap. Our commitment to defend Western
Europe and West Berlin, for example, stands undimin-
ished because of the identity of our vital interests. The
United States will make no deal with the Soviet Union
at the expense of other nations and other peoples, not
merely because they are our partners, but also because
their interests and ours converge.

Our interests converge, however, not only in defend-
ing the frontiers of freedom, but in pursuing the paths
of peace. It is our hope—and the purpose of allied
policies—to convince the Soviet Union that she, too,
should let each nation choose its own future, so long as
that choice does not interfere with the choices of others.
The communist drive to impose their political and
economic system on others is the primary cause of
world tension today. For there can be no doubt that if
all nations could refrain from interfering in the self-
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determination of others, then peace would be much
more assured.

This will require a new effort to achieve world law—
a new context for world discussions. It will require
increased understanding between the Soviets and our-
selves. And increased understanding will require in-
creased contact and communications. One step in this
direction is the proposed arrangement for a direct line
between Moscow and Washington, to avoid on each
side the dangerous delays, misunderstandings, and mis-
readings of the other’s actions which might occur at a
time of crisis.

[. . .]

I am taking this opportunity, therefore, to announce
two important decisions in this regard.

First: Chairman Khrushchev, Prime Minister Macmil-
lan, and I have agreed that high-level discussions will
shortly begin in Moscow looking toward early agree-
ment on a comprehensive 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 con-
victions 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 one. Nor would such a treaty be a sub-
stitute for disarmament, but I hope it will help us
achieve it.

Finally, my fellow Americans, let us examine our atti-
tude toward peace and freedom here at home. The
quality and spirit of our own society must justify and
support our efforts abroad. We must show it in the ded-
ication of our own lives—as many of you who are grad-
uating today will have a unique opportunity to do, by
serving without pay in the Peace Corps abroad or in
the proposed National Service Corps here at home.

But wherever we are, we must all, in our daily lives,
live up to the age-old faith that peace and freedom



walk together. In too many of our duties today, the
peace is not secure because freedom is incomplete.

It is the responsibility of the executive branch at all
levels of government—local, State and National—to
provide and protect that freedom for all of our citizens
by all means within their authority. It is the respon-
sibility of the legislative branch at all levels, wherever
that authority is not now adequate, to make it ade-
quate. And it is the responsibility of all citizens in all
sections of this country to respect the rights of all others
and to respect the law of the land.

All this is not unrelated to world peace. “When a
man’s ways please the Lord,” the Scriptures tell us,
“he maketh even his enemies to be at peace with
him.” And is not peace, in the last analysis, basically a
matter of human rights—the right to live out our lives
without fear of devastation—the right to breathe air as
nature provided it—the right of future generations to a
healthy existence?

While we proceed to safeguard our national interests,
let us also safeguard human interests. And the elimi-
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nation of war and arms is clearly in the interest of both.
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
evasion. But it can—if it is sufficiently effective in its
enforcement and if 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—of war 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.

Source: John F. Kennedy, Public Papers of the Presidents of the
United States: John F. Kennedy, 1963 (Washington, DC: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1964), 459–464.

88. John F. Kennedy: Remarks in the Rudolph Wilde Platz, Berlin,
“Ich bin ein Berliner” Speech, 26 June 1963

Introduction
From 1958 to 1962, a protracted crisis over Berlin inflamed relations between the Western powers, on one side, and
the German Democratic Republic (GDR, East Germany) and the Soviet Union, on the other. Throughout the
1950s, hundreds of thousands of East Germans, many of them well-educated professionals, chose to move to the
Federal Republic of Germany (FRG, West Germany), a major propaganda and economic blow for the communist
East. Often they did so simply by crossing into the western sector of Berlin, the East German capital, that remained
a noncommunist enclave deep in the socialist East. Seeking to stem this hemorrhage, during the late 1950s both
the Soviets and the East Germans threatened to annex West Berlin, despite its formal status as part of West Ger-
many, and sought to force the Western occupation powers completely out of Berlin. The United States responded
firmly to recurrent Soviet and East German threats, sending additional troops to Berlin and orchestrating visits by
such high-profile figures as General Lucius D. Clay, U.S. military governor of West Germany during the 1948–1949
Berlin Airlift. Eventually, in August 1961, Walter Ulbricht, the East German president, chose to construct a mas-
sive and highly fortified wall to separate East and West Berlin, a barrier that made further defections close to impos-
sible but was nonetheless a major propaganda embarrassment to the East German regime and, more broadly, the
communist bloc. West Berliners were also forbidden to visit East Berlin. Visiting Germany in 1963, Kennedy force-
fully affirmed the American commitment to Berlin, making the symbolic announcement “Ich bin ein Berliner.” He
sought in part to allay complaints that the United States had not reacted forcefully enough to the erection of the



Primary Source
[. . .]

Two thousand years ago the proudest boast was “civis
Romanus sum.” Today, in the world of freedom, the
proudest boast is “Ich bin ein Berliner.”

[. . .]

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 is true that communism is an evil system, but
it permits us to make economic progress. Lass’ sie nach
Berlin kommen. 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 want
to say, on behalf of my countrymen, who live many
miles away on the other side of the Atlantic, who are
far distant from you, that they take the greatest pride
that they have been able to share with you, even from
a distance, the story of the last 18 years. I know of no
town, no city, 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, for all the world
to 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 humanity, separating families, divid-
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ing 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, last-
ing peace in Europe can 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. In 18
years of peace and good faith, this generation of Ger-
mans has earned the right to be free, including the
right to unite their families and their nation in lasting
peace, with good will to all people. You live in a de-
fended 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 tomor-
row, beyond the freedom merely of this city of Berlin,
or your country of Germany, to the advance of free-
dom 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,
all are not free. When all are free, then we can look for-
ward to that day when this city will be joined as one
and this country and this great Continent of Europe in
a peaceful and hopeful globe. When that day finally
comes, as it will, the people of West 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.”

Source: John F. Kennedy, Public Papers of the Presidents of the
United States: John F. Kennedy, Containing the Public Messages,
Speeches, and Statements of the President, January 1 to Novem-
ber 22, 1963 (Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing
Office, 1964), 524–525.

Berlin Wall but rather had simply acquiesced in its construction. Until its demolition in 1989, the Berlin Wall
remained the epitome of the iron curtain dividing Cold War Europe.

89. Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, 1963

Introduction
By the mid-1950s it had become apparent that tests of nuclear weapons contaminated the atmosphere with radio-
active fallout, which could be highly detrimental to both human health and the environment. In March 1954 the
Lucky Dragon, a Japanese fishing boat with a crew of twenty-three, was exposed to fallout from the Bikini Island
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TREATY BANNING NUCLEAR WEAPON

TESTS IN THE ATMOSPHERE, IN OUTER

SPACE AND UNDER WATER

The governments of the United States of America, the
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland,
and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, herein-
after referred to as the “Original Parties”,

Proclaiming as their principal aim the speediest pos-
sible achievement of an agreement on general and com-
plete disarmament under strict international control in
accordance with the objectives of the United Nations
which would put an end to the armaments race and
eliminate the incentive to the production and testing
of all kinds of weapons, including nuclear weapons,

Seeking to achieve the discontinuance of all test explo-
sions of nuclear weapons for all time, determined to
continue negotiations to this end, and desiring to put
an end to the contamination of man’s environment by
radioactive substances,

Have agreed as follows:

ARTICLE 1
1. Each of the Parties to this Treaty undertakes to pro-
hibit, 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
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(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 control such explosion is con-
ducted. It is understood in this connection that
the provisions 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 explosions under-
ground, the conclusion of which, as the Parties
have stated in the Preamble to this Treaty, they
seek to achieve.

2. Each of the Parties to this Treaty undertakes further-
more to refrain from causing, encouraging, or in any
way 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 envi-
ronments described, or have the effect referred to, in
paragraph 1 of this Article.

ARTICLE 2
1. Any Party may propose amendments to this Treaty.
The text of any proposed amendment shall be sub-
mitted to the Depositary Governments which shall
circulate it to all Parties to this Treaty. Thereafter, if
requested to do so by one-third or more of the Parties,
the Depositary Governments shall convene a confer-
ence, to which they shall invite all the Parties, to con-
sider such amendment.

2. Any amendment to this Treaty must be approved by
a majority of the votes of all the Parties to this Treaty,

hydrogen bomb test. The fishermen suffered from radiation sickness, and one of them died, leading to an inter-
national furor in Japan. Scientists also demonstrated that radioactive fallout was carried around the world by the
wind system and that no area was immune to it, leading to fears of cumulative genetic damage to humans and
others. Negotiations among nuclear powers to ban atmospheric and underwater testing of nuclear weapons began
in 1955 but foundered over issues of verification. The Cuban Missile Crisis of October 1962 gave renewed impe-
tus to negotiations for a test ban treaty, and representatives from the Soviet Union, the United States, and Great
Britain signed an agreement at Moscow on 5 August 1963. The Nuclear Test Ban Treaty was intended to be the
first step toward total nuclear disarmament. It prohibited any of the signatory countries from testing nuclear
weapons in outer space, the Earth’s atmosphere, or underwater, although underground testing was not banned.
During the two months before the treaty went into effect on 10 October, more than one hundred countries around
the world added their names to the treaty. Notable exceptions were France and China, two powers that regarded
the treaty as an example of collusive Soviet-American ambitions to dominate the rest of the world and reserved the
right to test nuclear weapons as they saw fit.



including the votes of all of the Original Parties. The
amendment shall enter into force for all Parties upon
the deposit of instruments of ratification by a majority
of all the Parties, including the instruments of ratifica-
tion of all of the Original Parties.

ARTICLE 3
1. This Treaty shall be open to all States for signature.
Any State which does not sign this Treaty before its
entry into force in accordance with paragraph 3 of this
Article may accede to it at any time.

[. . .]

[. . .]
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ARTICLE 4
This Treaty shall be of unlimited duration.

Each Party shall in exercising its national sovereignty
have the right to withdraw from the Treaty if it decides
that extraordinary events, related to the subject matter
of this Treaty, have jeopardized the supreme interests
of its country. It shall give notice of such withdrawal to
all other Parties to the Treaty three months in advance.

[. . .]

Source: “Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the
Atmosphere, in Outer Space and Under Water,” 5 August
1963, U.S. Department of State, http://www.state.gov/t/ac/
trt/4797.htm.

90. Martin Luther King Jr.: “I Have a Dream,” 28 August 1963

Introduction
By 1963, the civil rights movement demanding the equality of blacks with white Americans and the ending of legal-
ized segregation and discrimination in the South had become a major political force in the United States. Given the
stated American commitment to international freedom, democracy, and liberty, it was also potentially a consider-
able embarrassment to the country’s Cold War position. The administration of President John F. Kennedy initially
largely ignored the issue, although he did provide some assistance to African Americans who sought to enforce fed-
eral rulings and enroll in previously segregated Southern universities. In late August 1963, civil rights leaders
organized the March on Washington by black Americans, an event that built on plans for a march devised by vet-
eran civil rights leader A. Philip Randolph in 1941 as a means of pressuring the administration of President Franklin
D. Roosevelt to accord African Americans more equal treatment during World War II. The highlight of this occa-
sion was the address by the Reverend Martin Luther King Jr., a young minister who had come to prominence dur-
ing the 1955–1956 black bus boycott in Montgomery, Alabama. King, who was heavily influenced by the nonviolent
teachings of the Indian independence leader Mohandas Gandhi, was committed to policies of peaceful protest. He
also had a gift for stirring and appealing rhetoric. His March on Washington address made adroit and moving use of
imagery drawn both from the Bible and also from the American democratic tradition, urging his countrymen to live
up to the principles enshrined in the Constitution, the Declaration of Independence, and the Bible. Civil rights, he
proclaimed, was an issue that the United States could no longer afford to ignore. Many white Americans found King
to be a nonthreatening, attractive, and persuasive black leader, and his prominence in the civil rights movement
helped to win considerable public support for the Voting Rights Act of 1964 and the Civil Rights Act of 1965.

Primary Source
I am happy to join with you today in what will go down
in history as the greatest demonstration for freedom in
the history of our nation.

Fivescore years ago, a great American, in whose sym-
bolic shadow we stand today, signed the Emancipation
Proclamation. This momentous decree came as a great

beacon light of hope to millions of Negro slaves who
had been seared in the flames of withering injustice. It
came as a joyous daybreak to end the long night of
their captivity.

But one hundred years later, the Negro still is not free;
one hundred years later, the life of the Negro is still
sadly crippled by the manacles of segregation and the



chains of discrimination; one hundred years later, the
Negro lives on a lonely island of poverty in the midst
of a vast ocean of material prosperity; one hundred
years later, the Negro is still languished in the corners
of American society and finds himself in exile in his
own land.

So we’ve come here today to dramatize a shameful
condition. In a sense we’ve come to our nation’s capi-
tal to cash a check. When the architects of our republic
wrote the magnificent words of the Constitution and
the Declaration of Independence, they were signing a
promissory note to which every American was to fall
heir. This note was the promise that all men, yes, black
men as well as white men, would be guaranteed the
“unalienable Rights of Life, Liberty, and the pursuit of
Happiness.”

It is obvious today that America has defaulted on this
promissory note in so far as her citizens of color are
concerned. Instead of honoring this sacred obligation,
America has given the Negro people a bad check; a
check which has come back marked “insufficient
funds.” We refuse to believe that there are insufficient
funds in the great vaults of opportunity of this nation.
And so we’ve come to cash this check, a check that will
give us upon demand the riches of freedom and the
security of justice.

We have also come to this hallowed Spot to remind
America of the fierce urgency of now. This is no time
to engage in the luxury of cooling off or to take the
tranquilizing drug of gradualism. Now is the time to
make real the promises of democracy; now is the time
to rise from the dark and desolate valley of segregation
to the sunlit path of racial justice; now is the time to lift
our nation from the quicksands of racial injustice to the
solid rock of brotherhood; now is the time to make
justice a reality for all God’s children. It would be fatal
for the nation to overlook the urgency of the moment.
This sweltering summer of the Negro’s legitimate
discontent will not pass until there is an invigorating
autumn of freedom and equality.

Nineteen sixty-three is not an end, but a beginning.
And those who hope that the Negro needed to blow
off steam and will now be content, will have a rude
awakening if the nation returns to business as usual.
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There will be neither rest nor tranquility in America
until the Negro is granted his citizenship rights. The
whirlwinds of revolt will continue to shake the foun-
dations of our nation until the bright day of justice
emerges.

But there is something that I must say to my people
who stand on the warm threshold which leads into the
palace of justice. In the process of gaining our rightful
place we must not be guilty of wrongful deeds.

Let us not seek to satisfy our thirst for freedom by
drinking from the cup of bitterness and hatred. We
must forever conduct our struggle on the high plane of
dignity and discipline. We must not allow our creative
protest to degenerate into physical violence. Again and
again we must rise to the majestic heights of meeting
physical force with soul force.

The marvelous new militancy which has engulfed the
Negro community must not lead us to a distrust of all
white people, for many of our white brothers, as evi-
denced by their presence here today, have come to
realize that their destiny is tied up with our destiny.
And they have come to realize that their freedom is
inextricably bound to our freedom. This offense we
share mounted to storm the battlements of injustice
must be carried forth by a biracial army. We cannot
walk alone.

And as we walk, we must make the pledge that we
shall always march ahead. We cannot turn back. There
are those who are asking the devotees of civil rights,
“When will you be satisfied?” We can never be satis-
fied as long as the Negro is the victim of the unspeak-
able horrors of police brutality.

We can never be satisfied as long as our bodies, heavy
with fatigue of travel, cannot gain lodging in the motels
of the highways and the hotels of the cities. We cannot
be satisfied as long as the Negro’s basic mobility is
from a smaller ghetto to a larger one.

We can never be satisfied as long as our children are
stripped of their selfhood and robbed of their dignity
by signs stating “for whites only.” We cannot be satis-
fied as long as a Negro in Mississippi cannot vote and a



Negro in New York believes he has nothing for which
to vote. No, we are not satisfied, and we will not be
satisfied until “justice rolls down like waters and righ-
teousness like a mighty stream.”

I am not unmindful that some of you have come here
out of excessive trials and tribulation. Some of you have
come fresh from narrow jail cells. Some of you have
come from areas where your quest for freedom left you
battered by the storms of persecution and staggered by
the winds of police brutality. You have been the veter-
ans of creative suffering. Continue to work with the
faith that unearned suffering is redemptive.

Go back to Mississippi; go back to Alabama; go back
to South Carolina; go back to Georgia; go back to
Louisiana; go back to the slums and ghettos of the
northern cities, knowing that somehow this situation
can and will be changed. Let us not wallow in the val-
ley of despair.

So I say to you, my friends, that even though we must
face the difficulties of today and tomorrow, I still have
a dream. It is a dream deeply rooted in the American
dream that one day this nation will rise up and live out
the true meaning of its creed: “We hold these truths to
be self-evident, that all men are created equal.”

I have a dream that one day on the red hills of Georgia,
sons of former slaves and sons of former slave-owners
will be able to sit down together at the table of brother-
hood.

I have a dream that one day, even the state of Missis-
sippi, a state sweltering with the heat of injustice,
sweltering with the heat of oppression, will be trans-
formed into an oasis of freedom and justice.

I have a dream my four little children will one day live
in a nation where they will not be judged by the color
of their skin but by content of their character. I have a
dream today!

I have a dream that one day, down in Alabama, with its
vicious racists, with its governor having his lips drip-
ping with the words of “interposition” and “nullifica-
tion,” that one day, right there in Alabama, little black
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boys and black girls will be able to join hands with lit-
tle white boys and white girls as sisters and brothers. I
have a dream today!

I have a dream that one day “every valley shall be
exalted, every hill and mountain shall be made low,
the rough places shall be made plain, and the crooked
places shall be made straight and the glory of the Lord
will be revealed and all flesh shall see it together.”

This is our hope. This is the faith that I go back to the
South with.

With this faith we will be able to hew out of the moun-
tain of despair a stone of hope. With this faith we will
be able to transform the jangling discords of our nation
into a beautiful symphony of brotherhood.

With this faith we will be able to work together, to pray
together, to struggle together, to go to jail together, to
stand up for freedom together, knowing that we will
be free one day. This will be the day when all of God’s
children will be able to sing with new meaning—“my
country ’tis of thee; sweet land of liberty; of thee I
sing; land where my fathers died, land of the pilgrim’s
pride; from every mountain side, let freedom ring”—
and if America is to be a great nation, this must be-
come true.

So let freedom ring from the prodigious hilltops of
New Hampshire.

Let freedom ring from the mighty mountains of New
York.

Let freedom ring from the heightening Alleghenies of
Pennsylvania.

Let freedom ring from the snow-capped Rockies of
Colorado.

Let freedom ring from the curvaceous slopes of
California.

But not only that.

Let freedom ring from Stone Mountain of Georgia.



Let freedom ring from Lookout Mountain of
Tennessee.

Let freedom ring from every hill and molehill of Mis-
sissippi, from every mountainside, let freedom ring.

And when we allow freedom to ring, when we let it
ring from every village and hamlet, from every state
and city, we will be able to speed up that day when all
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of God’s children—black men and white men, Jews
and Gentiles, Catholics and Protestants—will be able
to join hands and to sing in the words of the old Negro
spiritual: “Free at last, free at last; thank God Almighty,
we are free at last.”

Source: James Melvin Washington, ed., A Testament of Hope:
The Essential Writings of Martin Luther King, Jr. (San Fran-
cisco: Harper and Row, 1986), 217–220.

91. “The Origin and Development of the Differences between the
Leadership of the CPSU and Ourselves,” People’s Daily,

6 September 1963

Introduction
A dramatic deterioration in relations between the communist governments of Mainland China and the Soviet
Union was one of the major international developments of the late 1950s and 1960s, breaking the ideological soli-
darity of the communist bloc and eventually providing an opportunity for the United States under President
Richard Nixon to play one big power against the other. Both ideological and practical differences precipitated the
Sino-Soviet split, which became public in October 1961 at the Twenty-Second Soviet Party Congress. Tensions
between Soviet and Chinese nationalist interests had characterized the relationship since well before Mao Zedong
attained power in China in 1949. Soviet reluctance to give wholehearted backing to China or risk nuclear war dur-
ing the Taiwan Strait crises, particularly that of 1958, galled the Chinese, as did the Soviet tilt toward India in the
1959 Sino-Indian border crisis. Chinese officials constantly criticized the poor quality of many Russian economic
aid items. Soviet advisors deplored the disastrous Great Leap Forward economic program launched by China in
1958. As tensions grew, in 1960 the Soviet Union unilaterally abrogated its Chinese aid programs, withdrawing all
of its remaining experts and advisors. On the ideological front, Mao found Khrushchev’s denunciation of Stalin and
his readiness to embrace peaceful coexistence with the United States virtual heresy, revisionist backsliding from
the international communist cause. The Chinese increasingly presented themselves as guardians of the true com-
munist faith. By the late 1950s, Mao became ever more preoccupied with defining a personal, highly revolutionary
brand of communism that made even many of his colleagues uncomfortable and that reached its apogee in the late
1960s in the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution. The Soviets considered Chinese readiness to risk nuclear con-
frontation with the Americans foolhardy adventurism. Dissension climaxed over the Chinese nuclear program,
which the Soviet Union assisted in the early 1950s. China was determined to acquire an independent nuclear capa-
bility. Initially, in October 1957, Soviet officials promised substantial technical and material assistance to this, but
they quickly insisted that all weapons must remain under Soviet control, and in 1959 they abrogated the entire
agreement. Chinese leaders characterized the gradual warming in Sino-American relations and the nuclear test ban
treaties as joint hegemonic attempts to maintain an international monopoly of power and nuclear armaments. By
1962, relations between the two great communist states were almost unrelievedly hostile, and Soviet revisionist
influences became a major Cultural Revolution target. Both sought to win support from smaller communist nations
and from international communist parties, many of which found the choice between the two embarrassing and
fruitlessly sought to encourage a reconciliation. The propaganda agencies and news media of each of the two com-
munist big powers competed in offering expositions of their own country’s position and attacking their ideological
rival. A 1963 article in the Chinese People’s Daily, a government mouthpiece, traced the origins of the Sino-Soviet
split back to the 1956 Soviet Party Congress, when General Secretary Nikita Khrushchev harshly condemned most



Primary Source
It is more than a month since the Central Committee
of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union published
its open letter of July 14 to Party organizations and all
Communists in the Soviet Union. This Open Letter,
and the steps taken by the leadership of the CPSU since
its publication, have pushed Sino-Soviet relations to
the brink of a split and have carried the differences in
the international communist movement to a new stage
of unprecedented gravity.

Now Moscow, Washington, New Delhi and Belgrade
are joined in a love feast and the Soviet press is run-
ning an endless assortment of fantastic stories and
theories attacking China. The leadership of the CPSU
has allied itself with U.S. imperialism, the Indian reac-
tionaries and the renegade Tito clique against socialist
China and against all Marxist-Leninist parties, in open
betrayal of Marxism-Leninism and proletarian inter-
nationalism, in brazen repudiation of the 1957 Decla-
ration and the 1960 Statement and in flagrant violation
of the Sino-Soviet Treaty of Friendship, Alliance and
Mutual Assistance.

The present differences within the international com-
munist movement and between the Chinese and Soviet

2588 92. Mao Zedong, Quotations from Chairman Mao Zedong (The Little Red Book)

Parties involve a whole series of important questions
of principle. In its letter of June 14 to the Central
Committee of the CPSU, the Central Committee of
the CPC systematically and comprehensively discussed
the essence of these differences. It pointed out that, in
the last analysis, the present differences within the
international communist movement and between the
Chinese and Soviet Parties involve the questions of
whether or not to accept the revolutionary principles of
the 1957 Declaration and the 1960 Statement, whether
or not to accept Marxism-Leninism and proletarian
internationalism, whether or not there is need for rev-
olution, whether or not imperialism is to be opposed,
and whether or not the unity of the socialist camp and
the international communist movement is desired.

How have the differences in the international com-
munist movement and between the leadership of the
CPSU and ourselves arisen? And how have they grown
to their present serious dimensions? Everybody is con-
cerned about these questions.

[. . .]

Source: The Polemic on the General Line of the International
Communist Movement (Peking: Foreign Language Press,
1965), 57–58.

of his predecessor Josef Stalin’s legacies, including his deliberate fostering of a personality cult. Mao, who had
encouraged a similar cult centering on himself, apparently feared that his own colleagues might seek to emulate
their Russian comrades and reject his leadership. By 1969, the Sino-Soviet split had led to open military clashes
between the two along their joint border on the Ussuri River. The breach was not healed until the late 1980s, when
the pragmatic Deng Xiaoping had come to power in China and the reformer Mikhail Gorbachev presided over the
Kremlin.

92. Mao Zedong, Quotations from Chairman Mao Zedong

(The Little Red Book), 1964

Introduction
In 1949, a communist revolution took place in Mainland China, the culmination of a lengthy civil war at the end of
which the Chinese Communist Party (CCP) headed by the charismatic Mao Zedong overthrew the Guomindang
(Nationalist) government of Jiang Jieshi. Mao, an able military leader with an arrogant and overbearing personality,
was also a self-taught intellectual who aspired to become the world’s greatest communist theoretician. Fearing that
the CCP would eventually generate its own class of elite functionaries, he developed theories of continuing revo-
lution intended to prevent such degeneration. Mao tended to use and sometimes even provoke international crises
to eliminate threats to communist control and also to discredit his personal enemies. His actions were largely
responsible for both the Sino-Soviet split that began in the late 1950s and the disastrous economic policies of the



Primary Source
Chapter 1. The Communist Party

The force at the core leading our cause forward is the
Chinese Communist Party. The theoretical basis guid-
ing our thinking is Marxism-Leninism.—Opening ad-
dress at the First Session of the First National People’s
Congress of the People’s Republic of China (Septem-
ber 15, 1954).

If there is to be revolution, there must be a revolution-
ary party. Without a revolutionary party, without a party
built on the Marxist-Leninist revolutionary theory and
in the Marxist-Leninist revolutionary style, it is impos-
sible to lead the working class and the broad masses of
the people in defeating imperialism and its running
dogs.—“Revolutionary Forces of the World Unite,
Fight Against Imperialist Aggression!” (November
1948), Selected Works, Vol. IV, p. 284.

Without the efforts of the Chinese Communist Party,
without the Chinese Communists as the mainstay of
the Chinese people, China can never achieve inde-
pendence and liberation, or industrialization and the
modernization of her agriculture.—“On Coalition Gov-
ernment” (April 24, 1945), Selected Works, Vol. III, p. 318.

The Chinese Communist Party is the core of leader-
ship of the whole Chinese people. Without this core,
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the cause of socialism cannot be victorious.—Talk at
the general reception for the delegates to the Third
National Congress of the New Democratic Youth
League of China (May 25, 1957).

A well-disciplined Party armed with the theory of
Marxism-Leninism, using the method of self-criticism
and linked with the masses of the people; an army
under the leadership of such a Party; a united front of
all revolutionary classes and all revolutionary groups
under the leadership of such a Party—these are the
three main weapons with which we have defeated the
enemy.—“On the People’s Democratic Dictatorship”
(June 30, 1949), Selected Works, Vol. IV, p. 422.

We must have faith in the masses and we must have
faith in the Party. These are two cardinal principles. If
we doubt these principles, we shall accomplish nothing.
—On the Question of Agricultural Co-operation (July 31,
1955), 3rd ed., p. 7.

Armed with Marxist-Leninist theory and ideology,
the Communist Party of China has brought a new style
of work to the Chinese people. A style of work which
essentially entails integrating theory with practice,
forging close links with the masses and practicing
self-criticism.—“On Coalition Government” (April 24,
1945), Selected Works, Vol. III, p. 314.

Great Leap Forward of 1958–1962, a program of collectivization and back yard industrialization whose effects
included a major famine in which several million Chinese died. Massively egotistical, Mao, like Stalin, also delib-
erately encouraged a cult based on his own personality, which exalted his near-godlike status as the ultimate
Chinese communist leader and authority. Seeking to reinforce his power after the Great Leap Forward, in 1964
Mao authorized publication of the volume Quotations from Chairman Mao Zedong, also known as the Little Red
Book. The book was a series of statements on different aspects of Chinese society and communism made by Mao,
a prolific writer and speaker, at various points. Millions of copies were distributed throughout China and abroad,
and during the 1960s he became something of a cult figure among Western leftists. In 1966 Mao, seeking both to
radicalize China and to shore up his political position and eliminate rivals within the Politburo, launched the Cul-
tural Revolution, which quickly expanded into an attack on all elites, characterized by mass demonstrations and the
public humiliation and persecution of any individuals and groups who were characterized as class enemies. For sev-
eral years, teenagers were withdrawn from education to serve as Red Guards, whose main duty was to enforce the
principles of the Cultural Revolution on China’s large population. Many urban young people and intellectuals were
sent to the countryside or to factories to share the experiences of poor peasants and workers. The book, which artic-
ulated Mao’s theory of continuous revolution and went through several editions, played a large role in fostering
China’s Cultural Revolution and became particularly popular among the Red Guards, who were often seen waving
copies of the Little Red Book while marching through the streets. At the height of the Cultural Revolution, any
Chinese person found to be without a copy was liable to instant punishment.



No political party can possibly lead a great revolution-
ary movement to victory unless it possesses revolu-
tionary theory and knowledge of history and has a
profound grasp of the practical movement.—“The
Role of the Chinese Communist Party in the National
War” (October 1938), Selected Works, Vol. II, p. 208.

As we used to say, the rectification movement is “a
widespread movement of Marxist education”. Recti-
fication means the whole Party studying Marxism
through criticism and self-criticism. We can certainly
learn more about Marxism in the course of the rectifi-
cation movement.—Speech at the Chinese Commu-
nist Party’s National Conference on Propaganda Work
(March 12, l957), 1st pocket ed., p. 14.

It is an arduous task to ensure a better life for the sev-
eral hundred million people of China and to build our
economically and culturally backward country into a
prosperous and powerful one with a high level of cul-
ture. And it is precisely in order to be able to shoulder
this task more competently and work better together
with all non-Party people who are actuated by high
ideals and determined to institute reforms that we
must conduct rectification movements both now and
in the future, and constantly rid ourselves of whatever
is wrong.—Ibid., pp. 15–16.

Policy is the starting-point of all the practical actions of
a revolutionary party and manifests itself in the pro-
cess and the end-result of that party’s actions. A revo-
lutionary party is carrying out a policy whenever it
takes any action. If it is not carrying out a correct pol-
icy, it is carrying out a wrong policy; if it is not carrying
out a given policy consciously, it is doing so blindly.
What we call experience is the process and the end-
result of carrying out a policy. Only through the prac-
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tice of the people, that is, through experience, can we
verify whether a policy is correct or wrong and deter-
mine to what extent it is correct or wrong. However,
people’s practice, especially the practice of a revolu-
tionary party and the revolutionary masses, cannot but
be bound up with one policy or another. Therefore,
before any action is taken, we must explain the policy,
which we have formulated in the light of the given
circumstances, to Party members and to the masses.
Otherwise, Party members and the masses will depart
from the guidance of our policy, act blindly and carry
out a wrong policy.—“On the Policy Concerning Indus-
try and Commerce” (February 27, 1948), Selected Works,
Vol. IV. Pp. 204–05.

Our Party has laid down the general line and general
policy of the Chinese revolution as well as various spe-
cific lines for work and specific policies. However,
while many comrades remember our Party’s specific
lines for work and specific policies, they often forget
its general line and general policy. If we actually forget
the Party’s general line and general policy, then we
shall be blind, half-baked, muddle-headed revolution-
aries, and when we carry out a specific line for work
and a specific policy, we shall lose our bearings and
vacillate now to the left and now to the right, and the
work will suffer.—“Speech at a Conference of Cadres
in the Shansi-Suiyuan Liberated Area” (April 1, 1948),
Selected Works, Vol. IV, p. 238.

Policy and tactics are the life of the Party; leading com-
rades at all levels must give them full attention and
must never on any account be negligent.—“A Circular
on the Situation” (March 20, 1948), Selected Works,
Vol. IV, p. 220.

Source: Mao Tse-Tung, Quotations from Chairman Mao Tse-
Tung (Peking: Foreign Languages Press, 1967).

93. Civil Rights Act, 1964

Introduction
A major demand of the civil rights movement of the 1950s and 1960s was effective legislation that would end deci-
sively all racial segregation and discrimination. Acts passed in the 1940s and 1950s during the administrations of
Presidents Harry S. Truman and Dwight D. Eisenhower were half-hearted measures that failed to achieve this. In
1963 a civil rights bill was introduced in Congress, and President John F. Kennedy placed himself firmly behind it



Primary Source
[. . .]

AN ACT to enforce the constitutional right to vote, to
confer jurisdiction upon the district courts of the United
States to provide injunctive relief against discrimina-
tion in public accommodations, to authorize the Attor-
ney General to institute suits to protect constitutional
rights in public facilities and public education, to ex-
tend the Commission on Civil Rights, to prevent dis-
crimination in federally assisted programs, to establish
a Commission on Equal Employment Opportunity,
and for other purposes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
tives of the United States of America in Congress as-
sembled. That this Act may be cited as the “Civil
Rights Act of 1964.”

TITLE I—VOTING RIGHTS

Section 101. Section 2004 of the Revised Statutes (42
U.S.C. 1971), as amended by section 131 of the Civil
Rights Act of 1957 (71 Stat. 637), and as further
amended by section 601 of the Civil Rights Act of 1960
(74 Stat. 90), is further amended as follows:

(a) Insert “1” after “(a)” in subsection (a) and add at
the end of subsection (a) the following new paragraphs:

“(2) No person acting under color of law shall—
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“(A) in determining whether any individual is quali-
fied under State law or laws to vote in any Federal
election, apply any standard, practice, or procedure
different from the standards, practices, or procedures
applied under such law or laws to other individuals
within the same county, parish, or similar political sub-
division who have been found by State officials to be
qualified to vote;

“(B) deny the right of any individual to vote in any
Federal election because of an error or omission on
any record or paper relating to any application, regis-
tration, or other act requisite to voting, if such error or
omission is not material in determining whether such
individual is qualified under State law to vote in such
election; or

“(C) employ any literacy test as a qualification for vot-
ing in any Federal election unless (i) such test is
administered to each individual and is conducted
wholly in writing, and (ii) a certified copy of the test
and of the answers given by the individual is furnished
to him within twenty-five days of the submission of his
request made within the period of time during which
records and papers are required to be retained and pre-
served pursuant to Title III of the Civil Rights Act of
1960 (42 U.S.C. 1974–74e; 74 Stat. 88): 

[. . .]

in a June 1963 speech. After Kennedy’s November 1963 assassination, his successor, the Texan politician Lyndon B.
Johnson, a former senator majority leader whose political bargaining skills far surpassed Kennedy’s, took it up.
Southern politicians initially tried to filibuster the bill but eventually ceased to do so, and in late June 1964 the
Senate passed the bill by a majority of 73 votes to 27. The new Civil Rights Act outlawed discrimination on grounds
of race, sex, or religion in all public places and in education, housing, and employment. Any project receiving
federal funding was liable to lose this if discrimination occurred. The Civil Rights Act also sought—not entirely
successfully—to address literacy tests, poll taxes, and other devices used in the South to deny African Americans
the vote without contravening the Fifteenth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution. The following year, Congress
passed the Voting Rights Act, a more effective measure that banned all such efforts to deny blacks the right to vote.
The two pieces of legislation provided the legal foundation on which all subsequent efforts to ensure racial equal-
ity in the United States rested. Southern politicians still vowed to resist them, and some last-ditch opposition
remained, but by the end of the decade the system of legalized segregation was practically dismantled. As the
twenty-first century began, however, poverty and social and economic deprivation were still disproportionately
concentrated within the African American population. White resentment of the new legislation, especially in the
South, did much to move the once solidly Democratic Deep South into the Republican camp, contributing to a
new conservative atmosphere and essentially ending the Democratic dominance that had characterized U.S. poli-
tics from the 1930s through the 1960s.



TITLE II—INJUNCTIVE RELIEF

AGAINST DISCRIMINATION IN PLACES

OF PUBLIC ACCOMMODATION

Section 201. (a) All persons shall be entitled to the full
and equal enjoyment of the goods, services, facilities,
privileges, advantages, and accommodations of any
place of public accommodation, as defined in this
section, without discrimination or segregation on the
ground of race, color, religion, or national origin.

(b) Each of the following establishments which serves
the public is a place of public accommodation within
the meaning of this title if its operations affect com-
merce, if discrimination or segregation by it is sup-
ported by State action:

(1) any inn, hotel, motel, or other establishment which
provides lodging to transient guests, other than an
establishment located within a building which contains
not more than five rooms for rent or hire and which is
actually occupied by the proprietor of such establish-
ment as his residence;

(2) any restaurant, cafeteria, lunchroom, lunch counter,
soda fountain, or other facility principally engaged in
selling food for consumption on the premises, includ-
ing, but not limited to, any such facility located on the
premises of any retail establishment; or any gasoline
station;

(3) any motion picture house, theater, concert hall,
sports arena, stadium or other place of exhibition or
entertainment; and

(4) any establishment (A) (i) which is physically lo-
cated within the premises of any establishment other-
wise covered by this subsection, or (ii) within the
premises of which is physically located any such cov-
ered establishment, and (B) which holds itself out as
serving patrons of such covered establishment.

[. . .]

Section 202. All persons shall be entitled to be free,
at any establishment or place, from discrimination or
segregation of any kind on the ground of race, color,
religion, or national origin, if such discrimination or
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segregation is or purports to be required by any law,
statute, ordinance, regulation, rule, or order of a State
or any agency or political subdivision thereof.

Section 203. No person shall (a) withhold, deny, or
attempt to withhold or deny, or deprive or attempt to
deprive, any person of any right or privilege secured
by section 201 or 202, or (b) intimidate, threaten, or
coerce, or attempt to intimidate, threaten, or coerce any
person with the purpose of interfering with any right or
privilege secured by section 201 or 202, or (c) punish
or attempt to punish any person for exercising or
attempting to exercise any right or privilege secured
by section 201 or 202, or (b) intimidate, threaten, or
coerce, or attempt to intimidate, threaten, or coerce
any person with the purpose of interfering with any
right or privilege secured by section 201 or 202, or
(c) punish or attempt to punish any person for exercis-
ing or attempting to exercise any right or privilege
secured by section 201 or 202.

Section 204. (a) Whenever any person has engaged or
there are reasonable grounds to believe that any per-
son is about to engage in any act or practice prohibited
by section 203, a civil action for preventive relief,
including an application for a permanent or temporary
injunction, restraining order, or other order, may be
instituted by the person aggrieved and, upon timely
application, the court may, in its discretion, permit the
Attorney General to intervene in such civil action if he
certifies that the case is of general public importance.
Upon application by the complainant and in such cir-
cumstances as the court may deem just, the court may
appoint an attorney for such complainant and may
authorize the commencement of the civil action with-
out the payment of fees, costs, or security.

[. . .]

TITLE III—DESEGREGATION OF 

PUBLIC FACILITIES

Section 301. (a) Whenever the Attorney General re-
ceives a complaint in writing signed by an individual to
the effect that he is being deprived of or threatened
with the loss of his right to the equal protection of the
laws, on account of his race, color, religion, or national
origin, by being denied equal utilization of any public



facility which is owned, operated, or managed by or on
behalf of any State or subdivision thereof, other than a
public school or public college as defined in section 401
of title IV hereof, and the Attorney General believes the
complaint is meritorious and certifies that the signer or
signers of such complaint are unable, in his judgment,
to initiate and maintain appropriate legal proceedings
for relief and that the institution of an action will mate-
rially further the orderly progress of desegregation in
public facilities, the Attorney General is authorized to
institute for or in the name of the United States a civil
action in any appropriate district court of the United
States against such parties and for such relief as may be
appropriate, and such court shall have and shall exer-
cise jurisdiction of proceedings instituted pursuant to
this section. The Attorney General may implead as
defendants such additional parties as are or become
necessary to the grant of effective relief hereunder.

(b) The Attorney General may deem a person or per-
sons unable to initiate and maintain appropriate legal
proceedings within the meaning of subsection (a) of
this section when such person or persons are unable,
either directly or through other interested persons or
organizations, to bear the expense of the litigation or to
obtain effective legal representation: or whenever he is
satisfied that the institution of such litigation would
jeopardize the personal safety, employment, or eco-
nomic standing of such person or persons, their fami-
lies, or their property.

Section 302. In any action or proceeding under this title
the United States shall be liable for costs, including a
reasonable attorney’s fee, the same as a private person.

Section 303. Nothing in this title shall affect adversely
the right of any person to sue for or obtain relief in any
court against discrimination in any facility covered by
this title.

Section 304. A complaint as used in this title is a writ-
ing or document within the meaning of section 1001,
title 18, United States Code.

TITLE IV—DESEGREGATION OF 

PUBLIC EDUCATION

[. . .]
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Survey and Report of Educational Opportunities
Section 402. The Commissioner shall conduct a survey
and make a report to the President and the Congress,
within two years of the enactment of this title, con-
cerning the lack of availability of equal educational
opportunities for individuals by reason of race, color,
religion, or national origin in public educational insti-
tutions at all levels in the United States, its territories
and possessions, and the District of Columbia.

[. . .]

TITLE VII—EQUAL EMPLOYMENT

OPPORTUNITY

[. . .]

Discrimination Because of Race, Color, Religion,
Sex, or National Origin
Section 703.

(a) It shall be an unlawful employment practice for an
employer—

(1) to fail or refuse to hire or to discharge any individ-
ual, or otherwise to discriminate against any individual
with respect to his compensation, terms, conditions, or
privileges of employment, because of such individual’s
race, color, religion, sex, or national origin; or

(2) to limit, segregate, or classify his employees in any
way which would deprive or tend to deprive any in-
dividual of employment opportunities or otherwise
adversely affect his status as an employee, because of
such individual’s race, color, religion, sex, or national
origin.

(b) It shall be an unlawful employment practice for
an employment agency to fail or refuse to refer for
employment, or otherwise to discriminate against, any
individual because of his race, color, religion, sex, or
national origin, or to classify or refer for employment
any individual on the basis of his race, color, religion,
sex, or national origin.

(c) It shall be an unlawful employment practice for a
labor organization—



(1) to exclude or to expel from its membership, or other-
wise to discriminate against, any individual because of
his race, color, religion, sex, or national origin;

(2) to limit, segregate, or classify its membership, or to
classify or fail or refuse to refer for employment any
individual, in any way which would deprive or tend to
deprive any individual of employment opportunities,
or would limit such employment opportunities or other-
wise adversely affect his status as an employee or as an
applicant for employment, because of such individual’s
race, color, religion, sex, or national origin; or

(3) to cause or attempt to cause an employer to discrim-
inate against an individual in violation of this section.

(d) It shall be an unlawful employment practice for any
employer, labor organization, or joint labor-management
committee controlling apprenticeship or other training
or retraining, including on-the-job training programs to
discriminate against any individual because of his race,
color, religion, sex, or national origin in admission to,
or employment in, any program established to provide
apprenticeship or other training.

(e) Notwithstanding any other provision of this title,
(1) it shall not be an unlawful employment practice for
an employer to hire and employ employees, for an
employment agency to classify, or refer for employ-
ment any individual, for a labor organization to classify
its membership or to classify or refer for employment
any individual, or for an employer, labor organization,
or joint labor-management committee controlling ap-
prenticeship or other training or retraining programs to
admit or employ any individual in any such program,
on the basis of his religion, sex, or national origin in
those certain instances where religion, sex, or national
origin is a bona fide occupational qualification reason-
ably necessary to the normal operation of that partic-
ular business or enterprise, and (2) it shall not be an
unlawful employment practice for a school, college,
university, or other educational institution or institu-
tion of learning to hire and employ employees of par-
ticular religion if such school, college, university, or
other educational institution or institution of learning
is, in whole or in substantial part, owned, supported,
controlled, or managed by a particular religion or by a
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particular religious corporation, association, or society,
or if the curriculum of such school college university or
other educational institution or institution of learning is
directed toward the propagation of a particular religion.

(f) As used in this title, the phrase “unlawful employ-
ment practice” shall not be deemed to include any
action or measure taken by an employer, labor organi-
zation, joint labor-management committee, or employ-
ment agency with respect to an individual who is a
member of the Communist Party of the United States
or of any other organization required to register as a
Commission-action or Commission-front organization
by final order of the Subversive Activities Control Board
pursuant to the Subversive Activities Control Act of
1950.

(g) Notwithstanding any other provision of this title, it
shall not be an unlawful employment practice for an
employer to fail or refuse to hire and employ any indi-
vidual for any position, for an employer to discharge
any individual from any position, or for an employment
agency to fail or refuse to refer any individual for em-
ployment in any position, if—

(1) the occupancy of such position, or access to the
premises in or upon which any part of the duties of
such position is performed or is to be performed, is
subject to any requirement imposed in the interest of
the national security of the United States under any
security program in effect pursuant to or administered
under any statute of the United States or any Execu-
tive order of the President; and

(2) such individual has not fulfilled or has ceased to
fulfill that requirement.

(h) Notwithstanding any other provision of this title, it
shall not be an unlawful employment practice for an
employer to apply different standards of compensation,
or different terms, conditions, or privileges of employ-
ment pursuant to a bona fide seniority or merit system,
or a system which measures earnings by quantity or
quality of production or to employees who work in dif-
ferent locations, provided that such differences are not
the result of an intention to discriminate because of
race, color, religion, sex, or national origin, nor shall it



be an unlawful employment practice for an employer
to give and to act upon the results of any professionally
developed ability test provided that such test, its
administration or action upon the results is not de-
signed, intended or used to discriminate because of
race, color, religion, sex or national origin. It shall not
be an unlawful employment practice under this title
for any employer to differentiate upon the basis of sex
in determining the amount of the wages of compensa-
tion paid or to be paid to employees of such employer
if such differentiation is authorized by the provisions
of section 6(d) of the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938,
as amended (29 U.S.C. 206 (d)).

(i) Nothing contained in this title shall apply to any
business or enterprise on or near an Indian reservation
with respect to any publicly announced employment
practice of such business or enterprise under which a
preferential treatment is given to any individual be-
cause he is an Indian living on or near a reservation.

( j) Nothing contained in this title shall be interpreted
to require any employer, employment agency, labor
organization, or joint labor-management committee
subject to this title to grant preferential treatment to
any individual or to any group because of the race,
color, religion, sex, or national origin of such individual
or group on account of an imbalance which may exist
with respect to the total number or percentage of per-
sons of any race, color, religion, sex, or national origin
employed by an employer, referred or classified for em-
ployment by any employment agency or labor organi-
zation, admitted to membership or classified by any
labor organization, or admitted to, or employed in, any
apprenticeship or other training program, in compari-
son with the total number or percentage of persons of
such race, color, religion, sex, or national origin in any
community, State, section, or other area, or in the avail-
able work force in any community, State, section, or
other area.

Other Unlawful Employment Practices
Section 704.

(a) It shall be an unlawful employment practice for
an employer to discriminate against any of his employ-
ees or applicants for employment, for an employment
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agency to discriminate against any individual, or for a
labor organization to discriminate against any member
thereof or applicant for membership, because he has
opposed any practice made an unlawful employment
practice by this title, or because he has made a charge,
testified, assisted, or participated in any manner in an
investigation, proceeding, or hearing under this title.

(b) It shall be an unlawful employment practice for an
employer, labor organization, or employment agency
to print or publish or cause to be printed or published
any notice or advertisement relating to employment by
such an employer or membership in or any classifica-
tion or referral for employment by such a labor organi-
zation, or relating to any classification or referral for
employment by such an employment agency, indicat-
ing any preference, limitation, specification, or discrim-
ination, based on race, color, religion, sex, or national
origin, except that such a notice or advertisement may
indicate a preference, limitation, specification, or dis-
crimination based on religion, sex, or national origin
when religion, sex, or national origin is a bona fide
occupational qualification for employment.

[. . .]

TITLE VIII—REGISTRATION AND 

VOTING STATISTICS

Section 801.

The Secretary of Commerce shall promptly conduct
a survey to compile registration and voting statistics
in such geographic areas as may be recommended by
the Commission on Civil Rights. Such a survey and
compilation shall, to the extent recommended by the
Commission on Civil Rights, only include a count of
persons of voting age by race, color, and national ori-
gin, and determination of the extent to which such
persons are registered to vote, and have voted in any
statewide primary or general election in which the
Members of the United States House of Representa-
tives are nominated or elected, since January 1, 1960.
Such information shall also be collected and compiled
in connection with the Nineteenth Decennial Census,
and at such other times as the Congress may prescribe.
The provisions of section 9 and chapter 7 of title 13,
United States Code, shall apply to any survey, collection,



or compilation of registration and voting statistics car-
ried out under this title: Provided, however, That no
person shall be compelled to disclose his race, color,
national origin, or questioned about his political party
affiliation, how he voted, or the reasons therefore, nor
shall any penalty be imposed for his failure or refusal
to make such disclosure. Every person interrogated
orally, by written survey or questionnaire or by any
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other means with respect to such information shall be
fully advised with respect to his right to fail or refuse to
furnish such information.

[. . .]

Source: Civil Rights Act of 1964, Public Law 88-352, U.S.
Statutes at Large 78 (1964): 241.

94. Charles de Gaulle: Speech on the State of Europe, 23 July 1964

Introduction
President Charles de Gaulle, one of the most dominating political figures of twentieth-century France, delivered
this speech on Europe’s role in world affairs on 23 July 1964. Although he oversaw the diminution of the French
Empire, he worked hard to secure for France a leading role in European affairs in the 1960s, primarily by under-
mining British influence in this arena. Twice, in 1963 and 1967, he vetoed British applications to join the European
Economic Community (EEC), or Common Market. He hoped that France would serve as a bridge between the
communist and noncommunist worlds and consciously sought to differentiate French policies from those of the
United States. In 1964 France recognized the People’s Republic of China (PRC), and in early March 1966 de
Gaulle withdrew France from the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), sparking a crisis as NATO head-
quarters relocated from Paris to Brussels. He also encouraged the creation of a Franco-German partnership, which
he anticipated would dominate the making of European international policies.

Primary Source
[. . .]

In discussing Europe and in trying to distinguish what
it should be, it is always necessary to ascertain what the
world is.

At the end of the last World War, the distribution of
forces in the world was as simple, as brutal as possible.
It appeared suddenly at Yalta. Only America and Rus-
sia had remained powers and all the more considerable
powers in that all the rest found themselves dislocated,
the vanquished engulfed in their unconditional defeat
and the European victors destroyed to their foundations.

For the countries of the free world, threatened by the
Soviets’ ambition, American leadership could then
seem inevitable. The New World was, of all of them,
the great victor of the war. Under the command of the
United States, owner of atomic bombs—the Atlantic
Alliance ensured their security. Thanks to the Marshall
Plan their economics were being revived. Wherever
the colonial powers were effecting, under more or less

violent conditions, the transfer of their sovereignty to
self-governing regimes, there pressure was felt, openly
or not, from Washington. At the same time, America
was seen to assume the conduct of political and strate-
gic affairs in all the regions where the free world found
itself in contact with the direct or indirect action of
the Soviets. It did this either unilaterally or through
the channels of regional international bodies which in
practice were at its disposal: in Europe, NATO; in West-
ern Asia, CENTO; in Southeast Asia, SEATO; in Amer-
ica, the OAS; or, thanks to its supremacy in the North
Pacific, or, finally, through military or diplomatic inter-
vention, in Korea, in the Congo, or during the Suez
crisis through the offices of the United Nations Orga-
nization which it dominated by its preponderance.

It is clear that things have changed. The Western States
of our old continent have rebuilt their economies. They
are rebuilding their military forces. One of them—
France—is becoming a nuclear power. Above all they
have become aware of their natural ties. In short, West-
ern Europe appears likely to constitute a major entity
full of merit and resources, capable of living its own



life, indeed, not in opposition to the New World, but
right alongside it.

On the other hand, the monolithic nature of the totali-
tarian world is in the process of dislocation. China, sep-
arated from Moscow, enters on the world scene by its
mass, its needs and its resources, avid for progress and
consideration. The Soviet Empire, the last and the
largest colonial power of this time, is seeing first the
Chinese contest the domination it exercises over vast
regions of Asia and second is seeing the European
satellites which it had subjugated by force moving fur-
ther and further away. At the same time the Commu-
nist regime, despite the enormous effort it has been
making in Russia for a half a century and despite the
results it has achieved in certain massive undertakings,
is meeting with failure with respect to the standard of
living, the satisfaction and the dignity of men in com-
parison with the system applied in Western Europe
which combines dirigisme with freedom. Lastly, great
aspirations and great difficulties are deeply agitating
the developing countries.

The result of all these new factors, complicated, and
interrelated, is that the division of the world into two
camps led by Washington and Moscow respectively
corresponds less and less to the real situation. With
respect to the gradually splitting totalitarian world or the
problems posed by China, the conduct to be adopted
toward many countries of Asia, Africa and Latin Amer-
ica, or the remodeling of the United Nations Organiza-
tion that necessarily ensues, or the adjustment of world
exchanges of all kinds, etc., it appears that Europe,
provided that it wishes it, is henceforth called upon to
play a role which is its own.

Undoubtedly it should maintain an alliance with Amer-
ica, in which, in the North Atlantic, both are interested
so long as the Soviet threat remains. But, the reasons
which, for Europe, made this alliance a form of sub-
ordination are fading away day by day. Europe must
assume its share of the responsibilities. Everything
indicates, moreover, that this event would be in accor-
dance with the interest of the United States, whatever
may be its merit, its power and its good intentions, for
the multiplicity and complexity of the tasks hence-
forth go beyond, and perhaps dangerously, its means
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and its capacity. That is why the United States de-
clares that it wishes to see the old continent unite and
organize itself while many among the Gallic, Germanic
and Latin peoples cry out “Let us build Europe!”

But which Europe? That is the question. Indeed, the
established conveniences, the accepted renunciations,
the deep-rooted reservations do not fade away easily.
According to us French, it is a question of Europe’s
being made in order for it to be European. A European
Europe means that it exists by itself for itself, in other
words in the midst of the world—it has its own policy.
But that is precisely what is rejected consciously or
unconsciously by some who claim, however, to want
it to be established. In reality, the fact that Europe, not
having a policy, would be subject to the policy that
came to it from the other side of the Atlantic appears to
them, even today, normal and satisfactory.

We have seen many people—quite often, what is more,
worthy and sincere—advocate for Europe not an inde-
pendent policy, which in reality they do not visualize,
but an organization unsuited to have one, linked in
this field as in that of defense and of the economy, to
an Atlantic system, in other words, American, and con-
sequently subordinate to what the United States calls
its leadership. This organization, entitled federal, would
have had as its bases: on the one hand, a council of
experts withdrawn from the affiliation to the States,
and which would have been dubbed “executive,” and
on the other hand a Parliament without national quali-
fications and which would have been called “legisla-
tive.” Doubtless each of these two elements would
have supplied that for which it would have been fitted,
that is to say, studies for the council and debates for the
Parliament. But, without a doubt, neither of the two
would have made what indeed no one wanted them to
make, that is a policy, for if the policy must take the
debates and studies into account, it is another thing
entirely than studies and debates.

A policy is an action, that is to say a body of decisions
taken, of things done, of risks assumed, all this with
the support of a people. The governments of nations
alone can be capable of and responsible for making
policy. It is of course not forbidden to imagine that a
day will come when all the peoples of our continent will



become one and that then there could be a Govern-
ment of Europe, but it would be ridiculous to act as if
that day had come.

That is why France—refusing to let Europe get
bogged down, becoming bogged down herself in a
guileful undertaking that would have stripped States,
misled peoples and prevented the independence of
our continent—took the initiative of proposing to her
five partners of the Rome Treaty a beginning for the
organization of their cooperation. Thus, we would begin
to live in common, pending the time when habit and
evolution would gradually draw the ties closer together.
We know that the German Government adhered in
principle to this project. We know that a meeting of
the six States in Paris, then another one in Bonn,
seemed at first on the road to success, but that Rome
refused to call the decisive meeting, its objections,
joined with those of The Hague and Brussels, being
powerful enough to halt everything. Finally, we know
that the opponents invoked two arguments, moreover
contradictory. The first argument: the French plan,
which maintains the sovereignty of the States, does
not conform to our conception of a Europe having as
its Executive a commission of experts, and as its Leg-
islative a Parliament cut off from national realities.
The second argument: although Britain does not agree
to lose its sovereignty, we will not enter into any Euro-
pean political organization to which it would not belong.

The French plan for European organization not being
adopted by Italy and by the Benelux countries; more-
over, integration not being able to lead to anything
other than an American protectorate; finally, Great
Britain having shown throughout the interminable
Brussels negotiations that it was not in a position to
accept the common economic rules and, by the Nassau
agreement, that its defense force, particularly in the
nuclear domain, would not be European for lack of
being autonomous in relation to the United States—it
seemed to the Government of the Federal Republic
of Germany and to the Government of the French
Republic that their bilateral cooperation could have
some value. It was then that, on the proposal of the
German Government, the French-German Treaty of
January 22, 1963 was concluded, which I had the honor
of signing right here with Chancellor Adenauer.
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However, it must be noted that, if the French-German
Treaty made possible limited results in some areas,
also if it led the two Governments and their services to
establish contacts which, for our part, and altogether,
we judge can be useful and which are, in any case, very
pleasant, up to now a common line of conduct has not
changed. Assuredly there is not, and there could not be
any opposition, strictly speaking, between Bonn and
Paris. But, whether it is a matter of the effective soli-
darity of France and Germany concerning their defense,
or even of the stand to take and the action to pursue
toward the East, above all the Moscow satellites, or
correlatively of the question of boundaries and nation-
alities in Central and Eastern Europe, or of the recog-
nition of China and of the diplomatic and economic
mission which can be opened to Europe in relation to
that great people, or of peace in Asia and particularly
Indochina and Indonesia, or of the aid to give to the
developing countries in Africa, Asia and Latin Amer-
ica, or of the organization of the agricultural common
market and consequently the future of the Commu-
nity of the Six—one could not say that Germany and
France have yet agreed to make together a policy and
one could not dispute that this results from the fact
that Bonn has not believed, up to now, that this policy
should be European and independent. If this state
of affairs were to last, there would be the risk, in the
long run, of doubts among the French people, of mis-
givings among the German people and, among their
four partners of the Rome Treaty, an increased ten-
dency to leave things as they are, while waiting, per-
haps, to be split up.

But, throughout the world, the force of things is doing
its work. In wanting and in proposing the organization
of a Europe having its own policy, France is sure of
serving the balance, the peace and the progress of the
world. Moreover, she is now strong enough and sure
enough of herself to be able to be patient, except for
major external changes which would jeopardize every-
thing and therefore lead her to change her direction.
Besides, at the last meeting just held between the
Governments in Bonn and Paris, Chancellor Erhard
gave an indication of a forthcoming German initiative.
In waiting for the sky to clear, France is pursuing, by
her own means, that which a European and independ-
ent policy can and should be. It is a fact that people



everywhere are pleased with it and that for herself it is
not an unsatisfactory situation.

[. . .]
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Source: Charles de Gaulle, Major Addresses, Statements and
Press Conferences of General Charles de Gaulle: March 17,
1964–May 16, 1967 (New York: French Embassy Press and
Information Division, 1967).

95. Tonkin Gulf Resolution, 7 August 1964

Introduction
Passed by the U.S. Congress in August 1964, the Tonkin Gulf Resolution permitted President Lyndon B. Johnson
to take whatever measures he considered appropriate to deal with the growing crisis in Vietnam. As the military sit-
uation in Vietnam deteriorated in early 1964, Johnson and his advisors decided that only with heavy support from
the United States could the government of the Republic of Vietnam (ROV, South Vietnam) survive. Johnson, run-
ning for reelection against hard-line Republican Senator Barry Goldwater, feared that a major escalation might
jeopardize his campaign, so he relied extensively on covert operations, including DeSoto intelligence-gathering
missions undertaken by American destroyers to test North Vietnamese radar efficiency or land South Vietnamese
forces on North Vietnamese territory. On the morning of 2 August, three North Vietnamese patrol boats attacked
the destroyer USS Maddox as it undertook one such mission in the Tonkin Gulf, beyond the 3-mile Vietnamese ter-
ritorial limits that the United States recognized but within the 12-mile zone that the Democratic Republic of Viet-
nam (DRV, North Vietnam) claimed. Aircraft from the nearby USS Ticonderoga came to its assistance, sinking one
patrol boat and disabling the others, and Johnson ordered the Maddox to continue patrolling farther offshore in the
Gulf, accompanied by a fellow destroyer, the C. Turner Joy. On the night of 4 August, both vessels reported hostile
attacks, although it was later suggested that nervous radar and sonar operators or malfunctioning equipment prob-
ably triggered false alarms. North Vietnam subsequently claimed that none of its patrol boats were responsible,
alleging that the U.S. government deliberately fabricated the incident as a pretext to escalate the war. Johnson, net-
tled by Goldwater’s repeated criticisms that his Vietnam policy was irresolute and ineffective, made no attempt to
verify or question the reports. Without mentioning their involvement in covert operations, Johnson announced that
American ships had encountered an unprovoked “deliberate attack,” and he ordered retaliatory American bomb-
ing raids on an oil depot and North Vietnamese patrol boat bases. He also submitted to Congress a draft resolution
authorizing him to “take all necessary measures” to “repel any armed attack” on U.S. forces, “prevent further
aggression,” and give any aid necessary, “including the use of armed force,” to help any country that requested
assistance through the Southeast Asian Treaty Organization (SEATO), to which South Vietnam belonged. The
Tonkin Gulf Resolution, passed unanimously by the House and with only two dissenting Senate votes, provided
the legal basis for the conflict’s future expansion, including massive bombing raids on North Vietnam, which began
in February 1965, and two months later a major deployment of American ground troops and the drastic expansion
of such forces’ operational activities within Vietnam. Only on 30 December 1970, after the Cambodian incursion
authorized by President Richard Nixon that spring, did an increasingly restive Congress repeal the Tonkin Gulf
Resolution. Skeptical congressional reluctance to ever again give a president a similar blank check was a major fac-
tor in the passage of the 1973 War Powers Resolution, drastically limiting the chief executive’s future ability to
deploy U.S. troops in combat situations.

Primary Source
[H.J. Res. 1145]

To promote the maintenance of international peace and
security in southeast Asia.

Whereas naval units of the Communist regime in Viet-
nam, in violation of the principles of the Charter of the
United Nations and of international law, have deliber-
ately and repeatedly attacked United States naval ves-
sels 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 sys-
tematic campaign of aggression that the Communist
regime in North Vietnam has been waging against its
neighbors and the nations joined with them in the col-
lective defense of their freedom; and

Whereas the United States is assisting the peoples of
southeast Asia to protect their freedom and has no ter-
ritorial, military or political ambitions in that area, but
desires only that these peoples should be left in peace
to work out their own destinies in their own way: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of the
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 nec-
essary measures to repel any armed attack against the
forces of the United States and to prevent further
aggression.
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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.
Consonant with the Constitution of the United States
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, there-
fore, prepared, as the President determines, to take all
necessary steps, including the use of armed force, to
assist any member or protocol state of the Southeast
Asia Collective Defense Treaty requesting assistance
in defense of its freedom.

SEC. 3. This resolution shall expire when the Presi-
dent 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 terminated earlier by concurrent
resolution of the Congress.

Source: “Text of Joint Resolution, August 7,” Department of
State Bulletin 51(1313) (1964): 268.

96. Lyndon B. Johnson: “Peace without Conquest,” Address at
Johns Hopkins University, 7 April 1965

Introduction
After the U.S. Congress passed the Tonkin Gulf Resolution in August 1964 authorizing President Lyndon B. John-
son to take action against the Democratic Republic of Vietnam (DRV, North Vietnam), he remained relatively cau-
tious until the 1964 presidential election campaign was behind him. Once safely returned to office for a full
four-year term, he decided to mount a major bombing campaign against targets in North Vietnam, an initiative that
he hoped would force North Vietnam’s leaders to end hostile operations against the Republic of Vietnam (ROV,
South Vietnam) and come to the negotiating table. Operation ROLLING THUNDER began in February 1965, with the
American airplanes launching these raids based at airfields in South Vietnam, which almost immediately became
the target of guerrilla attacks. In March 1965, Johnson and his advisors decided that in order to protect these
airstrips, it was necessary to deploy U.S. ground forces in South Vietnam to assist the military forces of South Viet-
nam. The first such American troops—two battalions of U.S. Marines, as opposed to military advisors—landed in
March 1965 and came ashore at Da Nang. On 1 April 1965 the president approved the deployment of two further
Marine battalions and one Marine air squadron, plus an additional 18,000–20,000 men for existing support forces in
Vietnam. By the end of the year, 150,000 American military personnel were stationed in Vietnam, and by the end
of 1966 the number had risen to 385,000. The peak came in early 1968, when more than 500,000 American troops
were in the country. As the first deployments were under way, the Johnson administration deliberately tried to keep
the news low-key and sought to avoid conveying any impression that a major change in policy had occurred. Ad-
dressing an audience at Johns Hopkins University during the first week of April 1965, Johnson defended U.S. mil-
itary assistance to South Vietnam on the grounds that should the United States abandon South Vietnam, this would



Primary Source
[. . .]

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 valleys of Pennsylvania. It is the principle for which
our sons fight tonight in the jungles of Viet-Nam.

Viet-Nam is far away 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 that is bursting with opportunity and
promise, have ended their lives on Viet-Nam’s steam-
ing soil.

Why must we take this painful road?

Why must this Nation hazard its ease, and its interest,
and its power for the sake of a people so far away?

We fight because we must fight if we are to live in a
world where every country can shape its own destiny.
And only in such a world will our own freedom be
finally secure.

This kind of world will never be built by bombs or bul-
lets. Yet the infirmities of man are such that force must
often precede reason, and the waste of war, the works
of peace.

We wish that this were not so. But we must deal with
the world as it is, if it is ever to be as we wish.

THE NATURE OF THE CONFLICT

The world as it is in Asia is not a serene or peaceful
place.
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The first reality is that North Viet-Nam has attacked
the independent nation of South Viet-Nam. Its object
is total conquest.

Of course, some of the people of South Viet-Nam are
participating in attack on their own government. But
trained men and supplies, orders and arms, flow in a
constant stream from north to south.

This support is the heartbeat of the war.

And it is a war of unparalleled brutality. Simple farmers
are the targets of assassination and kidnapping. Women
and children are strangled in the night because their
men are loyal to their government. And helpless vil-
lages are ravaged by sneak attacks. Large-scale raids
are conducted on towns, and terror strikes in the heart
of cities.

The confused nature of this conflict cannot mask the
fact that it is the new face of an old enemy.

Over this war—and all Asia—is another reality: the
deepening shadow of Communist China. The rulers in
Hanoi are urged on by Peking. This is a regime which
has destroyed freedom in Tibet, which has attacked
India, and has been condemned by the United Nations
for aggression in Korea. It is a nation which is helping
the forces of violence in almost every continent. The
contest in Viet-Nam is part of a wider pattern of
aggressive purposes.

WHY ARE WE IN VIET-NAM?

Why are these realities our concern? Why are we in
South Viet-Nam?

We are there because we have a promise to keep. Since 1954
every American President has offered support to the

destroy the credibility of American commitments to other allies. Like many other Cold War leaders, he recalled the
lessons of the pre–World War II period during which appeasement of dictators and totalitarian governments only
whetted their appetite for further conquest. Johnson did not directly discuss the new troop deployments, nor did
he give any prognosis on the course of the war. Instead, the highlight of his address was the announcement of in-
creased economic assistance to South Vietnam and the launching of an ambitious major project, modeled on the
Tennessee Valley Authority of the New Deal years, to develop Vietnam’s Mekong River Delta so that it would pro-
vide food, water, and power for the entire region, eradicating poverty and hunger, revitalizing the country’s people,
and providing the long-term basis for lasting peace and prosperity. The success of any such efforts largely de-
pended, however, on winning the war, something that the Johnson administration was never able to achieve.



people of South Viet-Nam. We have helped to build,
and we have helped to defend. Thus, over many years,
we have made a national pledge to help South Viet-
Nam defend its independence.

And I intend to keep that promise.

To dishonor that pledge, to abandon this small and
brave nation to its enemies, and to the terror that must
follow, would be an unforgivable 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 Viet-Nam to its fate
would shake the confidence of all these people in the
value of an American commitment and in the value of
America’s word. The result would be increased unrest
and instability, and even wider war.

We are also there because there are great stakes in the balance.
Let no one think for a moment that retreat from Viet-
Nam would bring an end to conflict. The battle would
be renewed in one country and then another. The cen-
tral lesson of our time is that the appetite of aggression
is never satisfied. To withdraw from one battlefield
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.”

There are those who say that all our effort there will
be futile—that China’s power is such that it is bound
to dominate all southeast Asia. But there is no end to
that argument until all of the nations of Asia are swal-
lowed up.

There are those who wonder why we have a responsi-
bility there. Well, we have it there for the same reason
that we have a responsibility for the defense of Europe.
World War II was fought in both Europe and Asia, and
when it ended we found ourselves with continued
responsibility for the defense of freedom.

OUR OBJECTIVE IN VIET-NAM

Our objective is the independence of South Viet-
Nam, and its freedom from attack. We want nothing
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for ourselves—only that the people of South Viet-Nam
be allowed to guide their own country in their own way.

We will do everything necessary to reach that objec-
tive. And we will do only what is absolutely necessary.

In recent months attacks on South Viet-Nam were
stepped up. Thus, it became necessary for us to in-
crease our response and to make attacks by air. This is
not a change of purpose. It is a change in what we
believe that purpose requires.

We do this in order to slow down aggression.

We do this to increase the confidence of the brave peo-
ple of South Viet-Nam who have bravely borne this
brutal battle for so many years with so many casualties.

And we do this to convince the leaders of North Viet-
Nam—and all who seek to share their conquest—of a
very simple fact:

We will not be defeated.

We will not grow tired.

We will not withdraw, either openly or under the cloak
of a meaningless agreement.

We know that air attacks alone will not accomplish all
of these purposes. But it is our best and prayerful judg-
ment that they are a necessary part of the surest road to
peace.

We hope that peace will come swiftly. But that is in the
hands of others besides ourselves. And we must be
prepared for a long continued conflict. It will require
patience as well as bravery, the will to endure as well as
the will to resist.

I wish it were possible to convince others with words
of what we now find it necessary to say with guns and
planes: Armed hostility is futile. Our resources are equal
to any challenge. Because we fight for values and we
fight for principles, rather than territory or colonies, our
patience and our determination are unending.



Once this is clear, then it should also be clear that the
only path for reasonable men is the path of peaceful
settlement.

Such peace demands an independent South Viet-Nam
—securely guaranteed and able to shape its own rela-
tionships to all others—free from outside interference—
tied to no alliance—a military base for no other country.

These are the essentials of any final settlement.

We will never be second in the search for such a peace-
ful settlement in Viet-Nam.

There may be many ways to this kind of peace: in dis-
cussion or negotiation with the governments concerned;
in large groups or in small ones; in the reaffirmation of
old agreements or their strengthening with new ones.

We have stated this position over and over again, fifty
times and more, to friend and foe alike. And we remain
ready, with this purpose, for unconditional discussions.

And until that bright and necessary day of peace we
will try to keep conflict from spreading. We have no
desire to see thousands die in battle—Asians or Amer-
icans. We have no desire to devastate that which the
people of North Viet-Nam have built with toil and sac-
rifice. We will use our power with restraint and with all
the wisdom that we can command.

But we will use it.

This war, like most wars, is filled with terrible irony.
For what do the people of North Viet-Nam want? They
want what their neighbors also desire: food for their
hunger; health for their bodies; a chance to learn;
progress for their country; and an end to the bondage
of material misery. And they would find all these things
far more readily in peaceful association with others
than in the endless course of battle.

A COOPERATIVE EFFORT FOR

DEVELOPMENT

These countries of southeast Asia are homes for mil-
lions of impoverished people. Each day these people
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rise at dawn and struggle through until the night to
wrestle existence from the soil. They are often wracked
by disease, plagued by hunger, and death comes at the
early age of 40.

Stability and peace do not come easily in such a land.
Neither independence nor human dignity will ever be
won, though, by arms alone. It also requires the work
of peace. The American people have helped gener-
ously in times past in these works. Now there must be
a much more massive effort to improve the life of man
in that conflict-torn corner of our world.

The first step is for the countries of southeast Asia to
associate themselves in a greatly expanded cooperative
effort for development. We would hope that North
Viet-Nam would take its place in the common effort
just as soon as peaceful cooperation is possible.

The United Nations is already actively engaged in
development in this area. As far back as 1961 I con-
ferred with our authorities in Viet-Nam in connection
with their work there. And I would hope tonight that
the Secretary General of the United Nations could use
the prestige of his great office, and his deep knowledge
of Asia, to initiate, as soon as possible, with the coun-
tries of that area, a plan for cooperation in increased
development.

For our part I will ask the Congress to join in a billion
dollar American investment in this effort as soon as it is
underway.

And I would hope that all other industrialized coun-
tries, including the Soviet Union, will join in this effort
to replace despair with hope, and terror with progress.

The task is nothing less than to enrich the hopes and
the existence of more than a hundred million people.
And there is much to be done.

The vast Mekong River can provide food and water
and power on a scale to dwarf even our own TVA.

The wonders of modern medicine can be spread
through villages where thousands die every year from
lack of care.



Schools can be established to train people in the skills
that are needed to manage the process of development.

And these objectives, and more, are within the reach of
a cooperative and determined effort.

I also intend to expand and speed up a program to
make available our farm surpluses to assist in feeding
and clothing the needy in Asia. We should not allow
people to go hungry and wear rags while our own ware-
houses overflow with an abundance of wheat and corn,
rice and cotton.

So I will very shortly name a special team of outstand-
ing, patriotic, distinguished Americans to inaugurate
our participation in these programs. This team will be
headed by Mr. Eugene Black, the very able former
President of the World Bank.

In areas that are still ripped by conflict, of course
development will not be easy. Peace will be necessary
for final success. But we cannot and must not wait for
peace to begin this job.

THE DREAM OF WORLD ORDER

This will be a disorderly planet for a long time. In Asia,
as elsewhere, the forces of the modern world are shak-
ing old ways and uprooting ancient civilizations. There
will be turbulence and struggle and even violence.
Great social change—as we see in our own country
now—does not always come without conflict.

We must also expect that nations will on occasion be
in dispute with us. It may be because we are rich, or
powerful; or because we have made some mistakes;
or because they honestly fear our intentions. However,
no nation need ever fear that we desire their land, or to
impose our will, or to dictate their institutions.

But we will always oppose the effort of one nation to
conquer another nation.

We will do this because our own security is at stake.

But there is more to it than that. For our generation has
a dream. It is a very old dream. But we have the power
and now we have the opportunity to make that dream
come true.
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For centuries nations have struggled among each
other. But we dream of a world where disputes are set-
tled by law and reason. And we will try to make it so.

For most of history men have hated and killed one
another in battle. But we dream of an end to war. And
we will try to make it so.

For all existence most men have lived in poverty,
threatened by hunger. But we dream of a world where
all are fed and charged with hope. And we will help to
make it so.

The ordinary men and women of North Viet-Nam and
South Viet-Nam—of China and India—of Russia and
America—are brave people. They are filled with the
same proportions of hate and fear, of love and hope.
Most of them want the same things for themselves and
their families. Most of them do not want their sons to
ever die in battle, or to see their homes, or the homes
of others, destroyed.

Well, this can be their world yet. Man now has the
knowledge—always before denied—to make this planet
serve the real needs of the people who live on it.

I know this will not be easy. I know how difficult it is
for reason to guide passion, and love to master hate.
The complexities of this world do not bow easily to
pure and consistent answers.

But the simple truths are there just the same. We must
all try to follow them as best we can.

CONCLUSION

We often say how impressive power is. But I do not
find it impressive at all. The guns and the bombs, the
rockets and the warships, are all symbols of human fail-
ure. They are necessary symbols. They protect what we
cherish. But they are witness to human folly.

A dam built across a great river is impressive.

In the countryside where I was born, and where I live,
I have seen the night illuminated, and the kitchens
warmed, and the homes heated, where once the cheer-
less night and the ceaseless cold held sway. And all this



happened because electricity came to our area along
the humming wires of the REA. Electrification of the
countryside—yes, that, too, is impressive.

A rich harvest in a hungry land is impressive.

The sight of healthy children in a classroom is
impressive.

These—not mighty arms—are the achievements
which the American Nation believes to be impressive.

And, if we are steadfast, the time may come when all
other nations will also find it so.

Every night before I turn out the lights to sleep I ask
myself this question: Have I done everything that I can
do to unite this country? Have I done everything I can
to help unite the world, to try to bring peace and hope to
all the peoples of the world? Have I done enough?

Ask yourselves that question in your homes—and in
this hall tonight. Have we, each of us, all done all we
could? Have we done enough?
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We may well be living in the time foretold many years
ago when it was said: “I call heaven and earth to record
this day against you, that I have set before you life and
death, blessing and cursing: therefore choose life, that
both thou and thy seed may live.”

This generation of the world must choose: destroy or
build, kill or aid, hate or understand.

We can do all these things on a scale never dreamed of
before.

Well, we will choose life. In so doing we will prevail over
the enemies within man, and over the natural enemies
of all mankind.

[. . .]

Source: Lyndon B. Johnson, Public Papers of the Presidents of
the United States: Lyndon B. Johnson, 1965, Bk. 1 (Washing-
ton, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1966), 394–399.

97. Freedom of Information Act, 1966

Introduction
The 1966 Freedom of Information Act is the most important U.S. legislation regarding public access to government
records. Until the passage of this act, there was no law requiring that federal records be opened to the public. The
result was that the federal bureaucracy often operated in secrecy, withholding substantial information from the
public. In the 1950s, Representative John Moss of California began a concerted effort to enact legislation reducing
government secrecy. After more than a decade of effort, at the height of the Vietnam War, his work resulted in the
passage of this act. Congress strengthened the law in 1974 to force greater compliance. Once the legislation was in
place, individuals and organizations were able to use it to obtain accurate information on such subjects as illicit gov-
ernment surveillance of suspected subversives and others and U.S. involvement, through the Central Intelligence
Agency (CIA) and other bodies in destabilizing other governments overseas. The information thus obtained con-
tributed to a growing climate of public distrust of the U.S. government’s good faith and probity and a loss of confi-
dence that President Jimmy Carter characterized in the late 1970s as a national malaise.

Primary Source
Section 552. Public information; agency rules, opin-
ions, orders, records, and proceedings

(a) Each agency shall make available to the public
information as follows:

(1) Each agency shall separately state and currently
publish in the Federal Register for the guidance of the
public—

(A) descriptions of its central and field organization
and the established places at which, the employees



(and in the case of a uniformed service, the members)
from whom, and the methods whereby, the public may
obtain information, make submittals or requests, or
obtain decisions;

(B) statements of the general course and method by
which its functions are channeled and determined, in-
cluding the nature and requirements of all formal and
informal procedures available;

(C) rules of procedure, descriptions of forms available
or the places at which forms may be obtained, and
instructions as to the scope and contents of all papers,
reports, or examinations;

(D) substantive rules of general applicability adopted
as authorized by law, and statements of general policy
or interpretations of general applicability formulated
and adopted by the agency; and

(E) each amendment, revision, or repeal of the forego-
ing. Except to the extent that a person has actual and
timely notice of the terms thereof, a person may not in
any manner be required to resort to, or be adversely
affected by, a matter required to be published in the
Federal Register and not so published. For the pur-
pose of this paragraph, matter reasonably available to
the class of persons affected thereby is deemed pub-
lished in the Federal Register when incorporated by
reference therein with the approval of the Director of
the Federal Register.

(2) Each agency, in accordance with published rules,
shall make available for public inspection and copying—

(A) final opinions, including concurring and dissenting
opinions, as well as orders, made in the adjudication of
cases;

(B) those statements of policy and interpretations which
have been adopted by the agency and are not pub-
lished in the Federal Register; and

(C) administrative staff manuals and instructions to
staff that affect a member of the public; unless the
materials are promptly published and copies offered
for sale. To the extent required to prevent a clearly un-
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warranted invasion of personal privacy, an agency may
delete identifying details when it makes available or
publishes an opinion, statement of policy, interpreta-
tion, or staff manual or instruction. However, in each
case the justification for the deletion shall be explained
fully in writing. Each agency shall also maintain and
make available for public inspection and copying cur-
rent indexes providing identifying information for the
public as to any matter issued, adopted, or promul-
gated after July 4, 1967, and required by this paragraph
to be made available or published. Each agency shall
promptly publish, quarterly or more frequently, and
distribute (by sale or otherwise) copies of each index
or supplements thereto unless it determines by order
published in the Federal Register that the publication
would be unnecessary and impracticable, in which case
the agency shall nonetheless provide copies of such
index on request at a cost not to exceed the direct cost
of duplication. A final order, opinion, statement of pol-
icy, interpretation, or staff manual or instruction that
affects a member of the public may be relied on, used,
or cited as precedent by an agency against a party other
than an agency only if—

(i) it has been indexed and either made available or
published as provided by this paragraph; or

(ii) the party has actual and timely notice of the terms
thereof.

(3) Except with respect to the records made available
under paragraphs (1) and (2) of this subsection, each
agency, upon any request for records which (A) reason-
ably describes such records and (B) is made in accor-
dance with published rules stating the time, place, fees
(if any), and procedures to be followed, shall make the
records promptly available to any person.

(4)(A)(i) In order to carry out the provisions of this
section, each agency shall promulgate regulations, pur-
suant to notice and receipt of public comment, speci-
fying the schedule of fees applicable to the processing
of requests under this section and establishing proce-
dures and guidelines for determining when such fees
should be waived or reduced. Such schedule shall con-
form to the guidelines which shall be promulgated,
pursuant to notice and receipt of public comment, by



the Director of the Office of Management and Budget
and which shall provide for a uniform schedule of fees
for all agencies.

(ii) Such agency regulations shall provide that—

(I) fees shall be limited to reasonable standard charges
for document search, duplication, and review, when
records are requested for commercial use;

(II) fees shall be limited to reasonable standard
charges for document duplication when records are not
sought for commercial use and the request is made by
an educational or noncommercial scientific institution,
whose purpose is scholarly or scientific research; or a
representative of the news media; and

(III) for any request not described in (I) or (II), fees
shall be limited to reasonable standard charges for doc-
ument search and duplication.

(iii) Documents shall be furnished without any charge
or at a charge reduced below the fees established under
clause (ii) if disclosure of the information is in the
public interest because it is likely to contribute sig-
nificantly to public understanding of the operations or
activities of the government and is not primarily in the
commercial interest of the requester.

(iv) Fee schedules shall provide for the recovery of
only the direct costs of search, duplication, or review.
Review costs shall include only the direct costs in-
curred during the initial examination of a document
for the purposes of determining whether the docu-
ments must be disclosed under this section and for the
purposes of withholding any portions exempt from
disclosure under this section. Review costs may not
include any costs incurred in resolving issues of law or
policy that may be raised in the course of processing a
request under this section. No fee may be charged by
any agency under this section—

(I) if the costs of routine collection and processing of
the fee are likely to equal or exceed the amount of the
fee; or

(II) for any request described in clause (ii) (II) or
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(III) of this subparagraph for the first two hours of search
time or for the first one hundred pages of duplication.

(v) No agency may require advance payment of any
fee unless the requester has previously failed to pay
fees in a timely fashion, or the agency has determined
that the fee will exceed $250.

(vi) Nothing in this subparagraph shall supersede fees
chargeable under a statute specifically providing for
setting the level of fees for particular types of records.

(vii) In any action by a requester regarding the waiver
of fees under this section, the court shall determine
the matter de novo: Provided, That the court’s review
of the matter shall be limited to the record before the
agency.

(B) On complaint, the district court of the United States
in the district in which the complainant resides, or has
his principal place of business, or in which the agency
records are situated, or in the District of Columbia,
has jurisdiction to enjoin the agency from withholding
agency records and to order the production of any
agency records improperly withheld from the com-
plainant. In such a case the court shall determine the
matter de novo, and may examine the contents of such
agency records in camera to determine whether such
records or any part thereof shall be withheld under any
of the exemptions set forth in subsection (b) of this
section, and the burden is on the agency to sustain its
action.

(C) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the
defendant shall serve an answer or otherwise plead to
any complaint made under this subsection within
thirty days after service upon the defendant of the
pleading in which such complaint is made, unless the
court otherwise directs for good cause shown.

[. . .]

(6)(A) Each agency, upon any request for records made
under paragraph (1), (2), or (3) of this subsection,
shall—

(i) determine within ten days (excepting Saturdays,
Sundays, and legal public holidays) after the receipt of



any such request whether to comply with such request
and shall immediately notify the person making such
request of such determination and the reasons there-
for, and of the right of such person to appeal to the
head of the agency any adverse determination; and

(ii) make a determination with respect to any appeal
within twenty days (excepting Saturdays, Sundays, and
legal public holidays) after the receipt of such appeal.
If on appeal the denial of the request for records is in
whole or in part upheld, the agency shall notify the
person making such request of the provisions for judi-
cial review of that determination under paragraph (4)
of this subsection.

(B) In unusual circumstances as specified in this sub-
paragraph, the time limits prescribed in either clause
(i) or clause (ii) of subparagraph (A) may be extended
by written notice to the person making such request
setting forth the reasons for such extension and the
date on which a determination is expected to be dis-
patched. No such notice shall specify a date that would
result in an extension for more than ten working days.
As used in this subparagraph, “unusual circumstances”
means, but only to the extent reasonably necessary to
the proper processing of the particular request—

(i) the need to search for and collect the requested
records from field facilities or other establishments that
are separate from the office processing the request;

(ii) the need to search for, collect, and appropriately
examine a voluminous amount of separate and distinct
records which are demanded in a single request; or

(iii) the need for consultation, which shall be conducted
with all practicable speed, with another agency having
a substantial interest in the determination of the re-
quest or among two or more components of the agency
having substantial subject-matter interest therein.

(C) Any person making a request to any agency for
records under paragraph (1), (2), or (3) of this subsec-
tion shall be deemed to have exhausted his adminis-
trative remedies with respect to such request if the
agency fails to comply with the applicable time limit
provisions of this paragraph. If the Government can
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show exceptional circumstances exist and that the
agency is exercising due diligence in responding to the
request, the court may retain jurisdiction and allow
the agency additional time to complete its review of
the records. Upon any determination by an agency to
comply with a request for records, the records shall be
made promptly available to such person making such
request. Any notification of denial of any request for
records under this subsection shall set forth the names
and titles or positions of each person responsible for
the denial of such request.

(b) This section does not apply to matters that are—

(1)(A) specifically authorized under criteria established
by an Executive order to be kept secret in the interest
of national defense or foreign policy and (B) are in fact
properly classified pursuant to such Executive order;

(2) related solely to the internal personnel rules and
practices of an agency;

(3) specifically exempted from disclosure by statute
(other than section 552b of this title), provided that
such statute

(A) requires that the matters be withheld from the
public in such a manner as to leave no discretion on
the issue, or

(B) establishes particular criteria for withholding or
refers to particular types of matters to be withheld;

(4) trade secrets and commercial or financial information
obtained from a person and privileged or confidential;

(5) inter-agency or intra-agency memorandums or let-
ters which would not be available by law to a party
other than an agency in litigation with the agency;

(6) personnel and medical files and similar files the dis-
closure of which would constitute a clearly unwarranted
invasion of personal privacy;

(7) records or information compiled for law enforce-
ment purposes, but only to the extent that the produc-
tion of such law enforcement records or information



(A) could reasonably be expected to interfere with
enforcement proceedings,

(B) would deprive a person of a right to a fair trial or an
impartial adjudication,

(C) could reasonably be expected to constitute an un-
warranted invasion of personal privacy,

(D) could reasonably be expected to disclose the iden-
tity of a confidential source, including a State, local, or
foreign agency or authority or any private institution
which furnished information on a confidential basis,
and, in the case of a record or information compiled by
criminal law enforcement authority in the course of
a criminal investigation or by an agency conducting a
lawful national security intelligence investigation, in-
formation furnished by a confidential source,

(E) would disclose techniques and procedures for law
enforcement investigations or prosecutions, or would
disclose guidelines for law enforcement investigations
or prosecutions if such disclosure could reasonably be
expected to risk circumvention of the law, or

(F) could reasonably be expected to endanger the life
or physical safety of any individual;

(8) contained in or related to examination, operating,
or condition reports prepared by, on behalf of, or for
the use of an agency responsible for the regulation or
supervision of financial institutions; or

(9) geological and geophysical information and data,
including maps, concerning wells. Any reasonably
segregable portion of a record shall be provided to any
person requesting such record after deletion of the
portions which are exempt under this subsection

(c)(1) Whenever a request is made which involves
access to records described in subsection (b)(7)(A)
and—
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(A) the investigation or proceeding involves a possible
violation of criminal law; and

(B) there is reason to believe that

(i) the subject of the investigation or proceeding is not
aware of its pendency, and

(ii) disclosure of the existence of the records could
reasonably be expected to interfere with enforcement
proceedings, the agency may, during only such time as
that circumstance continues, treat the records as not
subject to the requirements of this section.

(2) Whenever informant records maintained by a crim-
inal law enforcement agency under an informant’s name
or personal identifier are requested by a third party
according to the informant’s name or personal identi-
fier, the agency may treat the records as not subject to
the requirements of this section unless the informant’s
status as an informant has been officially confirmed.

(3) Whenever a request is made which involves access
to records maintained by the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation pertaining to foreign intelligence or counter-
intelligence, or international terrorism, and the existence
of the records is classified information as provided in
subsection (b)(1), the Bureau may, as long as the exis-
tence of the records remains classified information,
treat the records as not subject to the requirements of
this section.

(d) This section does not authorize withholding of
information or limit the availability of records to the
public, except as specifically stated in this section.
This section is not authority to withhold information
from Congress.

[. . .]

Source: Freedom of Information Act (1966), U.S. Code 5,
§552.



Primary Source
[. . .]

Article I
The exploration and use of outer space, including the
Moon and other celestial bodies, shall be carried out
for the benefit and in the interests of all countries, irre-
spective of their degree of economic or scientific de-
velopment, and shall be the province of all mankind.

Outer space, including the Moon and other celestial
bodies, shall be free for exploration and use by all
States without discrimination of any kind, on a basis of
equality and in accordance with international law, and
there shall be free access to all areas of celestial bodies.

There shall be freedom of scientific investigation in
outer space, including the Moon and other celestial
bodies, and States shall facilitate and encourage inter-
national cooperation in such investigation.

Article II
Outer space, including the Moon and other celestial
bodies, is not subject to national appropriation by
claim of sovereignty, by means of use or occupation, or
by any other means.

Article III
States Parties to the Treaty shall carry on activities in
the exploration and use of outer space, including the
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Moon and other celestial bodies, in accordance with
international law, including the Charter of the United
Nations, in the interest of maintaining international
peace and security and promoting international coop-
eration and understanding.

Article IV
States Parties to the Treaty undertake not to place
in orbit around the Earth any objects carrying nuclear
weapons or any other kinds of weapons of mass
destruction, install such weapons on celestial bodies,
or station such weapons in outer space in any other
manner.

The Moon and other celestial bodies shall be used by
all States Parties to the Treaty exclusively for peaceful
purposes. The establishment of military bases, instal-
lations and fortifications, the testing of any type of
weapons and the conduct of military manoeuvres on
celestial bodies shall be forbidden. The use of military
personnel for scientific research or for any other peace-
ful purposes shall not be prohibited. The use of any
equipment or facility necessary for peaceful exploration
of the moon and other celestial bodies shall also not be
prohibited.

Article V
States Parties to the Treaty shall regard astronauts as
envoys of mankind in outer space and shall render to
them all possible assistance in the event of accident, dis-

98. Outer Space Treaty, 27 January 1967

Introduction
During the 1960s, ever-increasing activity in space on the part of both the Soviet Union and the United States
brought concern that the nuclear arms race would spread even beyond Earth and its atmosphere. Fears were also
rife that one or another power would seek to annex and lay claim to the moon or other celestial bodies. In 1967 the
three powers then involved in space exploration—Great Britain, the United States, and the Soviet Union—signed
a treaty governing these subjects. Each pledged not to install nuclear weapons or other weapons of mass destruc-
tion in orbit around Earth. The moon and other celestial bodies, such as planets and asteroids, were also declared
to be off-limits to any military use. The signatories agreed that they would not place any nuclear or other weapons
of mass destructions or establish military bases, installations, or fortifications on the moon, planets, or other celes-
tial bodies for the purposes of testing weapons or conducting military maneuvers. In addition, all such celestial
bodies were declared to belong to all humankind and could therefore not be subjected to colonization, occupation,
or sovereignty by any one nation. The treaty was one indication of how, despite their fierce competition to explore
space, the expensive prospect of expanding Cold War rivalries and hostilities beyond the stratosphere was some-
thing that the great powers found decidedly unenticing.



tress, or emergency landing on the territory of another
State Party or on the high seas. When astronauts make
such a landing, they shall be safely and promptly re-
turned to the State of registry of their space vehicle.

In carrying on activities in outer space and on celestial
bodies, the astronauts of one State Party shall render
all possible assistance to the astronauts of other States
Parties.

States Parties to the Treaty shall immediately inform
the other States Parties to the Treaty or the Secretary-
General of the United Nations of any phenomena they
discover in outer space, including the Moon and other
celestial bodies, which could constitute a danger to the
life or health of astronauts.

Article VI
States Parties to the Treaty shall bear international re-
sponsibility for national activities in outer space, includ-
ing the Moon and other celestial bodies, whether such
activities are carried on by governmental agencies or
by non-governmental entities, and for assuring that
national activities are carried out in conformity with
the provisions set forth in the present Treaty. The
activities of non-governmental entities in outer space,
including the Moon and other celestial bodies, shall
require authorization and continuing supervision by
the appropriate State Party to the Treaty. When activi-
ties are carried on in outer space, including the Moon
and other celestial bodies, by an international organi-
zation, responsibility for compliance with this Treaty
shall be borne both by the international organization
and by the States Parties to the Treaty participating in
such organization.

Article VII
Each State Party to the Treaty that launches or pro-
cures the launching of an object into outer space, in-
cluding the Moon and other celestial bodies, and each
State Party from whose territory or facility an object is
launched, is internationally liable for damage to another
State Party to the Treaty or to its natural or juridical
persons by such object or its component parts on the
Earth, in air space or in outer space, including the Moon
and other celestial bodies.

98. Outer Space Treaty 2611

Article VIII
A State Party to the Treaty on whose registry an object
launched into outer space is carried shall retain juris-
diction and control over such object, and over any per-
sonnel thereof, while in outer space or on a celestial
body. Ownership of objects launched into outer space,
including objects landed or constructed on a celestial
body, and of their component parts, is not affected by
their presence in outer space or on a celestial body or
by their return to the Earth. Such objects or compo-
nent parts found beyond the limits of the State Party
of the Treaty on whose registry they are carried shall
be returned to that State Party, which shall, upon re-
quest, furnish identifying data prior to their return.

Article IX
In the exploration and use of outer space, including
the moon and other celestial bodies, States Parties to
the Treaty shall be guided by the principle of coopera-
tion and mutual assistance and shall conduct all their
activities in outer space, including the Moon and other
celestial bodies, with due regard to the corresponding
interests of all other States Parties to the Treaty. States
Parties to the Treaty shall pursue studies of outer
space, including the Moon and other celestial bodies,
and conduct exploration of them so as to avoid their
harmful contamination and also adverse changes in the
environment of the Earth resulting from the introduc-
tion of extraterrestrial matter and, where necessary,
shall adopt appropriate measures for this purpose. If a
State Party to the Treaty has reason to believe that an
activity or experiment planned by it or its nationals
in outer space, including the Moon and other celestial
bodies, would cause potentially harmful interference
with activities of other States Parties in the peaceful
exploration and use of outer space, including the
Moon and other celestial bodies, it shall undertake
appropriate international consultations before proceed-
ing with any such activity or experiment. A State Party
to the Treaty which has reason to believe that an activ-
ity or experiment planned by another State Party in
outer space, including the Moon and other celestial
bodies, would cause potentially harmful interference
with activities in the peaceful exploration and use of
outer space, including the moon and other celestial
bodies, may request consultation concerning the activ-
ity or experiment.



Article X
In order to promote international cooperation in the
exploration and use of outer space, including the Moon
and other celestial bodies, in conformity with the pur-
poses of this Treaty, the States Parties to the Treaty shall
consider on a basis of equality any requests by other
States Parties to the Treaty to be afforded an opportu-
nity to observe the flight of space objects launched by
those States.

The nature of such an opportunity for observation
and the conditions under which it could be afforded
shall be determined by agreement between the States
concerned.
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[. . .]

Article XIV
1. This Treaty shall be open to all States for signa-

ture. Any State which does not sign this Treaty
before its entry into force in accordance with para-
graph 3 of this Article may accede to it at any time.

[. . .]

Source: United Nations, “Treaty on Principles Governing
the Activities of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer
Space, including the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies,”
United Nations Office for Outer Space Affairs, http://
www.unoosa.org/oosa/SpaceLaw/outerspt.html.

99. Stokely Carmichael: Black Power Speech, Seattle, Washington,
19 April 1967

Introduction
Over time, the civil rights movement became increasingly violent, a development that in turn helped to provoke a
white backlash. In 1966 the flamboyant Stokely Carmichael became head of the Student Nonviolent Coordinating
Committee (SNCC). Carmichael’s experiences as a civil rights activist fighting segregation in the South, where pro-
testors were beaten and sometimes killed, radicalized him. Arrested well over thirty times, he lost patience with
tactics of passive resistance and soon became a vocal advocate of violence, at first only in self-defense and later as
a means of revolutionary opposition to oppression. In a speech in Greenwood, Mississippi, in June 1966, he coined
the slogan and enunciated the principles of black power, declining to cooperate with whites and advocating tactics
of black separatism as opposed to accommodation. More moderate civil rights leaders such as Dr. Martin Luther
King Jr. and Roy Wilkins of the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People (NAACP) deplored
Carmichael’s speech and his tactics, which they feared would turn the white majority against civil rights. Financial
contributions to the civil rights movement declined dramatically, and the election results of November 1966
demonstrated the beginnings of a white backlash. Carmichael expelled white staff and volunteers from the SNCC
before leaving the organization in June 1967 to join the more extreme Black Panther Party, which appealed to
blacks to “smash everything Western civilization has created.” He applauded the 1967 racial riots in Detroit and
other American cities, threatening to train groups of “urban guerrillas” to fight to the death for black rights. Men
wearing black berets and carrying guns featured prominently among his supporters. In 1966 and 1967 Carmichael
lectured around the United States, urging young African Americans to rise up against whites and identify them-
selves with African nations. Seeking to nurture their self-esteem, he told them that they should not try to resemble
whites but rather should take pride in themselves and believe that “black is beautiful.” Carmichael also con-
demned the Vietnam War, charging that it was a racist, capitalist, and unjust conflict, and, moreover, one in which
casualties among black soldiers were disproportionately high. In 1968 Carmichael changed his name to Kwame
Toure in honor of two of his friends, the African socialist leaders Kwame Nkrumah and Ahmed Sekou Touré. In
1969 Toure moved permanently to Guinea, West Africa, claiming that there was no real place for blacks in the
United States and urging other African Americans to follow his example. From then onward he was very much on
the margins of the civil rights movement. By that time, however, the extremism that he had helped to foster had
done much to turn average Americans against that movement.



Primary Source
[. . .]

Tonight we want to do several things. We want to talk
about some of the basic assumptions from which the
Student Non-violent Coordinating Committee moves,
and then move into an area of pragmatics and what, in
fact, black people gonna have to do if we going to sur-
vive in this country and live as human beings.

[. . .]

We want to talk about self-condemnation. Self-condem-
nation is impossible; nobody can condemn themselves
or no people can condemn themselves. If they do they
have to punish themselves. See, if I did something
wrong, and I admitted that I did it wrong, then I have
to punish myself, see. But if I can keep telling lies or if
I can rationalize away my guilt, then I’ll never feel
guilty. Hmm, let me give you some examples.

The Nazis who were brought to trial after Hitler was—
after the Hitler regime was brought down, they said,
the ones who allowed themselves to live, they said that
they killed Jews but that Jews weren’t human beings
—they were inferior—so they didn’t really commit a
crime. Or they said that they didn’t know what was
going on in Germany at the time that Hitler was killing
all the Jews. Or they said what most white Americans
are saying today, that they were just following law and
order.

Now, if they . . . if they said that, they just rationalized
away their guilt—they just served their sentences
and waited until they got out. But now the ones who
admitted that they killed human beings had to com-
mit suicide—they had to commit suicide. You got to
understand that. For us in this country, a clear example
of that would be in Neshoba County in Philadelphia,
Mississippi, a honky by the name of Rainey, decides
with eighteen other honkies to kill three people. Now
the entire county of Neshoba cannot indict Rainey
because they elected him to do just what he was doing,
to kill anybody who troubled with the status quo. If
they indicted him, then all of them will be guilty, and
they can’t do that. See, they cannot admit that they are
guilty. And in SNCC we say that white America, the
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total community, cannot condemn herself for the acts
[of] brutality and bestiality that she has heaped upon
us as a race, black people. It is impossible for her to do
it. She must rationalize away her guilt. She must blame
everybody else but herself cause if she were to blame
herself she would have to commit suicide. My brother
Leroy Jones reminds me that wouldn’t be such a bad
idea.

Now we want to move from there to the concept of
denying one one’s freedom. And this is very very im-
portant because white people have assumed that they’re
gods; that they can give somebody your freedom, and
so if they don’t like the way you act, they won’t give
you your freedom.

So now what you have to get crystal clear in your mind
is that nobody gives anybody their freedom. People
can only deny somebody their freedom. It’s very im-
portant. We are all born free. We are enslaved by the
institutions of racism that white America produces.
Our job is to stop America from being racist; not to . . .
not to give us our freedom. So in reality, our fight is to
civilize white America, ’cause it’s uncivilized.

Now then, if you take that to its logical conclusion, you
would say that any civil rights bill that was passed in
this country might have eased the struggle for black
people but helped civilize white America.

[. . .]

Now then, we want to talk about definitions ’cause
they’re very very important. See, white, western soci-
ety—and you should use the words “western society”,
never “western civilization” ’cause they don’t know
nothin’ about it—white western society has been able
to define everybody. They just define them to put
them in places. And once they’re defined, they can’t
get out of those definitions. And people just stay there.
Let me give you some examples so you can under-
stand it much better.

You’ve watched the red man and the white man on
TV? Fighting each other? If the red man is winning,
then the white man calls for the cavalry. I mean, here
comes the cavalry, and they’re riding very white and



very proper, and when they get up to where the battle
is, they all get off their horses and they get out their
guns and they systematically shoot all the red men;
you know, kill ’em dead. They get back on their horses
and they ride back to the fort, and at the fort there’s
always a white woman standing there and she says,
[in falsetto] “What happened?” and there’s always this
lieutenant who says, “We had a victory. We killed all
the Indians.” This is very good, you know. Now the
next time when the reverse happens, when the red
man beats the hell out of the white man, you know,
and there’s one of them left draggin’ on the horse, and
she says, [in falsetto] “What happened?” “Those dirty
Indians; they massacred us.”

See, what they are saying, is that a massacre is not as
good as a victory. A victory is much better. So here are
these poor red people who all their lives gonna fight
and they ain’t never gonna have a victory. Here’s Sit-
ting Bull, the greatest strategist you have in a war; he’s
won all these wars, but he ain’t never gonna have a vic-
tory; he’s always gonna win a massacre. And a massacre
is dirty, so you gotta understand that one in your minds.

You see that on television all the time. Even today about
the Vietnam war; do you ever see ’em? Those dirty,
filthy, rotten, Communist, rebels threw a Molotov cock-
tail and killed civilians. And then the other guy comes
on and says, “And in the meantime, our good GI boys
have been bombing the hell out of North Vietnam.”

Or even better, would be a group of students at
Nashville decide to take care of some honky cops
’cause they pickin’ on them and it’s “Fiske Students
Riot!” And in Fort Lauderdale, honkies gonna throw
bottles and beer at policemen and they gonna say “Col-
lege Students go on a Spree.”

So the white people have been defining us all our lives
and we have been forced to react to those definitions.
And see, they call you all Negroes. I guess you all came
from Negroland. [laughs] You got ’em! Yeah! But see
you have allowed white people to name you. When we
were in Puerto Rico a couple of months ago we were
speaking in Spanish. I was looking through the dic-
tionary to find the word for Negro in Puerto Rican.
There is no such word. The closest word is negro: it
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means black. In French, there is no word for Negro. In
German, there is no word for Negro. In Swahili, there
is no word for Negro.

[. . .]

But now they do something even more insidious with
definitions. Let me give you an example so then we
can get into Black Power and the definitions of Black
Power. Now you remember, especially from my gener-
ation, when the whole thing broke out with integration
and we used to sit glued to the TV set. You know, our
black leaders would get up and say, “We want to in-
tegrate.” In our minds, we knew the cat was talking
about good schools, good houses, good jobs, and a good
way of life. That was in the minds of all black people.
But some dumb honky gonna jump up and say, [in a
drawl] “You want to marry my daughter don’t you?”

And instead of our black leaders being aggressive and
saying “Later for you honky,” at that time they would
react to the honky. See they would let the honky de-
fine their own term “integration” and they would say,
“Uh, uh, we don’t want to be your brother. We just want
to be your brother. Ah, ah.” Yeah, yeah, you know! And
they just go to sweating and puffing, “We don’t want
to sleep in your bedroom. We just want to live next
door to you.” Yeah, yeah! And so what they were doing
was that here was a honky who defined their term and
they were reacting to his definition. They don’t pull
that junk with us at SNCC ’cause we tell them right
out when they say that nonsense about “marrying my
daughter”. Your daughter, your sister, your mama, we
tell them to the point! To the point, to the point! We
tell them crystal clear: “The white woman is not the
queen of the world—she’s not! She’s not the Virgin
Mary. She can be made like anyone else. Let’s move
on to something important! Let’s move on to some-
thing important.”

So that we will not be caught in a bind about reacting
to their definitions. And the same thing happens, see,
we say Black Power and some honky goin’ to jump up
and say, “You mean violence.” And he wants us to say
“Uh-uh, boss man, we don’t mean violence.” Later for
the honky! It’s our term—we know what it means.
Later for him!



Black Power is the coming together of black people to
fight for their liberation by any means necessary.

Now we want to talk about violence. Because I under-
stand that some of your so-called Negro leaders have
been saying that we violent. I won’t deny it. Yeah, I’m
violent. Somebody touch me, I’ll break their arm. But
the problem isn’t one of violence, see. The problem is
one of hitting back white people when they hit you.
That’s the real problem ’cause we’ve never done that
all our lives. They’ve been able to walk over us, bomb
our churches, beat us up, shoot into our houses, lynch
us, and do everything they wanted to do and we would
just sit there and whisper about it behind closed doors.

It’s . . . a . . . new day . . . today! It’s a new day today.

But what really upsets me is that these people who talk
about violence are not concerned about black people.
Because there is more violence in our neighborhood
on Friday and Saturday night than there is anyplace
else, anyplace else. We cut and we shoot each other
more then we touch anybody in the world, and don’t
nobody talk out against that violence—nobody talking
about it! And the reason they don’t do it is because
they don’t give a damn about us. They’re only con-
cerned about white folk. If they were against violence,
they would be preaching non-violence in the black
communities, ’cause that’s where we need it most. We
need it there. We need to learn to love and to respect
each other and stop cutting and shooting each other.
But they don’t care about us, they don’t care about us,
no! The only time you hear these preachers talk about
nonviolence is when a honky hits you and you gettin’
ready to take care of business. That’s the only time you
hear them talking about non-violence.

[. . .]

Now we want talk then pragmatically about how these
things affect our lives as black people. What white
America has done in order to rationalize away her guilt
for what she’s done to us, is that she’s told a number of
lies about us that she believes. Now that’s expected.
Hitler said if you tell a lie long enough, and hard
enough, everybody will think it’s the truth. And white
American has done that. But what is pathetic and what

99. Stokely Carmichael: Black Power Speech, Seattle, Washington 2615

is bad is that some black people believe those lies
about themselves. Yes. And so what we have to do to-
night is begin to clarify those lies for ourselves.

[. . .]

Now the first lie that white America told about us is
that we are lazy people. Now are you hip to that. And
here goes some of us down the street, “Oh, oh, we just
lazy people. We could be just like white folk, they
always working hard and trying to get somewhere. We
so lazy.” You ought to get it in your minds, we not lazy.
We hardworking. White people are lazy. Look here.
They so lazy they came to Africa to steal us to do their
work for them. We’re not lazy. We are the hardest work-
ing people in this country. We are! The trouble is we
are the lowest paid and the most oppressed and the
most exploited people in this country. In this country,
yeah! We’re not lazy people. If you ride up and down
the Delta in the South today, you will see black people
chopping and picking cotton for $2.00 a day while
white folks sit on the porch, drink Scotch, and talk
about us. We’re not a lazy people. It is our mothers
who take care of their own family and then go cross
town to take care of Miss Ann’s family. So you should
get that out of your mind: we’re not lazy. We are a hard
working, industrious people. Always have been—our
sweat built this country. Built this country.

Now the next lie she tells is what she tells our kids in
school. If you work hard, you will succeed. Now you all
ought to know that’s a lot of Junk. ’Cause if that were
true, black people would own this country lock, stock,
and barrel. It’s not a question of hard-working. It is a
question of who has power and who has control. That’s
all. That’s all it’s about. Because we are the people
who really built this country. We are the domestics, we
are the share-croppers, we are the fruit-pickers, we
are the janitors, we are the elevator men, we are the
garbage men, we are the hardest working people in
this country. We are. See then if it were true that you
had to work hard to succeed, then the contrary of that
would be true, that people who didn’t work hard
would be poor. And Bobby Kennedy would be the
poorest honky in this country. So then we must begin
to get it crystal clear in our minds, it is simply a ques-
tion of who has power. And we don’t have that. We got



everything else but that and the white man ain’t got
nothing but that.

You ever dig that? We got love, we got nonviolence, we
got morality, we got Christianity, we got rhythm, we got
everything you need. But we ain’t got power. We ain’t
got power.

The honkies don’t have love, can’t spell nonviolence,
don’t know what religion is all about, and you know
they ain’t got rhythm. But they have power, that’s what
they have. Power over our lives! So we got to get it
clear, the thing we need is power.

The next lie they tell us is this thing about education.
If you go to school and get a degree you gonna make it,
you know. All our college students when they get out
of college with a college degree, make less money than
a honky with a high school degree. Not only that, the
education system that they teach us is riddled with
racism. It is filled with racism! We can’t see ourselves
projected anywhere. They show us as a stupid people.
They let us keep thinking we’re stupid. They start off
with their elementary books about Tom, Dick, and
Jane. Tom is white, Dick is white, Jane is white, even
their dog Spot is white. And the only time we see our-
selves is little black Sambo on the last page eating
watermelon.

But not only is it riddled with outright racism, it is rid-
dled with subtle racism, and the history books just lie.
They lie! And they have to lie because white people
have got to lie to themselves. They cannot tell the
truth about themselves. And what happens is they fill
our minds with all those lies and we have to accept
them as truths. Let me give you an example; one that
is very hard but you gonna dig it.

If I said to you Mr. Kwame Nkrumah, who is a brilliant
black man—he’s out of sight, don’t let them white folk
fool you; he should be your hero, he’s out of sight—
and if I said to you Mr. Cusmian Krumm (you wouldn’t
know about him because he’s a leader in Africa) (or
was until the CIA overthrew him) and if I said to you
that Mr. Cusmian Krumm discovered England in 1961,
you’d laugh huh? That was the first time that that
black man had set foot on England since we as black
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people did not recognize the existence of nonblack
people, he would have discovered England, huh? If I
said to you that Christopher Columbus discovered
American in 1492 you would say that that is right. If
you were my teacher, you’d give me an A.

Alright, now dig. Here comes this honky from Europe,
sets foot on this country, the red people are here, but
they don’t exist, so he discovered it. This has been the
history of white society, they have never recognized
anybody who is non-white, so nothing happens until
they come and find you. Ha!

But now you’ve got to dig this thing about Columbus
real deep, because when they tell you he discovered
America and he was a dumb honky, I mean he was real
stupid. He died thinking he was in India that is how
dumb he was. And because he was stupid, he titled the
Red man Indians. That’s why they have the name,
because some dumb honky thought he was in India.

So you’ve got to understand that. That’s how riddled
with racism it is—that you can’t even recognize it.
They don’t even recognize how racist it is to say that
Christopher Columbus discovered America. And they
never will admit it; they can’t, they can’t.

Not only that, if you go to writing the real history of
this country you would say that this country is a coun-
try of thieves. They started off by stealing this country
from the red men and committing genocide against
them. Not only did it steal the country from the red
men—that didn’t satisfy them—they stole us from
Africa. You’ve got to understand that this nation is a
nation of thieves and is becoming a nation of murderers
in Vietnam, we’ve got to stop it, we’ve got to stop
it. Because we have to save our humanity! Let white
America do as it will, but as black people we have to
save our humanity. That is very very important .

They start our kids off with the Roman Empire, the
Greek Empire, and never teach you about Africa. They
make you ashamed of Africa.

You ask kids, “Where you from?”

“My mother is from Seattle.”



“Where’s your grandmother from?”

“From Kansas.”

“And where are your great grandparents from?”

“From Texas.”

“And where your great-great-grandmother from?”

“Mmm-umm.” [I don’t know.]

She is from Africa!

Africa!

But you don’t know anything about Africa ’cause you
have white people who define Africa as savages. You
let them define them for you and you don’t want to be
a savage. You want to be white. Yeah! Yeah. Um-hmm.
You want to be so white that you don’t want to part of
your brothers in Africa. You want to be so white that
you go to the movies to watch Tarzan. Yeah. You want
to be so white that you sit up on your movie seats and
yell for Tarzan to beat up your black brothers. That’s
how white you want to be. Yeah. Yeah. Yeah. You should
recognize what they’re doing to you. Here you are
jumping up and down identifying with a white man—
and he’s dumb! He’s dumb—he can’t even speak. All
he says is “Uh-ah-yuh-ah-yah!” [Tarzan’s yell].

And you over there identifying with this white man
because what they telling you is here comes this honky
from Europe, and because he’s so smart and so intel-
ligent, and we are black and so stupid, he comes over
to Africa and knows the jungle better than us, and we
been living there all our lives. Are you hip to that? And
whenever we get into trouble with the elephants, we
have to go to the great white father to keep the ele-
phants from us. Ain’t that some junk? But what you
have to recognize is that what they have done is brain-
washed us. When you see Tarzan on TV, you yell for
your black brothers to come and beat the hell out that
white man. Beat him up!

But you see that has been calculated by white America,
that we will never find out about ourselves. Because a
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people without its roots, a people without its history is
like a tree without its roots and we have been floating
for 400 hundred years. Just floating. Just floating. They
didn’t tell you that the first university in the world was
the university in Timbuktu in Africa, did they? Africa,
did they? They couldn’t tell you that because you
would begin to identify with Africa and see a part of
other black people. They tell you about the Roman
Empire conquering the world, they didn’t tell you that
Hannibal, a black man, crossed the Alps and beat the
living daylights out the Romans. That’s right, Hanni-
bal did it!

[. . .]

But they won’t give you that in the history books. They
give white heroes to identify with. They mesmerize
our minds. They give you George Washington. He’s
supposed to be your hero. He’s the man who had you
enslaved—sold a black woman for a barrel of molasses
—and he’s supposed to be my hero? Later for him!
Later for him.

They can’t tell you about the Nat Turners and the
Denmark Veseys, can they? They can’t tell you be-
cause they were fighters who beat up all kinds of white
folk who were trying to make them slaves. That’s why
they can’t tell you because they want you to keep on
being slaves, so they can define your very actions. It
ain’t going to happen to today!

All of those things in the schools are calculated to make
us ashamed of ourselves. But the most insidious things
they could have done to us is to make us believe as a
people that we are ugly. The criteria for beauty in this
society is set by white folk. In the books you read, in
the television programs you see, the movies, the mag-
azines and the newspaper. If she’s beautiful she’s got a
thin nose, thin lips, stringy hair and white skin—and
that’s beauty. And they believe in that beauty so much,
that our women run around day and night bathing in
beauty cream from morning to night.

They have got us believing that so that all these young
men go out and process their hair so they can have
straight hair to look beautiful. I hope you can take the
truth, because they mesmerized our women’s minds so



that they process their hair every Friday night. And the
rest of them get their fifty dollars and buy wigs. We
have to as a people gather strength to stand up on our
feet and say “Our noses are broad, our lips are thick,
our hair is nappy—we are black and beautiful!” Black
and beautiful!

So that we don’t have to any longer be ashamed of
ourselves and make our children think that they are
shamed. Black parents won’t tell us, “Don’t drink cof-
fee, because it makes you black. Bite in your lip, ’cause
it’s too thick.” I was surprised in college to find a
young man who wore a nose-clip on his nose every
night. But that’s how they have messed up our minds.
They messed it up so much that every time we begin
to think somebody’s beautiful, they pick somebody
who is light, bright, and damned near white. And then
they are beautiful.

And when you marry somebody, our mothers keep
telling us, “Make sure you marry somebody with hair
that’s, you know, straight. Because I don’t want to
be . . .”

That’s how much they have messed up our minds.
We are ashamed of ourselves and of our color of our
skin.

If you want to start a fight, call somebody black. “I
ain’t black they’s black, they’s black, I ain’t black.
What you talkin’ ’bout?”
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You are black and beautiful! Stop being ashamed of
what you are!

Once we stop being ashamed, we can move on because
we can then begin to develop a concept of people-
hood. We so ashamed of each other. “Now I’m on the
bus, and here comes a black sister, there are five of us
standing there. She is going to stand next to us. We are
so clannish we got to be together.” We are so ashamed
we don’t even want to see each other in a group. We
are so ashamed that we go walking down the street and
see a honky cop beating up on one of us, and know he
beating him because he’s black and we keep walking
right on by.

We are so ashamed of ourselves, that we watch our
brothers and sisters get put out of their houses, put their
furniture on the street, and we wait until night time to
go and steal what we want. We are so ashamed of our-
selves that we’re raping, plundering, and murdering
each other. We have to build a concept of people-hood
where we recognize that we are all the same people,
the same brothers and sisters. So that we can move to
the strength to tell them “When you touch one of us,
you’ve got to touch all of us.” And when we have got
the strength to move to that position, ain’t none of
them going to mess with any of us.

[. . .]

Source: “Stokely Carmichael,” Instructional Resources
Center, University of Washington, http://courses
.washington.edu/spcmu/carmichael/transcript.htm.
Reprinted with permission.

100. Lyndon B. Johnson: Announcement about Not Seeking
Reelection, 31 March 1968

Introduction
The January 1968 Tet Offensive, when Viet Cong forces launched a countrywide offensive throughout Vietnam
during the Vietnamese New Year holiday, had a major impact on U.S. domestic politics. The Tet Offensive con-
vinced many Americans, including the influential television broadcaster Walter Cronkite, that victory in Vietnam
was unattainable. It also triggered a major review of American policies in Vietnam by the so-called Wise Men, sen-
ior advisors and past American officials headed by Dean Acheson, former secretary of state, who recommended that
the United States open serious negotiations with the Democratic Republic of Vietnam (DRV, North Vietnam) and



Primary Source
Fifty-two months and ten days ago, in a moment of
tragedy and trauma, the duties of this office fell upon
me. I asked then for your help and God’s, that we
might continue America on its course, binding up our
wounds, healing our history, moving forward in new
unity, to clear the American agenda and to keep the
American commitment for all of our people.

United we have kept that commitment. United we
have enlarged that commitment. Through all time to
come, I think America will be a stronger nation, a more
just society, and a land of greater opportunity and ful-
fillment because of what we have all done together in
these years of unparalleled achievement. Our reward
will come in the life of freedom, peace, and hope that
our children will enjoy through ages ahead.

What we won when all of our people united must not
now be lost in suspicion, distrust, selfishness, and pol-
itics among any of our people.

Believing this as I do, I have concluded that I should
not permit the Presidency to become involved in the
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partisan divisions that are developing in this political
year.

With America’s sons in the fields far away, with Amer-
ica’s future under challenge 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, a
confident, and a vigilant America stands ready tonight to
seek an honorable peace—and stands ready tonight to
defend an honored cause—whatever the price, whatever
the burden, whatever the sacrifice that duty may require.

Source: Lyndon B. Johnson, Public Papers of the Presidents 
of the United States: Lyndon B. Johnson, 1968–1969, Bk. 1
(Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1970),
475–476.

accept a compromise settlement in South Vietnam if that was the price for the withdrawal of American troops. The
Tet Offensive also triggered further major domestic and international protests against American policies in Viet-
nam. Many Democrats strongly disagreed with President Lyndon B. Johnson’s Vietnam policies. Primary contests
for nominations for the 1968 presidential election had begun, and Senator Eugene McCarthy of Minnesota, run-
ning on an antiwar platform and supported by hundreds of student volunteers, mounted a challenge to Johnson. In
mid-March, McCarthy won 42 percent of the vote in the New Hampshire primary, only seven points behind John-
son’s 49 percent, a considerable humiliation for an incumbent president. Unwilling to face a bruising, divisive, and
possibly unsuccessful primary fight against McCarthy, on 31 March 1968 Johnson shocked the nation when he
announced in a televised address that he would not serve another term as president. He also announced his inten-
tion of opening serious peace talks with the North Vietnamese and offered a complete bombing halt of North Viet-
nam if the enemy would agree to come to the negotiating table in good faith. Johnson’s address marked the
moment when the United States officially decided to accept a compromise settlement in Vietnam rather than con-
tinuing the war in an effort to attain victory. It also represented a bitter and anticlimactic end to his presidency and
political career, which Johnson, an extremely able politician, had begun with great hopes of implementing a major
domestic reform program and aspirations to become a towering president who left a great historical legacy. John-
son’s escalation of American intervention in Vietnam effectively destroyed all these hopes, and he died six years
later a sad and disappointed man.



Primary Source
[. . .]

For the development of socialist democracy, for a new
system of the political management of society
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[. . .]

The main thing is to reform the whole political system so that
it will permit the dynamic development of socialist social
relations, combine broad democracy with a scientific, highly

101. The Prague Spring: The Action Program of the Communist Party
of Czechoslovakia (CPCz), 5 April 1968

Introduction
For most of the Cold War, any sign that the Soviet satellites in Eastern Europe were taking an unduly independent
line was likely to attract harsh repression. In January 1968 the Czech communist Alexander Dub√ek was appointed
head of his party and sought to introduce “communism with a human face.” For six months, it seemed that it might
be possible to do so. In April 1968 the Communist Party of Czechoslovakia (CPCz) adopted the Action Program
that, while not rejecting Marxist-Leninism, denied that the Communist Party should be “the instrument of the dic-
tatorship of the proletariat” and sought to restrict its role in social, economic, and political life. The Action Program
accepted political pluralism and the existence of other parties, to be organized in a “National Front” in which diver-
gent views were accepted. The program envisaged independent, noncommunist trade unions and called for free-
dom of assembly and association, freedom of speech, and an end to censorship of political and artistic expression.
The State Security apparatus was to be barred from investigating individuals’ internal activities unless there was
good reason to believe that they were acting in collaboration with “enemy centers” abroad. Individual property
rights were to be protected, and economic market reforms were to be launched that would make public enterprises
responsible for both their profits and losses. While economic relations with other communist countries would con-
tinue, these were to be based more on “economic calculations” of profitability and less on ideological considerations.
The Action Program affirmed that the alliance with the Soviet Union would remain the fundamental principle of
Czech foreign policy, in tandem with peaceful coexistence with “advanced capitalist countries.” In the first half of
1968, known as the Prague Spring, Czechs enjoyed unprecedented intellectual and cultural freedom, but these in
turn provoked great uneasiness among the other Soviet bloc states, which repeatedly but unavailingly urged the
Czechs to moderate their policies. Czech efforts to reassure fellow European communist leaders that their country
remained a loyal member of the Warsaw Pact failed to convince Soviet party secretary Leonid Brezhnev and his
communist colleagues within the Soviet Politburo and around Eastern Europe, many of whom feared that their
own peoples might seek to emulate the Czechs. Hard-line Czech communists urged the Soviet leadership to take
military action. On 20–21 August 1968, Warsaw Pact forces invaded Czechoslovakia, and Soviet troops remained in
occupation for the next twenty years. Dub√ek, Czech President Ludvík Svoboda, and other prominent Czech lead-
ers were flown to Moscow and forced to sign a memorandum accepting the presence of Soviet troops. Hard-line
Czech communist officials quickly replaced them. Around half a million Czechs lost their communist party mem-
bership, and many of the intellectual elite who had been active in the Prague Spring found themselves relegated
to menial jobs. Dub√ek himself spent two decades working in forestry. About 150,000 Czechs and Slovaks fled to
the West. As Soviet intervention in Hungary in 1956 had done, repression of the Prague Spring tarnished the image
of Soviet communism among many Western intellectuals. Brezhnev used the occasion to promulgate the Brezhnev
Doctrine, stating that the Soviet Union arrogated to itself the right to intervene in the affairs of any communist
state when socialism was threatened there. This declaration alarmed not just the East European nations, including
those such as Albania, Romania, and Yugoslavia that prided themselves on their independence from Soviet control,
but also the People’s Republic of China (PRC), where Chinese Communist Party Chairman (CCP) Mao Zedong
had fiercely attacked the Soviet Union on ideological and doctrinal grounds. Brezhnev’s stance was one reason that
within a few years, China began to look to the United States for potential protection against any Soviet incursions.



qualified management, strengthen the social order, stabilize
socialist relations and maintain social discipline. The basic
structure of the political system must, at the same time,
provide firm guarantees against a return to the old methods
of subjectivism and highhandedness form a position of power.
Party activity has, so far, not been turned systematically
to that end, in fact, obstacles have frequently been put
in the way of such efforts. All these changes necessarily
call for commencement of work on a new Czechoslovak con-
stitution so that the draft of the new constitution may
be thoroughly discussed among professionals and in
public in all important points and submitted to the
National Assembly shortly after the Party Congress.

[. . .]

No responsibility without right
[. . .]

The whole National Front, the political parties which
form it, and the social organisations, will take part in
the creation of state policy. The political parties of the
National Front are partners whose political work is
based on the joint political programme of the National
Front and is naturally bound by the Constitution of
the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic, is fully based on
the socialist character of social relations in our coun-
try. The Communist Party of Czechoslovakia considers
the National Front to be a political platform which
does not separate the political parties into the govern-
ment and the opposition in the sense that opposition
would be created to the state policy as the policy of
the whole National Front and a struggle for political
power in the state were to exist. Possible differences in
the viewpoints of individual component parts of the
National Front, or divergency of views as to the policy
of the state, are all to be settled on the basis of the
common socialist conception of the National Front
policy by way of political agreement and unification of
all component parts of the National Front. Formation
of political forces striving to negate this concept of
the National Front, to remove the National Front as a
whole from political power, was ruled out as long ago
as 1945 after the tragic experience of both our nations
with the prewar political development of the then
Czechoslovak Republic; it is naturally unacceptable for
our present republic.
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The Communist Party of Czechoslovakia considers
the political management of the Marxist-Leninist con-
cept of the development of socialism as a precondition
for the right development of our socialist society. It
will assert the Marxist-Leninist concept as the leading
political principle in the National Front and in our polit-
ical system by seeking, through the means of political
work, such support in all the component parts of our
system and directly among the masses of workers and all
working people that will ensure its leading role in a
democratic way.

Voluntary social organisations of the working people
cannot replace political parties, but the contrary is also
true: political parties in our country cannot exclude common-
interest organisations or workers and other working people
from directly influencing state policy, its creation and appli-
cation. Socialist state power cannot be monopolized
either by a single party, or by a coalition of parties. It
must be open to all political organisations of the people.
The Communist Party of Czechoslovakia will use every means
to develop such forms of political life that will ensure the
expression of the direct say and will of the working class and
all working people in political decision-taking in our country.

The whole existing organisation, forms of activities,
and incorporation of the various organisations in the
National Front must be revised in principle under the
new conditions and built up so that the National Front
may carry out the qualitatively new tasks. The National
Front as a whole and all its component parts must be
allowed independent rights and their own responsibility for
the management of our country and society.

Voluntary social organisations must be based on really
voluntary membership and activity. People join these
organisations because they express their interests, there-
fore they have the right to choose their own officials
and representatives who cannot be appointed from
outside. These principles should be the foundation of
our unified mass organisations the activities of which
are still indispensable but which should meet, by their
structure, their working methods, and their ties with
their members, the new social conditions.

The implementation of constitutional freedoms of assem-
bly and association must be insured this year so that the



possibility of setting up voluntary organisations, special-
interest associations, societies, etc. is guaranteed by
law to meet the actual interests and needs of various
strata and categories of our citizens, without bureau-
cratic interference and without monopoly of any indi-
vidual organisation. Any restrictions in this respect can
be imposed only by law and only the law can stipulate
what is anti-social, forbidden, or punishable. Freedoms
guaranteed by law are applicable in this sense, in com-
pliance with the constitution, also to citizens of indi-
vidual creeds and religious denominations.

The effective influence of views and opinions of the
working people on all our policy, opposition to all ten-
dencies to suppress the criticism and initiative of the
people, cannot be guaranteed if we do not ensure
constitution-based freedom of speech and all political
and personal rights of all citizens, systematically and
consistently, by all legal means available. Socialism can-
not mean only liberation of the working people from the dom-
ination of exploiting class relations, but must make more
provisions for a fuller life of the personality than any bour-
geois democracy. The working people, who are no longer
ordered about by any class of exploiters, can no longer
be prescribed by any arbitrary interpretation from a
position of power, what information they may or may
not be given, which of their opinions can or cannot be
expressed publicly, where public opinion may play a
role and where not. Public opinion polls must be sys-
tematically used in preparing important decisions and
the main results of the research are to be published.
Any restriction may be imposed only on the basis of a
law stipulating what is anti-social—which in our coun-
try is mainly the criminal law. The Central Committee
of the Communist Party of Czechoslovakia considers
it necessary to define more exactly than hitherto in
the shortest possible time by a press law, when a state
body can forbid the propagation of certain information
—in the press, radio, television, etc.—and exclude
the possibility of preliminary factual censorship. It is
necessary to overcome the holding up, distortion, and
incompleteness of information, to remove any un-
warranted secrecy of political and economic facts, to
publish the annual balance sheets of enterprises, to
publish even alternatives to various suggestions and
measures, to extend the import and sale of foreign
press. Leading representatives of state, social and cul-
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tural organisations are obliged to organize regular press
conferences and give their views on topical issues on
television, radio, and in the press. In the press, it is
necessary to make a distinction between official stand-
points of state, Party and journalist bodies; the Party
press especially must express the Party’s own life,
development and criticisms of various opinions among
the communists, etc., and cannot be made fully identi-
cal with the official viewpoints of the state.

[. . .]

Legal norms must guarantee more exactly the freedom of
speech of minority interests and opinions also again within
the framework of socialist laws and in harmony with the
principle that decisions are taken in accordance with
the will of the majority. The constitutional freedom of
movement, particularly the travelling of our citizens
abroad, must be precisely guaranteed by law; in particular,
this means that a citizen should have the legal right to
long-term or permanent sojourn abroad and that peo-
ple should not be groundlessly placed in the position
of emigrants; at the same time it is necessary to protect
by law the interests of the state, for example, as regards
the drain of some categories of specialists, etc.

We must gradually solve in the whole legal code the
task of how to protect in a better and more consistent way
the personal rights and property of citizens, we must espe-
cially remove those stipulations that virtually put indi-
vidual citizens at a disadvantage against the state and
other institutions. We must in future prevent various
institutions from disregarding personal rights and the
interests of individual citizens as far as personal owner-
ship of family houses, gardens, etc. is concerned. It will
be necessary to adopt, in the shortest possible time,
the long-prepared law on compensation for any dam-
age caused to any individual or to an organisation by an
unlawful decision of a state organ.

[. . .]

Division and supervision of power—guarantees
against highhandedness
[. . .]

The Party policy is based on the principle that no undue con-
centration of power must occur, throughout the state machin-



ery, in one sector, one body, or in a single individual. It is
necessary to provide for such a division of power and
such a system of mutual supervision that any faults or
encroachments of any of its links are rectified in time,
by the activities of another link. This principle must
be applied not only to relations between the elected
and executive bodies, but also to the inner relations of
the state administration machinery and to the standing
and activities of courts of law.

[. . .]

The Party considers the problem of a correct incorpo-
ration of the security force in the state as politically
very important. The security of our lives will only ben-
efit, if everything is eliminated that helps to maintain a
public view of the security force marred by the past
period of law violations and by the privileged position
of the security force in the political system. That past
period impaired the progressive traditions of our secu-
rity force as a force advancing side by side with our
people. These traditions must be renewed. The Cen-
tral Committee of the Communist Party of Czechoslo-
vakia deems it necessary to change the organisation of the
security force and to split the joint organisation into two
mutually independent parts—State Security and Pub-
lic Security. The State Security service must have such a
status, organisational structure, numerical state, equip-
ment, methods of work, and qualifications which are in
keeping with its work of defending the state from the
activities of enemy centres abroad. Every citizen who
has not been culpable in this respect must know with
certainty that his political convictions and opinions, his
personal beliefs and activities, cannot be the object of
attention of the bodies of the State Security service.
The Party declares clearly that this apparatus should
not be directed and used to solve internal political questions
and controversies in socialist society.

[. . .]

Socialism cannot do without enterprises
The programme of democratization in economy links
the economic reform more closely with the processes
facing us in the sphere of politics and the general man-
agement of society, and stimulates the determination
and application of new elements which would develop
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the economic reform even further. The programme of
democratization of the economy includes particularly the pro-
vision of ensuring the independence of enterprises and enter-
prise groupings and their relative independence from state
bodies, a full and real implementation of the right of the con-
sumer to determine his consumption and his style of life, the
right of a free choice of working activity, the right and real
possibility of different groups of the working people and dif-
ferent social groups to formulate and defend their economic
interests in shaping the economic policy.

In developing democratic relations in the economy we
at present consider as the most important task the final
formulation of the economic position of enterprises,
their authority and responsibility.

The economic reform will increasingly push whole
working teams of socialist enterprises into positions in
which they will feel directly the consequences of both
the good and bad management of enterprises. The
Party therefore deems it necessary that the whole work-
ing team which bears the consequences should also be
able to influence the management of the enterprise.
There arises the need of democratic bodies in enter-
prises with determined rights towards the manage-
ment of the enterprise. Managers and head executives
of the enterprises, which would also appoint them to
their functions would be accountable to these bodies
for the overall results of their work. These bodies must
become a direct part of the managing mechanism of
enterprises, and not a social organisation—they can-
not therefore be identified with trade unions. These
bodies would be formed by elected representatives of
the working team and by representatives of certain
components outside the enterprise ensuring the influ-
ence of the interests of the entire society and an expert
and qualified level of decision-making; the representa-
tion of these components must also be subordinated to
democratic forms of control. At the same time it is nec-
essary to define the degree of responsibility of these
bodies for the results of the management of socialist
property. In the spirit of these principles it is im-
portant to solve many concrete questions; at the same
time it will be necessary to propose a statute of these
bodies and to use certain traditions of our works coun-
cils from the years 1945–48 and experiences in modern
enterprises.



[. . .]

Problems of the standard of living—an urgent task
of the economic policy
The basic aim of the Party in developing the economic policy
is the steady growth of the standard of living. However, the
development of the economy was in the past one-sidedly
focussed on the growth of heavy industry with long-term
returnability of investments. This was done to a considerable
extent at the expense of the development of agriculture and the
consumer goods industry, the development of the production
of building materials, trade, services and non-productive
basic assets, particularly in housing construction. This one-
sided character of the former economic development cannot be
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changed overnight. If, however, we take advantage of the
great reserve existing in the organisation of production and
work, as well as in the technical and economic standard of
production and products, if we consider the possibilities
offered by a skillful utilization of the new system of manage-
ment, we can substantially speed up the creation of resources
and on this basis raise the growth of nominal wages and the
general standard of living.

[. . .]

Source: Komunistická strana Ceskoslovenska, The Action
Programme of the Czechoslovak Communist Party, Prague, April
1968 (Nottingham: Bertrand Russell Peace Foundation,
1970).

102. Martin Luther King Jr.: “I See the Promised Land,”
Memphis, Tennessee, 3 April 1968

Introduction
By 1968, the civil rights movement was divided. From the mid-1960s onward, black riots occurred in major Amer-
ican cities, while the Black Panthers and Black Muslims rejected Martin Luther King’s emphasis on working with
the white majority and instead emphasized violent tactics and black separatism. The United States was also riven
by dissension over the Vietnam War, with massive antiwar demonstrations taking place on university campuses and
elsewhere. King himself had now become more radical, opposing the Vietnam War as a conflict in which white
wealthy American troops were killing poor Asian people and placing more emphasis on social justice and the alle-
viation of black poverty both in the United States and elsewhere. In April 1968 he visited Memphis, Tennessee, in
order to show support for municipal sanitation workers who were on strike for better working conditions. Looking
back over years of the civil rights struggle, King urged black activists not to abandon their tactics of peaceful non-
violent protest but rather to supplement these with economic boycotts of businesses and banks that refused to treat
African Americans fairly. As always, he appealed to the stated principles of American democracy and to the Chris-
tian Bible for endorsement of both his objectives and his tactics. He seems to have had a premonition that he might
soon suffer a violent death, saying that he, like the Jewish leader Moses, had “seen the promised land” even if he
did not reach it with his people. The following day King was assassinated, a demoralizing and shocking event that,
like the murders of President John F. Kennedy in 1963 and his brother Robert in June 1968, helped to convince
many Americans that their country was falling apart and could no longer afford safety or protection to its most
inspiring leaders.

Primary Source
[. . .]

Something is happening in Memphis, something is
happening in our world.

As you know, if I were standing at the beginning of
time, with the possibility of general and panoramic view
of the whole human history up to now, and the Almighty

said to me, “Martin Luther King, which age would you
like to live in?”—I would take my mental flight by
Egypt through, or rather across the Red Sea, through
the wilderness on toward the promised land. And in
spite of its magnificence, I wouldn’t stop there. I would
move on by Greece, and take my mind to Mount Olym-
pus. And I would see Plato, Aristotle, Socrates, Euripi-
des and Aristophanes assembled around the Parthenon
as they discussed the great and eternal issues of reality.



But I wouldn’t stop there. I would go on, even to the
great heyday of the Roman Empire. And I would see
developments around there, through various emperors
and leaders. But I wouldn’t stop there. I would even
come up to the day of the Renaissance, and get a quick
picture of all that the Renaissance did for the cultural
and esthetic life of man. But I wouldn’t stop there. I
would even go by the way that the man for whom I’m
named had his habitat. And I would watch Martin
Luther as he tacked his ninety-five theses on the door
at the church in Wittenberg.

But I wouldn’t stop there. I would come on up even to
1863, and watch a vacillating president by the name of
Abraham Lincoln finally come to the conclusion that
he had to sign the Emancipation Proclamation. But I
wouldn’t stop there. I would even come up the early
thirties, and see a man grappling with the problems of
the bankruptcy of his nation. And come with an elo-
quent cry that we have nothing to fear but fear itself.

But I wouldn’t stop there. Strangely enough, I would
turn to the Almighty, and say, “If you allow me to live
just a few years in the second half of the twentieth
century, I will be happy.” Now that’s a strange state-
ment to make, because the world is all messed up. The
nation is sick. Trouble is in the land. Confusion all
around. That’s a strange statement. But I know, some-
how, that only when it is dark enough, can you see the
stars. And I see God working in this period of the
twentieth century in a way that men, in some strange
way, are responding—something is happening in our
world. The masses of people are rising up. And wher-
ever they are assembled today, whether they are in
Johannesburg, South Africa; Nairobi, Kenya: Accra,
Ghana; New York City; Atlanta, Georgia; Jackson, Mis-
sissippi; or Memphis, Tennessee—the cry is always the
same—“We want to be free.”

[. . .]

[. . .]

It’s alright to talk about “long white robes over yonder,”
in all of its symbolism. But ultimately people want
some suits and dresses and shoes to wear down here.
It’s alright to talk about “streets flowing with milk and
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honey,” but God has commanded us to be concerned
about the slums down here, and his children who can’t
eat three square meals a day. It’s alright to talk about
the new Jerusalem, but one day, God’s preacher must
talk about the new New York, the new Atlanta, the new
Philadelphia, the new Los Angeles, the new Memphis,
Tennessee. This is what we have to do.

Now the other thing we’ll have to do is this: Always
anchor our external direct action with the power of
economic withdrawal. Now, we are poor people, indi-
vidually, we are poor when you compare us with white
society in America. We are poor. Never stop and forget
that collectively, that means all of us together, collec-
tively we are richer than all the nations in the world,
with the exception of nine. Did you ever think about
that? After you leave the United States, Soviet Russia,
Great Britain, West Germany, France, and I could name
the others, the Negro collectively is richer than most
nations of the world. We have an annual income of more
than thirty billion dollars a year, which is more than all
of the exports of the United States, and more than the
national budget of Canada. Did you know that? That’s
power right there, if we know how to pool it.

We don’t have to argue with anybody. We don’t have to
curse and go around acting bad with our words. We
don’t need any bricks and bottles; we don’t need any
Molotov cocktails. We just need to go around to these
stores, and to these massive industries in our country,
and say, “God sent us by here to say to you that you’re
not treating his children right.) And we’ve come by
here to ask you to make the first item on your agenda
fair treatment where God’s children are concerned.
Now, if you are not prepared to do that, we do have an
agenda that we must follow. And our agenda calls for
withdrawing economic support from you.”

And so, as a result of this, we are asking you tonight to
go out and tell your neighbors not to buy Coca-Cola
in Memphis. Go by and tell them not to buy Sealtest
milk. Tell them not to buy—what is the other bread?—
Wonder Bread. And what is the other bread company,
Jesse? Tell them not to buy Hart’s bread. As Jesse
Jackson has said, up to now only the garbage men have
been feeling pain, now we must kind of redistribute
the pain. We are choosing these companies because



they haven’t been fair in their hiring policies, and we
are choosing them because they can begin the process
of saying they are going to support the needs and the
rights of these men who are on strike. And then they
can move on downtown and tell Mayor Loeb to do
what is right.

But not only that, we’ve got to strengthen black insti-
tutions. I call upon you to take your money out of the
banks downtown and deposit your money in Tri-State
Bank—we want a “bank-in” movement in Memphis.
So go by the savings and loan association. I’m not
asking you something that we don’t do ourselves at
SCLC. Judge Hooks and others will tell you that we
have an account here in the savings and loan associa-
tion from the Southern Christian Leadership Confer-
ence. We’re just telling you to follow what we’re doing.
Put your money there. You have six or seven black
insurance companies in Memphis. Take out your in-
surance there. We want to have an “insurance-in.”

Now there are some practical things we can do. We
begin the process of building a greater economic base.
And at the same time, we are putting pressure where it
really hurts. I ask you to follow through here.

Now, let me say as I move to my conclusion that we’ve
got to give ourselves to this struggle until the end.
Nothing would be more tragic than to stop at this point,
in Memphis. We’ve got to see it through. And when we
have our march, you need to be there. Be concerned
about your brother. You may not be on strike. But
either we go up together, or we go down together.

Let us develop a kind of dangerous unselfishness. One
day a man came to Jesus; and he wanted to raise some
questions about some vital matters in life. At points, he
wanted to trick Jesus, and show him that he knew a lit-
tle more than Jesus knew, and through this, throw him
off base. Now that question could have easily ended
up in a philosophical and theological debate. But Jesus
immediately pulled that question from mid-air, and
placed it on a dangerous curve between Jerusalem and
Jericho. And he talked about a certain man, who fell
among thieves. You remember that a Levite and a
priest passed by on the other side. They didn’t stop to
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help him. And finally a man of another race came by.
He got down from his beast, decided not to be com-
passionate by proxy. But with him, administered first
aid, and helped the man in need. Jesus ended up say-
ing, this was the good man, because he had the capac-
ity to project the “I” into the “thou,” and to be
concerned about his brother. Now you know, we use
our imagination a great deal to try to determine why
the priest and the Levite didn’t stop. At times we say
they were busy going to church meetings—an eccle-
siastical gathering—and they had to get on down to
Jerusalem so they wouldn’t be late for their meeting.
At other times we would speculate that there was a
religious law that “One who was engaged in religious
ceremonials was not to touch a human body twenty-
four hours before the ceremony.” And every now and
then we begin to wonder whether maybe they were
not going down to Jerusalem, or down to Jericho, rather
to organize a “Jericho Road Improvement Association.”
That’s a possibility. Maybe they felt that it was better
to deal with the problem from the causal root, rather
than to get bogged down with an individual effort.

But I’m going to tell you what my imagination tells
me. It’s possible that these men were afraid. You see,
the Jericho road is a dangerous road. I remember when
Mrs. King and I were first in Jerusalem. We rented a
car and drove from Jerusalem down to Jericho. And as
soon as we got on that road, I said to my wife, “I can
see why Jesus used this as a setting for his parable.”
It’s a winding, meandering road. It’s really conducive
for ambushing. You start out in Jerusalem, which is
about 1200 miles, or rather 1200 feet above sea level.
And by the time you get down to Jericho, fifteen or
twenty minutes later, you’re about 2200 feet below sea
level. That’s a dangerous road. In the day of Jesus it
came to be known as the “Bloody Pass.” And you know,
it’s possible that the priest and the Levite looked over
that man on the ground and wondered if the robbers
were still around. Or it’s possible that they felt that the
man on the ground was merely faking. And he was act-
ing like he had been robbed and hurt, in order to seize
them over there, lure them there for quick and easy
seizure. And so the first question that the Levite asked
was, “If I stop to help this man, what will happen to
me?” But then the Good Samaritan came by. And he



reversed the question: “If I do not stop to help this
man, what will happen to him?”

That’s the question before you tonight. Not, “If I stop
to help the sanitation workers, what will happen to all
of the hours that I usually spend in my office every day
and every week as a pastor?” The question is not, “If
I stop to help this man in need, what will happen to
me?” “If I do not stop to help the sanitation workers,
what will happen to them?” That’s the question.

Let us rise up tonight with a greater readiness. Let us
stand with a greater determination. And let us move on
in these powerful days, these days of challenge to make
America what it ought to be. We have an opportunity
to make America a better nation. And I want to thank
God, once more, for allowing me to be here with you.

You know, several years ago, I was in New York City
autographing the first book that I had written. And
while sitting there autographing books, a demented
black woman came up. The only question I heard from
her was, “Are you Martin Luther King?”

And I was looking down writing, and I said yes. And
the next minute I felt something beating on my chest.
Before I knew it I had been stabbed by this demented
woman. I was rushed to Harlem Hospital. It was a dark
Saturday afternoon. And that blade had gone through,
and the X-rays revealed that the tip of the blade was
on the edge of my aorta, the main artery. And once
that’s punctured, you drown in your own blood—that’s
the end of you.

It came out in The New York Times the next morning,
that if I had sneezed, I would have died. Well, about
four days later, they allowed me, after the operation,
after my chest had been opened, and the blade had
been taken out, to move around in the wheel chair in
the hospital. They allowed me to read some of the mail
that came in, and from all over the states, and the
world, kind letters came in. I read a few, but one of
them I will never forget. I had received one from the
President and the Vice-President. I’ve forgotten what
those telegrams said. I’d received a visit and a letter
from the Governor of New York, but I’ve forgotten
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what the letter said. But there was another letter that
came from a little girl, a young girl who was a student
at the White Plains High School. And I looked at that
letter, and I’ll never forget it. It said simply, “Dear Dr.
King: I am a ninth-grade student at the Whites Plains
High School.” She said, “While it should not matter, I
would like to mention that I am a white girl. I read in
the paper of your misfortune, and of your suffering.
And I read that if you had sneezed, you would have
died. And I’m simply writing you to say that I’m so
happy that you didn’t sneeze.”

And I want to say tonight, I want to say that I am
happy that I didn’t sneeze. Because if I had sneezed, I
wouldn’t have been around here in 1960, when stu-
dents all over the South started sitting-in at lunch
counters. And I knew that as they were sitting in, they
were really standing up for the best in the American
dream. And taking the whole nation back to those
great wells of democracy which were dug deep by the
Founding Fathers in the Declaration of Independence
and the Constitution. If I had sneezed, I wouldn’t have
been around in 1962, when Negroes in Albany, Geor-
gia, decided to straighten their backs up. And when-
ever men and women straighten their backs up, they
are going somewhere, because a man can’t ride your
back unless it is bent. If I had sneezed, I wouldn’t have
been here in 1963, when the black people of Birming-
ham, Alabama, aroused the conscience of this nation,
and brought into being the Civil Rights Bill. If I had
sneezed, I wouldn’t have had a chance later that year,
in August, to try to tell America about a dream that I
had had. If I had sneezed, I wouldn’t have been down
in Selma, Alabama, to see the great movement there.
If I had sneezed, I wouldn’t have been in Memphis to
see a community rally around those brothers and sisters
who are suffering. I’m so happy that I didn’t sneeze.

[. . .]

Well, I don’t know what will happen now. We’ve got
some difficult days ahead. But it doesn’t matter with
me now. Because I’ve been to the mountaintop. And I
don’t mind. Like anybody, I would like to live a long
life. Longevity has its place. But I’m not concerned
about that now. I just want to do God’s will. And He’s



allowed me to go up to the mountain. And I’ve looked
over. And I’ve seen the promised land. I may not get
there with you. But I want you to know tonight, that
we, as a people will get to the promised land. And I’m
happy, tonight. I’m not worried about anything. I’m not
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fearing any man. Mine eyes have seen the glory of the
coming of the Lord.

Source: James Melvin Washington, ed., A Testament of Hope:
The Essential Writings of Martin Luther King, Jr. (San Fran-
cisco: Harper and Row, 1986), 279–286.

103. General Association of Clermont Students Leaflet, Paris,
5 May 1968

Introduction
In May 1968, spontaneous protests by students and workers came close to overthrowing the government of Presi-
dent Charles de Gaulle. In early May, several months of confrontations between students and university adminis-
trators in Paris peaked when the authorities closed the University of Paris at Nanterre. On 3 May students at the
Sorbonne protested in sympathy, and the police surrounded that university, used tear gas, and arrested various stu-
dent leaders and, eventually, several hundred other students. The French student union quickly published leaflets
describing these events. On 6 May university teachers, high school students, and workers began a series of major
protests, with huge crowds congregating in Paris, to be met by the riot police. Bloody clashes took place as the
crowds raised barricades that the police violently stormed. A one-day general strike was called for 13 May, and more
than a million demonstrators marched in Paris the same day as the government announced the reopening of the Sor-
bonne. Students promptly occupied the Sorbonne, declaring it an independent “people’s university.” The move-
ment’s focus soon spread beyond Paris, and by the end of that week workers had occupied approximately fifty
factories, demanding de Gaulle’s resignation and in many cases more say in running their own industries. Union
leaders took the opportunity to negotiate substantial pay raises, but the workers occupying the factories still declined
to leave them and return to work as normal. On 29 May several hundred thousand people marched through Paris
protesting de Gaulle. The president, however, confident that he still had the support of most of the French military,
took strong action to restore order. On 30 May he took to the radio to order workers to return to work, warning that
if they did not do so he would declare a national state of emergency. He also announced the dissolution of the
National Assembly and called elections for 23 June. During the first half of June the protests fizzled out, as the police
gradually regained control of factories, workers returned to their jobs, the national student union called off scheduled
protests, and the police regained the Sorbonne on 16 June. De Gaulle won a solid victory in the scheduled elections.
The Old French Left based in the trade unions and the Socialist and Communist Parties rejected the protestors of
May 1968, who represented a mix of anarchists and left-wing radicals typical of the 1960s, and sought not just eco-
nomic justice but a social order that would provide fulfillment and individual satisfaction in terms of educational
methods, sexual freedom, free love, and all other aspects of life. They were seeking to create the utopian, harmo-
nious society that was the ultimate goal of many of the student and counterculture movements of that decade.

Primary Source
Halt Repression!

For the first time in the history of the University, the
Sorbonne has been invaded by police, to prevent the
meeting for solidarity with the Nanterre students or-
ganized by the UNEF. “Although no incident had
occurred during the meeting” (communiqué of the
Sorbonne Lettres department of the SNESUP), nearly
600 students were arrested.

The gardes-mobiles came inside the Sorbonne and
forced the demonstrators to evacuate the premises
in small groups which were directed toward Black
Marias. . . . 

Students who happened to be outside the Sorbonne
protesting against this deliberate violation of the fun-
damental right of assembly, spontaneously demon-
strated throughout the Latin Quarter, where they were



chased and brutally hit by the gardes-mobiles and the
so-called “gardiens de la paix.”

The CRS were leading the fight. They even charged
into the halls of apartment houses, invaded several
hotels and came out with the young people whom
they beat up while the public booed. Because of the
general reprobation, they stopped, but one of them
was heard to say to another, “You won’t lose anything
by waiting. . . .”

The police reaction reached its climax when the order
was given to “clear everything.” Blackjacks held high,
the CRS attacked, hitting with all their might in all
directions. Old women were caught in the general tur-
moil. A passing motorist shouted his indignation, CRS
swooped down on his car and tried to pull him out of
it, hitting him while he was still seated. They suc-
ceeded at last in getting him out of the vehicle, his face
bloodied. . . . 

This brutal repression has been in the making for
several weeks, the result of a systematic campaign of
intoxication and calls for police intervention via the
press, the radio, and the television. The student move-
ment is presented as being the action of a “minority of
‘enragés.’”

Rector Roche: “a small group of students.”

Dean Grappin: “the excesses of a few.”

Minister Peyrefitte: “a handful of trouble makers. . . .”

On May 3, 1968, Paris students provided proof that the
struggle is not just the affair of a minority. Their spon-
taneous demonstration brought our more than 2,000
students.

Reform and Blackjacks

The Government has shown, through the use of
blackjacks, that it will not stop at any means in order to
liquidate the student movement before the examination
period, when its plan to eliminate hundreds of thou-
sands of us will be implemented.
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After the closing of Nanterre (for which the FNEF
congratulates itself!), the blackjacking in the Latin
Quarter, the closing of the Sorbonne, the forbidding
of the UNEF Paris demonstration on Monday, May 6,
how far will the government go to muzzle the students
and liquidate their union movement? How repressive
will M. Fouchet, Minister of the Interior, become, in
order to have “his” reforms applied?

Students, we should not let ourselves be intimidated
by repression and threats!

Occident has asserted its intention to “clean up the
University!”

Students, we must organize a rebuttal, we must defend
our organization, the UNEF!

SOLIDARITY

With our jailed comrades!

With our comrades who are fighting to protect freedom to
unionize!

NO

To police repression!

To mass elimination!

The Syndicat national de l’enseignement supérieur
(National Union of Higher Education [FEN]) “in soli-
darity with the students, calls on the faculty in higher educa-
tion to strike, in all universities.”

L’UNEF calls on all students to join the

GENERAL STRIKE
MONDAY, May 6, 1968

Source: Alain Schnapp and Pierre Vidal-Naquet, The French
Student Uprising, November 1967–June 1968 (Boston: Beacon
Press, 1971), 156–158. English translation by Maria Jones,
English translation copyright © 1971 by Beacon Press. Copy-
right © 1969 Éditions du Seuil. Original publisher, Paris:
Seuil, 1969. English translation, Boston: Beacon Press, 1971.



Primary Source
[. . .]

ARTICLE I
Each nuclear-weapon State Party to the Treaty under-
takes not to transfer to any recipient 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 trans-
feror whatsoever of nuclear weapons or other nuclear
explosive devices or of control over such weapons or
explosive devices directly, or indirectly; not to manu-
facture 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.
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ARTICLE III
1. Each non-nuclear-weapon State Party to the Treaty
undertakes to accept safeguards, as set forth in an
agreement to be negotiated and concluded with the
International Atomic Energy Agency in accordance
with the Statute of the International Atomic Energy
Agency and the Agency’s safeguards system, for the
exclusive purpose of verification of the fulfillment of
its obligations assumed under this Treaty with a view
to preventing diversion of nuclear energy from peace-
ful uses to nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive
devices. Procedures for the safeguards required by this
article shall be followed with respect to source or spe-
cial fissionable material whether it is being produced,
processed or used in any principal nuclear facility or is
outside any such facility. The safeguards required by
this article shall be applied to all source or special fis-
sionable material in all peaceful nuclear activities within
the territory of such State, under its jurisdiction, or car-
ried out under its control anywhere.

2. Each State Party to the Treaty undertakes not to
provide: (a) source or special fissionable material, or
(b) equipment or material especially designed or pre-
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Introduction
By the early 1960s, the United States, Britain, the Soviet Union, the People’s Republic of China (PRC), and France
had all developed nuclear weapons. Although wedded to maintaining their own nuclear forces, the first three of
these powers were all keen to keep the “nuclear club” exclusive and to prevent the further spread of such weapons
to smaller and weaker nations. One fear was that weak governments might not be able to maintain adequate secu-
rity over their nuclear programs. For much of the 1960s, negotiations on the subject continued at the United Nations
(UN). The goal of the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty was to prevent the spread and development of nuclear
weaponry. The treaty was signed by 130 nations in 1968 and went into effect on 5 March 1970. Signatory powers
who possessed nuclear weapons bound themselves not to transfer such technology to nonnuclear powers, while
those who did not possess nuclear weapons pledged not to develop them. Neither France nor China agreed to sign
the treaty until 1992, and despite widespread international condemnation, both countries continued to develop
their nuclear arsenals and on occasion to provide assistance that enabled other states to develop nuclear weapons.
It was widely believed, though never confirmed, that Israel possessed a nuclear deterrent. By the late twentieth
century, several states had disregarded the treaty’s provisions. India tested a nuclear device in 1974, and both Pak-
istan and India detonated nuclear devices in May 1998. In the early twenty-first century, Iran and the Democratic
People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK, North Korea) also mounted programs apparently intended to develop nuclear
weapons, causing much alarm to the United States and West European powers, as the number of nuclear-armed
states seemed likely to increase appreciably over the next decades.



pared for the processing, use or production of special
fissionable material, to any non-nuclear-weapon State
for peaceful purposes, unless the source or special fis-
sionable material shall be subject to the safeguards
required by this article.

3. The safeguards required by this article shall be
implemented in a manner designed to comply with
article IV of this Treaty, and to avoid hampering the
economic or technological development of the Parties
or international cooperation in the field of peaceful
nuclear activities, including the international exchange
of nuclear material and equipment for the processing,
use or production of nuclear material for peaceful pur-
poses in accordance with the provisions of this article
and the principle of safeguarding set forth in the Pre-
amble of the Treaty.

4. Non-nuclear-weapon States Party to the Treaty shall
conclude agreements with the International Atomic
Energy Agency to meet the requirements of this arti-
cle either individually or together with other States in
accordance with the Statute of the International Atomic
Energy Agency. Negotiation of such agreements shall
commence within 180 days from the original entry into
force of this Treaty. For States depositing their instru-
ments of ratification or accession after the 180-day
period, negotiation of such agreements shall commence
not later than the date of such deposit. Such agree-
ments shall enter into force not later than eighteen
months after the date of initiation of negotiations.

ARTICLE IV
1. Nothing in this Treaty shall be interpreted as affect-
ing the inalienable right of all the Parties to the Treaty
to develop research, production and use of nuclear
energy for peaceful purposes without discrimination
and in conformity with articles I and II of this Treaty.

2. All the Parties to the Treaty undertake to facilitate,
and have the right to participate in, the fullest possible
exchange of equipment, materials and scientific and
technological information for the peaceful uses of nu-
clear energy. Parties to the Treaty in a position to do so
shall also cooperate in contributing alone or together
with other States or international organizations to the
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further development of the applications of nuclear
energy for peaceful purposes, especially in the territo-
ries of non-nuclear-weapon States Party to the Treaty,
with due consideration for the needs of the developing
areas of the world.

ARTICLE V
Each party to the Treaty undertakes to take appropri-
ate measures to ensure that, in accordance with this
Treaty, under appropriate international observation and
through appropriate international procedures, potential
benefits from any peaceful applications of nuclear ex-
plosions will be made available to non-nuclear-weapon
States Party to the Treaty on a nondiscriminatory basis
and that the charge to such Parties for the explosive
devices used will be as low as possible and exclude any
charge for research and development. Non-nuclear-
weapon States Party to the Treaty shall be able to
obtain such benefits, pursuant to a special international
agreement or agreements, through an appropriate inter-
national body with adequate representation of non-
nuclear-weapon States. Negotiations on this subject
shall commence as soon as possible after the Treaty
enters into force. Non-nuclear-weapon States Party to
the Treaty so desiring may also obtain such benefits
pursuant to bilateral agreements.

ARTICLE VI
Each of the Parties to the Treaty undertakes to pursue
negotiations in good faith on effective measures relat-
ing to cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early
date and to nuclear disarmament, and on a Treaty on
general and complete disarmament under strict and
effective international control.

ARTICLE VII
Nothing in this Treaty affects the right of any group of
States to conclude regional treaties in order to assure
the total absence of nuclear weapons in their respec-
tive territories.

[. . .]

ARTICLE IX
1. This Treaty shall be open to all States for signature.
Any State which does not sign the Treaty before its



entry into force in accordance with paragraph 3 of this
article may accede to it at any time.

[. . .]

ARTICLE X
1. Each Party shall in exercising its national sover-
eignty have the right to withdraw from the Treaty if it
decides that extraordinary events, related to the sub-
ject matter of this Treaty, have jeopardized the supreme
interests of its country. It shall give notice of such
withdrawal to all other Parties to the Treaty and to
the United Nations Security Council three months in
advance. Such notice shall include a statement of the
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extraordinary events it regards as having jeopardized
its supreme interests.

2. Twenty-five years after the entry into force of the
Treaty, a conference shall be convened to decide
whether the Treaty shall continue in force indefinitely,
or shall be extended for an additional fixed period or
periods. This decision shall be taken by a majority of
the Parties to the Treaty.

[. . .]

Source: “Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons,” July 1, 1968, United States Treaties and Other
International Agreements 2.1, pt. 484.

105. Leonid Brezhnev: The Brezhnev Doctrine, September 1968

Introduction
In his September 1968 speech to a group of Polish workers, Soviet Premier Leonid Brezhnev announced a policy
of cracking down on antisocialist forces within Soviet-controlled states. The policy became known as the Brezhnev
Doctrine. Brezhnev decided to adopt this public position to defend the actions of the Soviet military in repressing
the Prague Spring movement, which had sought to introduce reforms in Czechoslovakia, earlier that year. While
Brezhnev made this statement primarily to justify Soviet behavior in Czechoslovakia, he couched it in terms suffi-
ciently general that it seemed to arrogate to the Soviet Union the right to intervene in any communist country,
within or outside the Soviet bloc, where socialism appeared to be threatened. Brezhnev’s proclamation alarmed
leaders of other communist states such as Albania and, most significantly, the People’s Republic of China (PRC),
which were then at odds with the Soviet Union, as they feared that it might herald Soviet attempts to use military
force against themselves.

Primary Source
In connection with the events in Czechoslovakia, the
question of the correlation and interdependence of the
national interests of the socialist countries and their
international duties acquires particular topical and acute
importance.

The measures taken by the Soviet Union, jointly with
other socialist countries, in defending the socialist gains
of the Czechoslovak people are of great significance
for strengthening the socialist community, which is the
main achievement of the international working class.

We cannot ignore the assertions, made in some places,
that the actions of the five socialist countries run

counter to the Marxist-Leninist principle of sover-
eignty and the rights of nations to self-determination.

The groundlessness of such reasoning consists prima-
rily in that it is based on an abstract, nonclass approach
to the question of sovereignty and the rights of nations
to self-determination.

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 inter-



ests of other socialist countries, and the whole working
class movement, which is working for socialism.

This means that each Communist party is responsible
not only to its own people, 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.

Marxist dialectics are opposed to one-sidedness. They
demand that each phenomenon be examined con-
cretely, in general connection with other phenomena,
with other processes.

Just as, in Lenin’s words, a man living in a society
cannot be free from the society, a particular socialist
state, staying in a system of other states composing the
socialist community, cannot be free from the common
interests of that community.

The sovereignty of each socialist country cannot be
opposed to the interests of the world of socialism, of
the world revolutionary movement. Lenin demanded
that all Communists fight against small-nation narrow-
mindedness, seclusion and isolation, consider the whole
and the general, subordinate the particular to the gen-
eral interest.

The socialist states respect the democratic norms of
international law. They have proved this more than
once in practice, by coming out resolutely against the
attempts of imperialism to violate the sovereignty and
independence of nations.

It is from these same positions that they reject the left-
ist, adventurist conception of “exporting revolution,”
of “bringing happiness” to other peoples.

However, from a Marxist point of view, the norms of
law, including the norms of mutual relations of the
socialist countries, cannot be interpreted narrowly, for-
mally, and in isolation from the general context of class
struggle in the modern world. The socialist countries
resolutely come out against the exporting and import-
ing of counterrevolution.
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Each Communist party is free to apply the basic prin-
ciples of Marxism Leninism and of socialism in its coun-
try, but it cannot depart from these principles (assuming,
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.

This is an objective struggle, a fact not depending on
the will of the people, and stipulated by the world’s
being split into two opposite social systems. Lenin
said: “Each man must choose between joining our side
or the other side. Any attempt to avoid taking sides in
this issue must end in fiasco.”

It has got to be emphasized that when a socialist coun-
try seems to adopt a “non-affiliated” stand, it retains its
national independence, in effect, precisely because of
the might of the socialist community, and above all the
Soviet Union as a central force, which also includes
the might of its armed forces. The weakening of any of
the links in the world system of socialism directly
affects all the socialist countries, which cannot look in-
differently upon this.

The antisocialist elements in Czechoslovakia actually
covered up the demand for so-called neutrality and
Czechoslovakia’s withdrawal from the socialist com-
munity with talking about the right of nations to self-
determination.

However, the implementation of such “self-determi-
nation,” in other words, Czechoslovakia’s detachment
from the socialist community, would have come into
conflict with its own vital interests and would have
been detrimental to the other socialist states.

Such “self-determination,” as a result of which NATO
troops would have been able to come up to the Soviet
border, while the community of European socialist
countries would have been split, in effect encroaches
upon the vital interests of the peoples of these coun-
tries and conflicts, at the very root of it, with the right
of these people to socialist self-determination.



Discharging their internationalist duty toward the fra-
ternal peoples of Czechoslovakia and defending their
own socialist gains, the U.S.S.R. and the other socialist
states had to act decisively and they did act against the
antisocialist forces in Czechoslovakia.
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Source: “Text of Pravda Article Justifying Invasion of
Czechoslovakia,” Original published 25 September 1968,
Translation in New York Times, 27 September 1968. © 1968
by The New York Times Co. Reprinted with permission.

106. Soviet and Chinese Statements on Border Clashes, March 1969

Introduction
China and the Soviet Union shared the world’s longest land border, 2,738 miles in all, and their precise boundaries
were not always well defined. During the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, China had ceded substantial
amounts of territory—1.1 million square miles—to the then tsarist Russian Empire under treaties whose validity
successive Chinese governments had subsequently rejected. In the first decade after he won control of China in
October 1949, Chinese communist leader Mao Zedong accepted these boundaries, but tensions over and along the
border increased after the Sino-Soviet split developed in the late 1950s. In 1963 the Chinese government began to
challenge Russian occupation of these disputed lands, prompting both sides to begin a major military buildup in
the area. Japanese newspapers cited statements by Mao that had it not been for the so-called unequal treaties of
the nineteenth century, the Soviet Far Eastern cities of Vladivostok and Khabarovsk would both have been part of
China. Between 1965 and 1969 the Soviet Union increased its ground forces along the Chinese border from thirteen
to twenty-one divisions, rising to thirty in 1970 and forty-four in 1971, while China gained a nuclear capability in
1964 and began to deploy nuclear missiles in 1968. The August 1968 Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia and Soviet
leader Leonid Brezhnev’s proclamation that the Soviet Union had the right to intervene in the internal affairs of
any socialist state where communism was threatened further alarmed the Chinese. By early 1969, the Soviet Union
had 658,000 troops while China had 814,000 Chinese military personnel, and each side perceived the military
threat from the other as increasing. On 2 March 1969 a Soviet patrol clashed with Chinese forces near Damansky
(Zhenbao) Island on the Ussuri River dividing Heilongjiang Province, Manchuria, from Siberia. Each government
subsequently claimed, in official statements, that the other side had deliberately provoked the incident. Historians
now believe that the Chinese made the first move. Initially, thirty-one Soviet soldiers died and fourteen were
wounded. In retaliation, Soviet forces then shelled and bombed Chinese troop formations based in Manchuria and
stormed and took Damansky Island. The Soviet Union claimed to have inflicted 800 casualties on the Chinese and
suffered only 60 themselves, while the Chinese proclaimed—probably untruthfully, given the superior training of
the Soviet military—that their losses had been far lower than those of the Soviets. Further incidents and intrusions
occurred over the next six months, the first on 14–15 March when Chinese forces attacked the new Soviet deploy-
ments on Damansky Island but were repelled. Each side publicly demanded that the other withdraw. In Septem-
ber 1969 Chinese Premier Zhou Enlai met Soviet Foreign Minister Alexei Kosygin in Beijing and reopened border
talks that had begun in 1964 but were subsequently dropped. For almost two decades, minor Sino-Soviet hostilities
flared up sporadically along the border, but, apparently fearing to escalate these incidents to the point of outright
war, both sides tacitly agreed not to employ air power on such occasions. The Sino-Soviet border disputes seem-
ingly played a substantial role in convincing Zhou, Mao Zedong, and other Chinese leaders that the communist
Soviet Union, not the capitalist United States, constituted China’s most menacing enemy. In the early 1970s this,
in turn, impelled the Chinese Politburo to move toward rapprochement with the administration of Republican
President Richard Nixon, reversing more than two decades of deep ideological hostility toward the United States.
Under President Mikhail Gorbachev, in 1986 the Soviet Union opened serious negotiations with China to settle the
border questions. Under an agreement signed in 1990, the two states substantially reduced their forces along the
border. As the negotiations to define their precise boundary proceeded, between 1991 and 2004 China and Russia
eventually concluded several agreements that resolved all their outstanding border issues.



Primary Source
Note from the Chinese Ministry of Foreign Affairs to
the Soviet Embassy in China, 2 March 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 con-
flict. Against this, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the
People’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 in-
disputable Chinese territory, carried out blatant provo-
cations 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 bloodshed was entirely and
solely created by the Soviet authorities . . . which have
long been deliberately encroaching upon China’s terri-
tory, carrying out armed provocations 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 compensation from the Soviet side for
all the losses suffered by the Chinese side. The Chinese
Government once again sternly warns the Soviet Gov-
ernment: China’s sacred territory brooks no violation;
if you should willfully cling to your reckless course and
continue to provoke armed conflicts along the Sino-
Soviet border, you will certainly receive resolute
counterblows from the Chinese people; and it is the
Soviet Government that must bear full responsibility
for all the grave consequences arising therefrom. . . . 

Statement by the Soviet Government, 29 March 1969
Recently on the Ussuri River in the region of Daman-
skii [Zhen Bao] Island there have occurred armed bor-
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der incidents provoked by the Chinese side. The
Chinese authorities did not and cannot have any justi-
fication for the organization of these incidents or for
the resulting clashes and bloodshed. Such events can
only gladden those who want by any means to dig
an abyss of enmity 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 bor-
der guards on the Ussuri River are well known. These
were premeditated and previously planned actions.

On the morning of 2 March of this year, an observation
post detected a transgression of the Soviet border at
Damanskii Island by approximately 30 Chinese sol-
diers. A group of Soviet border guards headed by an
officer made their way toward the transgressors with
the aim of filing a protest, as was done on earlier occa-
sions, 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 point-
blank range.

At the same time, from an ambush on Damanskii
Island where the Chinese soldiers had earlier secretly
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 Soviet shore. They 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 Soviet 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 protecting Damanskii Island. The attack was
decisively repelled, and the transgressors were driven
from Soviet territory. This provocation by the Chinese
side generated new casualties.



Now the Chinese authorities in their statements are
trying to avoid responsibility 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 land supposedly does not belong to the Soviet
Union. The Chinese side does not dispute the fact
that its military personnel acted according to a prepared
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plan, although by having recourse to a false assertion, it
presents the use of arms by the Chinese transgressors
as a “necessary measure.” . . . 

Source: Edward H. Judge and John W. Langdon, eds., The
Cold War: A History through Documents (Upper Saddle River,
NJ: Prentice Hall, 1999), 150–152.

107. Barry Goldwater: Defense of the Military-Industrial
Complex Speech, 15 April 1969

Introduction
Senator Barry Goldwater of Arizona, Republican presidential candidate in 1964, was the foremost leader of the con-
servative political forces in his party during the 1960s. The fiercely anticommunist Goldwater lost by a landslide to
Democratic President Lyndon B. Johnson in 1964, in part because American voters feared that Goldwater was too
bellicose and could not be trusted to handle nuclear weapons responsibly enough to avoid a third world war. Gold-
water nonetheless retained considerable support from conservatives in the Republican Party, many of whom felt
that the United States had been insufficiently aggressive in prosecuting the Vietnam War. In 1969 Goldwater
returned to the Senate, where he remained for the next eighteen years, serving on the Armed Services Committee.
Goldwater, a politician who deplored the halfhearted manner in which he believed American troops were fighting
the Vietnam War and would gladly have removed all restrictions on U.S. bombing of the Democratic Republic of
Vietnam (DRV, North Vietnam), three months after his return to the Senate delivered a speech defending the mil-
itary-industrial complex. He justified and even celebrated its existence with the argument that the worldwide
responsibilities of the United States made a large defense industry essential. His only caveat was that the U.S. gov-
ernment had not gone far enough in developing the military-industrial complex. He was a strong critic of former
Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara and his “whiz kid” management team of technocrats, whom Goldwater
believed had mishandled the Vietnam War over the previous eight years, cut back projected military programs on
budgetary grounds, and shown insufficient deference to military leaders. Goldwater’s views epitomized the right-
wing beliefs in a strong defense that were temporarily shelved by Republicans during President Richard Nixon’s
time in office but nonetheless became ever more influential during the 1970s. By the late 1970s, conservatives such
as future president Ronald Reagan, who shared many of Goldwater’s staunchly anticommunist views, felt bold
enough to attack the policies of détente with the Soviet Union orchestrated by Nixon, his successor President Ger-
ald R. Ford, and Secretary of State Henry A. Kissinger and, during the presidency of Jimmy Carter, successfully
blocked Senate ratification of the second Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty (SALT II). During Reagan’s presidency,
in the 1980s the United States once again mounted a massive defense buildup, which Goldwater supported from
his Senate base.

Primary Source
[. . .]

I believe it is long past the time when questions relat-
ing fundamentally to the defense of this nation should
be placed in their proper perspective. Let us take the
military-industrial complex and examine it closely.
What it amounts to is that we have a big military estab-
lishment, and we have a big industrial plant which helps

to supply that establishment. This apparently consti-
tutes a “complex.” If so, I certainly can find nothing to
criticize but much to be thankful for in its existence.
Ask yourselves, for example, why we have a large,
expensive military establishment and why we have a
large and capable defense industry. The answer is sim-
ply this: We have huge worldwide responsibilities. We
face tremendous worldwide challenges. In short, we
urgently require both a big defense establishment and



a big industrial capacity. Both are essential to our
safety and to the preservation of freedom in a world
fraught with totalitarian aggression.

Merely because our huge responsibilities necessitate
the existence of a military-industrial complex does not
automatically make that complex something we must
fear or feel ashamed of. You might consider where we
would be in any negotiations which might be entered
into with the Soviet Union if we did not have a big mil-
itary backed by a big industrial complex to support our
arguments. You might wonder how we could possibly
pretend to be interested in the freedom of smaller
nations if the only military-industrial complex in the
world was possessed by Communist Russia or Com-
munist China.

Mr. President, in many respects I am reminded of the
problem which confronted our nation in the early days
of World War II. The madman Hitler was running
rampant. Freedom was being trampled throughout all
of Europe. Suddenly the United States found itself
forced to fill the role of the “arsenal of democracy.” This
nation had to start from scratch and finally out-produce
the combined efforts of the Axis powers. And we had
to do it quickly. The very existence of freedom in the
world as we knew it in the early 1940’s depended on it.
And how did we perform this miracle? Well, I’ll tell
you that we performed it with the help of an industrial
giant called an integrated steel industry. Although this
industry and others like it performed miracles of pro-
duction at a time when the chips were down all over
the world, it still was the subject of long and harassing
investigation after the war because of its “bigness.”
Incredible as it seems, the very size of an industry which
enable us to defeat the Fascists armies and remain free
became the reason for investigation by liberals in the
Congress during the immediate postwar period.

We never, Mr. President, seem to understand that size
is not necessarily an evil. When the Russian Sputnik
went up, this nation was deeply concerned. And that
concern had to do with our inability at that time to
duplicate the Soviet feat. Now that we have the indus-
trial capacity to equal the Russians in space or in mat-
ters related to defense, there seems to be a nationwide
effort to make us feel guilty.
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What would the critics of the military-industrial com-
plex have us do? Would they have us ignore the fact
that progress occurs in the field of national defense as
well as in the field of social sciences? Do they want us
to turn back the clock, disband our military establish-
ment, and do away with our defense-related industrial
capacity? Mr. President, do these critics of what they
term a military-industrial complex really want us to de-
fault on our worldwide responsibilities, turn our backs
on aggression and slavery and develop a national policy
of selfish isolation?

Rather than deploring the existence of a military-
industrial complex, I say we should thank heaven for
it. That complex gives us our protective shield. It is
the bubble under which our nation thrives and pros-
pers. It is the armor which is unfortunately required in
a world divided.

For all those who rant and rave about the military-
industrial complex, I ask this question: What would you
replace it with?

What is more, I believe it is fair to inquire whether the
name presently applied is inclusive enough. Consider
the large number of scientists who contributed all of
the fundamental research necessary to develop and
build nuclear weapons and other products of today’s
defense industries. Viewing this, shouldn’t we call
it the “scientific-military-industrial complex.” By the
same token, do not forget the amount of research that
has gone on in our colleges and universities in support
of our defense-related projects. Maybe we should
call it an “educational-scientific-military-industrial com-
plex.” Then, of course, the vast financing that goes
into this effort certainly makes the economic commu-
nity an integral part of any such complex. Now we have
a name that runs like this: “An economic-educational-
scientific-military-industrial complex.”

What we are talking about, Mr. President, is an under-
taking which grew up from necessity. It is the product
of American initiative, incentive and genius respond-
ing to a huge global challenge. It is perhaps the most
effective and efficient complex ever built to fill a world-
wide function. Its ultimate aim is peace in our time
regardless of the aggressive, militaristic image which
the left wing is attempting to give it.



Mr. President, I don’t find the employment of military
officers by 100 of the largest companies in this nation
alarming or menacing. Many of those officers were
technically trained to provide special services, many of
which are required by the companies involved. And I
hasten to point out that these same companies employ
other free Americans, some of them former Senators,
some of them former Congressmen, some of them for-
mer civilian employees of the government. It is my
contention that a retired military officer is a private cit-
izen. He has a right to seek employment wherever he
can. It is only natural that he should look to sources of
employment which involve matters he was trained to
work in. The fact that he once was an Army officer
and the company he works for does business with the
Army does not automatically insure an undesirable
relationship from the public viewpoint. I would like
to say that anyone who has evidence of wrongdoing,
of deliberate and unlawful favoritism in the dealings
which involve defense industries and former military
officers should come forth and make the circumstances
clear. I say that anyone who has evidence that a con-
spiracy exists between the Pentagon on one hand and
former military officers on the other should say so and
produce evidence to back it up. I say that anyone who
charges that a “military elite” is at work trying to turn
the United States into an aggressive nation should stop
dealing in generalities and come forward with names,
specific dates, meeting place locations, and all the rest
of the kind of data it takes to back up such a charge.

So far, Mr. President, I have yet to hear of any spe-
cific case of wrongdoing involving former military of-
ficers working for companies that do business with the
Pentagon.

[. . .]

Mr. President, I hope I shall be fully understood in this
respect. If there is wrongdoing, whether of a conflict of
interest nature or something else, in our defense estab-
lishment I want it investigated and stopped and the
guilty parties punished. And this goes for wrongdoing
by anyone concerned, whether he be a military man, a
former military man, a defense industry executive or a
civilian officer of the government. I feel that this is our
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true concern. Maybe the hugeness of the system which
we are now compelled to maintain does lend itself
to improprieties. If so, let us concern ourselves with
such improprieties and find means to deal with them
legislatively. This is the constructive way to proceed.
It does no good for us to gaze with awe on the tremen-
dous increase in defense expenditures with which the
McNamara Era saddled us and then pretend that de-
nunciation of a military-industrial complex will some-
how make it all right.

In the attacks on the military also you will find re-
peated reference to a speech once made by former
President Eisenhower.

But I would remind you that when Dwight Eisenhower
mentioned the possibility of unwarranted influence
being acquired by such a complex, he had some other
profound things to say. I want to quote one passage
in particular. He said and I quote, “We face a hostile
ideology—global in scope, atheistic in character, ruth-
less in purpose and insidious in method. Unhappily
the danger it poses promises to be of indefinite dura-
tion. To meet it successfully, there is call for, not so
much the emotional and transitory sacrifices of crisis,
but rather those which enable us to carry forward
steadily, surely, and without complaint the burdens of
a prolonged and complex struggle—with liberty the
stake. Only thus shall we remain, despite every provo-
cation, on our charted course toward permanent peace
and human betterment. . . . 

“A vital element in keeping the peace is our military
establishment. Our arms must be mighty, ready for
instant action, so that no potential aggressor may be
tempted to risk his own destruction.”

As I have pointed out, many of the problems that are
being encountered in the area of national defense
today stem not so much from a military-industrial com-
plex as they do from the mistakes and miscalculations
of a “civilian complex” or perhaps I should say a “civil-
ian-computer-complex.” My reference here, of course,
is to the Pentagon hierarchy of young civilians (often
referred to as the “whiz kids”) which was erected dur-
ing the McNamara era in the questionable name of



“cost effectiveness.” And this complex, Mr. President,
was built in some measure to shut out the military
voice in a large area of defense policy decision making.

I suggest that the military-industrial complex is not
the all-powerful structure that our liberal friends would
have us believe. Certainly nobody can deny that this
combination took a drubbing at the hands of Mr.
McNamara and his civilian cadres during the last eight
years.

If the military-industrial complex had been as strong
and as cohesive as its critics would have us believe, it is
entirely possible this nation and its taxpayers would
not today be facing the need for rebuilding the defense
of freedom. . . . 

If the military-industrial complex had been the irre-
sistible giant its critics describe, we would certainly
today be better equipped. We would undoubtedly have
a nuclear-powered Navy adequate to the challenge
presented by the Soviet naval might. We would cer-
tainly have in the air—and not just on a drawing board
—a manned, carry-on bomber. We would never have
encountered the kind of shortages which cropped up
in every area of the military as a result of the demands
from Vietnam. There would have been no shortage of

108. Nelson A. Rockefeller: The Rockefeller Report on the Americas 2639

military helicopters. There would have been no short-
age of trained helicopter pilots. There would have been
no need to use outdated and faulty equipment. No con-
cern ever would have arisen over whether our supply
of bombs was sufficient to the task in Southeast Asia.

In conclusion, Mr. President, I want to point out that a
very strong case can by made for the need for a more
powerful military-industrial complex than we have had
during the past eight years. At the very least, I wish to
say that the employment practices of industries doing
business with the Pentagon—practices which lead them
to hire the most knowledgeable men to do their work
—are no cause for shock. Nor are these practices dan-
gerous to the American people.

I have great faith in the civilian leaders of our Govern-
ment and of our military services. I have no desire to
see the voice of the military become all-powerful or
even dominant in our national affairs. But I do believe
that the military viewpoint must always be heard in
the highest councils of our Government in all matters
directly affecting the protection and security of our
nation.

Source: Barry Goldwater, Papers, Arizona Historical Foun-
dation, Tempe, Arizona.

108. Nelson A. Rockefeller: The Rockefeller Report on
the Americas, 1969

Introduction
By the end of the 1960s, it was clear that the Alliance for Progress that President John F. Kennedy had announced
with such fanfare in 1961 had at best been only partially successful in promoting democracy and economic devel-
opment throughout Latin America. Shortly after taking office in January 1969, Republican President Richard Nixon
authorized the dispatch of a major official mission to Latin America. It was headed by one of his past rivals for his
party’s presidential nomination, former Governor Nelson A. Rockefeller of New York, who had extensive long-term
business and philanthropic interests in Latin America. Accompanied each time by around two dozen leading U.S.
experts, Rockefeller made four forays, during which he visited twenty of the twenty-six Latin American nations,
and he and his entourage had intensive meetings with officials and others in the various host countries. Violent stu-
dent protests in Honduras and other states against the mission’s presence led the governments of Peru, Chile, and
Venezuela to request that Rockefeller postpone his visit indefinitely. Rockefeller ascribed such demonstrations in
large part to “general frustration over the failure [of the Alliance for Progress] to achieve a more rapid improvement
in standards of living.” His report, submitted to Nixon in August 1969, warned that the United States had “allowed
the special relationship it has historically maintained with the other nations of the Western Hemisphere to deteriorate



Primary Source
Chapter One: The Quality of Life in the 

Western Hemisphere

A. The Special Relationship in the Western Hemisphere
The mission heard many details about relations be-
tween the United States and the other American
republics from the leaders of the hemisphere, but they
can best be summed up in one phrase: The United
States has allowed the special relationship it has his-
torically maintained with the other nations of the West-
ern Hemisphere to deteriorate badly.

[. . .]

This report tries to understand some of the issues we
must face in attempting to reinvigorate and re-shape
our special relationship—and it offers some specific
recommendations for action now.

B. The Existing Situation
Everywhere in the Western Hemisphere today, includ-
ing the United States, men and women are enjoying
a fuller life, but still for many the realities of life are in
sharp contrast with the deepest felt human needs and
goals of the people.

[. . .]
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The upheavals in international systems over the past
three decades have subjected the member states of
the Western Hemisphere to external economic, polit-
ical and ideological stresses that magnify domestic
antagonisms.

At the same time, the issue of political legitimacy has
challenged “accepted” systems of government, not
only in the United States but particularly in the other
American republics. With the disintegration of old
orders which lacked a popular base, newly-emerging
domestic structures have had difficulty in establishing
their legitimacy. This makes the problem of creating a
system of political order in the Western Hemisphere
more difficult.

Some nations have retained their democratic insti-
tutions. In others, when democratic forms of govern-
ment have not been successful, nations have moved to
authoritarian forms as a solution to political and social
dilemmas. Governments everywhere are struggling to
cope with often conflicting demands for social reform
and economic growth. The problem is compounded
by the 400-year-old heritage of intense individualism
which permeates all phases of life in the Latin coun-
tries of the Americas. Nationalism is burgeoning in most
of the region with strong anti-United States overtones.

badly.” Latin America was not an important priority in U.S. foreign policy, which was marred by “a paternalistic
attitude toward the other nations of the hemisphere” and by efforts to “direct the[ir] internal affairs to an unseemly
degree.” Around the region the forces of nationalism were growing, “with strong anti-United States overtones.”
Both democracy and the free enterprise system were facing strong challenges, in some cases from authoritarian and
sometimes Left-leaning military governments, in others from communist insurgencies backed by Fidel Castro’s
Cuba. Rockefeller recommended that the U.S. government pay more attention to Latin America and develop a
genuine partnership with other countries in the Western Hemisphere; provide much more in the way of both mil-
itary and economic assistance; adjust its own trade policies to make them more favorable to Latin American nations;
renegotiate the international debts owed by foreign governments in order to reduce their service payments; pro-
mote U.S. private investment in the region; encourage both rural and urban development to raise basic living stan-
dards and promote agricultural improvements; put more effort into lifting the overall level of public health; enable
Latin American women to develop their potential; and enhance educational and cultural aid, exchanges, and prop-
aganda. The specifics of this program, which was couched in rather high-flown and even woolly rhetoric, with no
estimate provided of just how much it would cost the United States, were broadly in line with the fundamental
principles governing American Cold War aid programs around the developing world. Rockefeller’s report also
reflected growing apprehensions within the foreign policy bureaucracy that U.S. preoccupation with Vietnam and
consequent neglect of Latin America had contributed to a mounting wave of anti-American radicalism around the
hemisphere, threatening American predominance in an area that the United States had since the early nineteenth
century considered its own backyard and private sphere of influence.



Increasing frustration is evidenced over political insta-
bility, limited educational and economic opportunities,
and the incapacity or slowness of existing government
structures to solve the people’s problems. Subversive
forces working throughout the hemisphere are quick
to exploit and exacerbate each and every situation.

Change and the stresses and problems brought about
by the processes of change characterize the existing
situation in the hemisphere. The momentum of indus-
trialization and modernization has strained the fabric
of social and political structures. Political and social
instability increased pressure for radical answers to
the problems, and a growing tendency to nationalistic
independence from the United States dominate the
setting.

The restless yearning of individuals for a better life,
particularly when accompanied by a well-developed
sense of social responsibility, is chipping away at the
very order and institutions by which society makes it
possible for man to fulfill his personal dignity. The
seeds of nihilism and anarchy are spreading through-
out the hemisphere.

C. The Forces of Change
Change is the crucial characteristic of our time. It is
erupting, and disrupting, in all cultures. It creates anx-
iety and uncertainty. It is demanding of all peoples an
adjustment and flexibility which test the limits of indi-
vidual and collective capacities.

Change is everywhere about us: in the explosion of
new knowledge, the acceleration of all communication,
the massive mobility of people, the multiplicity of
human contacts, the pace and diversity of experience,
the increasingly transitory nature of all relationships
and the uprooting of the values to which differing cul-
tures are anchored.

There is no society today, whether industrialized or
developing, that is not coping with these hurricane
forces of change. It is plain that, depending on how we
respond to the need for change and the demands of
these forces, the results can be tremendously construc-
tive or tremendously destructive.
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The sweeping change occurring in the hemisphere will
affect our interests and our relationships with the other
nations of the hemisphere. We must recognize that the
United States cannot control the forces of change.
However, we can and must try to understand the forces
at work in the hemisphere—as well as at home—and
how they may affect our national interests, if we are to
shape intelligently and realistically our relationships.

Throughout the hemisphere, although people are con-
stantly moving out of poverty and degradation in vary-
ing numbers, the gap between the advantaged and
the disadvantaged, within nations as well as between
nations, is ever sharper and ever more difficult to
endure. It is made to seem all the worse by the facility
of modern communications.

The Military

In many South and Central American countries, the
military is the single most powerful political grouping
in society. Military men are symbols of power, author-
ity and sovereignty and a focus of national pride. They
have traditionally been regarded in most countries as
the ultimate arbiters of the nation’s welfare.

The tendency of the military to intervene when it
judges that the government in office has failed to carry
out its responsibilities properly has generally been ac-
cepted in Central and South America. Virtually all mil-
itary governments in the hemisphere have assumed
power to “rescue” the country from an incompetent
government, or an intolerable economic or political sit-
uation. Historically, these regimes have varied widely
in their attitudes toward civil liberties, social reform
and repression.

Like the Church, the military was traditionally a con-
servative force resistant to change. Most officers came
from the landowner class. In recent years, however,
the owners of land have shifted more and more to an
urban industrial life. The military service has been less
attractive to their sons. As a result, opportunities have
opened up for young men of ambition and ability from
poor families who have neither land nor professional
and business connections. These ambitious sons of the
working classes have entered the military to seek an
education and the opportunity for advancement.



This pattern has become almost universal throughout
the American republics to the south. The ablest of
these young officers have gone abroad for education
and are now assuming top positions of leadership in
almost all of the military groups in the hemisphere.
And while their loyalties are with the armed forces,
their emotional ties are often with the people. Increas-
ingly, their concern and dedication is to the eradica-
tion of poverty and the improvement of the lot of the
oppressed, both in rural and urban areas.

In short, a new type of military man is coming to the
fore and often becoming a major force for constructive
social change in the American republics. Motivated by
increasing impatience with corruption, inefficiency, and
a stagnant political order, the new military man is pre-
pared to adapt his authoritarian tradition to the goals of
social and economic progress.

This new role by the military, however, is not free from
perils and dilemmas. There is always the risk that the
authoritarian style will result in repression. The temp-
tation to expand measures for security or discipline or
efficiency to the point of curtailing individual liberties,
beyond what is required for the restoration of order
and social progress, is not easy to resist.

[. . .]

The critical test, ultimately, is whether the new military
can and will move the nation, with sensitivity and con-
scious design, toward a transition from military control
for a social purpose to a more pluralistic form of gov-
ernment which will enable individual talent and dig-
nity to flourish. Or will they become radicalized, statist
and anti-U.S.?

In this connection, special mention should be made of
the appeal to the new military, on a theoretical level, of
Marxism: (1) It justifies, through its elitist-vanguard
theories, government by a relatively small group or
single institution (such as the Army) and, at the same
time, (2) produces a rationale for state-enforced sacri-
fices to further economic development.

One important influence counteracting this simplistic
Marxist approach is the exposure to the fundamental
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achievements of the U.S. way of life that many of the
military from the other American countries have re-
ceived through the military training programs which
the U.S. conducts in Panama and the United States.

Communist Subversion
In every country, there is a restless striving for a better
life. Coming as it does at a time of uprooting change,
it brings to many a vague unease that all the systems
of society are out of control. In such a setting, all of the
American nations are a tempting target for Communist
subversion. In fact, it is plainly evident that such sub-
version is a reality today with alarming potential.

Castro has consistently recruited from the other Amer-
ican republics, and trained in Cuba, guerrillas to export
the Cuban-type Communist agrarian revolution. For-
tunately, the governments of the American republics
have gradually improved their capabilities for dealing
with Castro-type agrarian guerrillas. However, radical
revolutionary elements in the hemisphere appear to
be increasingly turning toward urban terrorism in their
attempts to bring down the existing order. This type
of subversion is more difficult to control, and govern-
ments are forced to use increasingly repressive mea-
sures to deal with it. Thus, a cycle of terrorist actions
and repressive counter-reactions tends to polarize and
unsettle the political situation, creating more fertile
ground for radical solutions among large segments of
the population.

There are also Maoist Communist forces in the hemi-
sphere. Although they are relatively small in numbers
they are fanatically dedicated to the use of violence
and intimidation to achieve their ends. The mystique
of Maoism has appealed most to the idealism of the
young and, thus, has been the means for widespread
subversion.

Now it appears in some cases that Castro and Maoist
forces have joined for acts of subversion, terror and
violence in the cities. These forces also concentrate
on mass student demonstrations and disruptions of
various institutions, public and private, calling on the
support of Communist labor front organizations to the
degree possible.



Although Castro’s propaganda casts him as a leader of
the down-trodden who is opposed to United States
imperialism and independent of Soviet Communism,
it is clear that the Soviet Union presently has an im-
portant degree of financial, economic, and military in-
fluence over Communist Cuba. The recent visit of the
Soviet fleet to Havana is one evidence of growing
warmth in their relations.

This Soviet performance in Cuba and throughout the
hemisphere is to be contrasted with the official Soviet
government and Communist party protestations not
only of peaceful coexistence but of disassociation
from Castro and his program of terror in the American
republics.

Clearly, the opinion in the United States that Commu-
nism is no longer a serious factor in the Western Hemi-
sphere is thoroughly wrong.

We found almost universally that the other American
republics are deeply concerned about the threat that it
poses to them—and the United States must be alert to
and concerned about the ultimate threat it poses to the
United States and the hemisphere as a whole.

Changes in the Decade Ahead
The nations of the Western Hemisphere in the decade
ahead will differ greatly from their present situation.
They will reflect the rapid and widespread changes now
occurring, which will alter the institutions and processes
by which the American republics govern and progress.
While it is not possible to predict with any precision
the precise course of change, the hemisphere is likely
to exhibit the following characteristics in the next few
years:

—Rising frustration with the pace of development,
intensified by industrialization, urbanization and
population growth;

—Political and social instability;
—An increased tendency to turn to authoritarian or

radical solutions;
—Continuation of the trend of the military to take

power for the purpose of guiding social and eco-
nomic progress; and,

108. Nelson A. Rockefeller: The Rockefeller Report on the Americas 2643

—Growing nationalism, across the spectrum of polit-
ical groupings, which will often find expression in
terms of independence from U.S. domination and
influence.

Chapter Two: The Challenge to Political and

Economic Freedom

A. The Nature of the Challenge
The pace and intensity of change, imposed on ram-
pant inflation, urban violence, grinding poverty, embit-
tering injustice and flaming nationalism, put the nations
of the Western Hemisphere at a crossroads. The ques-
tion of whether systems of freedom with order and
justice will survive and prosper is no longer rhetorical;
it is reality.

The key issue is whether government of free peoples
can be made effective, and can set the necessary prior-
ities, to cope with the people’s present needs and their
aspirations for the future; whether political and social
institutions can hold the confidence not only of a ques-
tioning young generation but of adults as well.

For the United States, the challenge is a double one:
First, to demonstrate by its example that a free society
can resolve its own internal problems and provide a more
rewarding life for all its people; second, to find ways
in which its tremendous human and material resources
can effectively supplement the efforts of the other
American nations themselves, in a climate of growing
instability, extremism, and anti-U.S. nationalism.

A new relationship between the United States and the
other American republics must be shaped with a recog-
nition that devotion to our long-term community of
interests will often require sensitive handling of our
short-term differences. In forging this relationship we
have the opportunity to demonstrate how sovereign
nations, working together, can solve common problems
and thus to establish a model for cooperative arrange-
ments for the fulfillment of men and women through-
out the world.

It is a fortunate and striking fact of the modern world
that, for the first time, the scientific know-how and
managerial competence required to meet the economic



aspects of the challenge are available. Moreover, we
believe the Western Hemisphere possesses the human,
material and spiritual resources that are needed for the
task in all its aspects—economic, social and political.

B. The United States National Interest
The moral and spiritual strength of the United States
in the world, the political credibility of our leadership,
the security of our nation, the future of our social and
economic progress are now at stake.

Rising frustrations throughout the Western Hemisphere
over poverty and political instability have led increas-
ing numbers of people to pick the United States as a
scapegoat and to seek out Marxist solutions to their
socioeconomic problems. At the moment, there is only
one Castro among the 26 nations of the hemisphere;
there can well be more in the future. And a Castro on
the mainland, supported militarily and economically
by the Communist world, would present the gravest
kind of threat to the security of the Western Hemi-
sphere and pose an extremely difficult problem for the
United States.

Just as the other American republics depend upon the
United States for their capital equipment require-
ments, so the United States depends on them to pro-
vide a vast market for our manufactured goods. And as
these countries look to the United States for a market
for their primary products whose sale enables them to
buy equipment for their development at home, so the
United States looks to them for raw materials for our
industries, on which depend the jobs of many of our
citizens.

But these forces of economic interdependence are
changing, and must change. An increasing flow of two-
way trade in industrial products must supplement the
present interchange of manufactured goods and pri-
mary products.

Today’s 250 million people in South and Central
America will become 643 million in just 30 years. If the
current anti-US. trend continues, one can foresee a
time when the United States would be politically and
morally isolated from part or much of the Western
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Hemisphere. If this should happen, the barriers to our
collective growth would become formidable indeed.

It is plainly evident that the countries of the Western
Hemisphere, including the United States, have become
increasingly dependent on each other.

Historically, the United States has had a special rela-
tionship with the other American republics. It is based
upon long association, geography and, above all, on the
psychological acceptance of a concept of hemisphere
community. It is embodied in the web of organiza-
tions, treaties and commitments of the inter-American
system. Beyond conventional security and economic
interests, the political and psychological value of the
special relationship cannot be overestimated. Failure
to maintain that special relationship would imply a
failure of our capacity and responsibility as a great
power. If we cannot maintain a constructive relation-
ship in the Western Hemisphere, we will hardly be
able to achieve a successful order elsewhere in the
world. Moreover, failure to maintain the special rela-
tionship would create a vacuum in the hemisphere and
facilitate the influence in the region of hostile foreign
powers.

It is clear, then, that our national interest requires the
maintenance of our special relationship which should
have as its goal the creation of a community of self-
reliant, independent nations linked in a mutually
beneficial regional system, and seeking to improve the
efficiency of their societies and the quality of life of
their peoples.

C. Our National Objective
There is no system in all of history better than our own
flexible structure of political democracy, individual ini-
tiative, and responsible citizenship in elevating the
quality of man’s life. It makes the individual of central
importance; it subordinates the role of government as
a servant of the people; it works with people and for
people—it has no other justification.

Our job at home is far from finished. We must keep our
emphasis on people, our priority concern for people.
This will mean shaping the forces of change and



stretching out or deferring those programs not related
to the urgent needs of people. Unless human needs
are met, democracy will have failed of its purpose and
cannot survive.

What is true at home is essentially also true for the
hemisphere. Our concern must be for people. What we
in the hemisphere have to do is work together, multi-
plying our relations with the people of the hemisphere
nations, helping each other develop more effective
societies that can enhance the health, freedom and
security of all the people, to the end that the quality of
the life of each and every person in the hemisphere is
enhanced.

We must work with our fellow Americans to the end
that no one is exploited or degraded to enrich another
and every man and woman has a full opportunity to
make the most of his endowments.

However, we must recognize that the specific forms or
processes by which each nation moves towards a plu-
ralistic system will vary with its own traditions and sit-
uation. We know that we, in the United States, cannot
determine the internal political structure of any other
nation, except by example.

Our ability to affect or influence the course of events
in other nations is limited. We may find that other
nations may perceive their interests in ways which
conflict with ours. What we must do is take a long-term
view of our interests and objectives, always maintain-
ing a sense of our own priorities and of the special
Western Hemisphere relationship we hope to achieve.
Such a view will require a high degree of tolerance for
diversity and for nationalistic expression often directed
against the United States, and a recognition that our
style may often have a more important effect than what
we actually do in the hemisphere.
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The kind of paternalistic relationship the United States
has had in the past with other hemisphere nations will
be increasingly costly and counter-productive in the
years ahead. We believe the United States must move
increasingly toward a relationship of true partnership,
in which it will cooperate with other nations of the
hemisphere in those areas where its cooperation can
be helpful and is wanted.

The United States must face several important practi-
cal issues in trying to shape this new relationship:

1. The United States should determine its attitude
towards internal political developments in a more
pragmatic way;

2. The United States should decide how it can shift
increasing responsibility to the other American
nations (through multi-lateral channels) for the
development process; and,

3. The United States should decide how its inter-
ests are affected by insurgency and subversion
elsewhere in the hemisphere and the extent to
which its programs can and should assist in meet-
ing the security requirements of its neighbors.

The task is difficult but by no means impossible. It
will require discipline and energy and above all a very
clear and consistent sense of purpose at home and
abroad. To grasp the opportunity that lies in the hemi-
sphere, the United States must make some major and
fundamental changes in, first, the structure of the gov-
ernment mechanisms through which we work with our
hemisphere neighbors, and, second, in our policies and
programs as they relate to the Western Hemisphere.

[. . .]

Source: Nelson A. Rockefeller, “Quality of Life in the Amer-
icas: Report of a U.S. Presidential Mission for the Western
Hemisphere,” Department of State Bulletin 61(1589) (1969).
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Introduction
When the Republican Richard Nixon became president in 1969, the United States was mired in a war in Vietnam
that seemed unwinnable. Nixon and his influential National Security Advisor Henry A. Kissinger, who became



Primary Source
Tonight I want to talk to you on a subject of deep con-
cern to all Americans and to many people in all parts of
the world—the war in Vietnam.

I believe that one of the reasons for the deep division
about Vietnam is that many Americans have lost confi-
dence in what their Government has told them about
our policy. The American people cannot and should
not be asked to support a policy which involves the
overriding issues of war and peace unless they know
the truth about that policy.

Tonight, therefore, I would like to answer some of the
questions that I know are on the minds of many of you
listening to me.

How and why did America get involved in Vietnam in
the first place?
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How has this administration changed the policy of the
previous administration?

What has really happened in the negotiations in Paris
and on the battlefront in Vietnam?

What choices do we have if we are to end the war?

What are the prospects for peace?

[. . .]

Well, let us turn now to the fundamental issue. Why
and how did the United States become involved in
Vietnam in the first place?

Fifteen years ago North Vietnam, with the logistical
support of Communist China and the Soviet Union,
launched a campaign to impose a Communist govern-

secretary of state in 1973, effectively directed U.S. foreign policies between them. The two men were both conscious
that their country no longer enjoyed the undisputed supremacy of the immediate post-1945 period and that grow-
ing economic difficulties mandated cuts in defense budgets. The United States was also suffering from a dollar gap
in terms of the imbalance between its overseas expenditures and what foreigners spent in the United States. Since
1945 the U.S. dollar had been linked to gold at a fixed exchange rate, making the American currency the effective
regulator of the international currency system. In August 1971, however, Nixon removed the dollar from the gold
standard, an action that symbolized his country’s declining hegemonic status. From the beginning of his presidency,
however, Nixon was determined to force America’s European and Asian allies, who had become wealthy in part
because the United States subsidized their defense costs, to bear more of the burden of covering their own military
expenditures. During a July 1969 trip to Asia, the president announced this policy in a press conference at Guam.
He stated that the United States would honor its treaty commitments and use its own nuclear umbrella to protect
any “nation whose survival we consider vital to our security” from outside nuclear threats. He warned, however, that
while the United States would when necessary provide supplementary “economic and military assistance” to allies
facing other security challenges, “we shall look to the nation directly threatened to assume the primary responsibility
of providing the manpower for its defense.” Nixon had campaigned for the presidency announcing that he had a
secret plan to end the war in Vietnam. Citing the Nixon (Guam) Doctrine, in November 1969 he informed the
American people that this involved the new strategy of Vietnamization, whereby the United States would gradually
reduce American forces in the Republic of Vietnam (ROV, South Vietnam) while furnishing that country with massive
military aid in the expectation that its own troops would take up the slack. Nixon intended to couple this approach
with aggressive U.S. moves against Vietnamese guerrilla sanctuaries in Cambodia and Laos and heavy bombing of
the Democratic Republic of Vietnam (DRV, North Vietnam), measures that he hoped would persuade North Vietnam
to make concessions at the negotiating table that would facilitate the survival of South Vietnam as an independent
country and so enable the United States to withdraw completely. In November 1969, Nixon informed the Ameri-
can people that the military situation in Vietnam was improving, meaning that the United States could with a clear
conscience reduce its commitments there. Despite Nixon’s bold rhetoric that he was not abandoning South Vietnam,
the knowledge that the Americans were gradually but inexorably drawing down their forces in Vietnam probably
encouraged North Vietnamese representatives to maintain their faith in their ultimate victory over South Vietnam.



ment on South Vietnam by instigating and supporting
a revolution.

In response to the request of the Government of South
Vietnam, President Eisenhower sent economic aid and
military equipment to assist the people of South Viet-
nam in their efforts to prevent a Communist takeover.
Seven years ago, President Kennedy sent 16,000 mil-
itary personnel to Vietnam as combat advisers. Four
years ago, President Johnson sent American combat
forces to South Vietnam.

Now, many believe that President Johnson’s decision
to send American combat forces to South Vietnam was
wrong. And many others—I among them—have been
strongly critical of the way the war has been conducted.

But the question facing us today is: Now that we are in
the war, what is the best way to end it?

In January I could only conclude that the precipitate
withdrawal of American forces from Vietnam would be
a disaster not only for South Vietnam but for the United
States and for the cause of peace.

For the South Vietnamese, our precipitate withdrawal
would inevitably allow the Communists to repeat the
massacres which followed their takeover in the North
15 years before.

—They then murdered more than 50,000 people and
hundreds of thousands more died in slave labor
camps.

—We saw a prelude of what would happen in South
Vietnam when the Communists entered the city
of Hue last year. During their brief rule there,
there was a bloody reign of terror in which 3,000
civilians were clubbed, shot to death, and buried
in mass graves.

—With the sudden collapse of our support, these
atrocities of Hue would become the nightmare of
the entire nation—and particularly for the million
and a half Catholic refugees who fled to South
Vietnam when the Communists took over in the
North.

For the United States, this first defeat in our Nation’s
history would result in a collapse of confidence in Amer-
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ican leadership, not only in Asia but throughout the
world.

Three American Presidents have recognized the great
stakes involved in Vietnam and understood what had
to be done.

[. . .]

For the future of peace, precipitate withdrawal would
thus be a disaster of immense magnitude.

—A nation cannot remain great if it betrays its allies
and lets down its friends.

—Our defeat and humiliation in South Vietnam
without question would promote recklessness in
the councils of those great powers who have not
yet abandoned their goals of world conquest.

—This would spark violence wherever our commit-
ments help maintain the peace—in the Middle
East, in Berlin, eventually even in the Western
Hemisphere.

Ultimately, this would cost more lives.

It would not bring peace; it would bring more war.

For these reasons, I rejected the recommendation that
I should end the war by immediately withdrawing all
of our forces. I chose instead to change American policy
on both the negotiating front and battlefront.

In order to end a war fought on many fronts, I initiated
a pursuit for peace on many fronts.

In a television speech on May 14, in a speech before the
United Nations, and on a number of other occasions I
set forth our peace proposals in great detail.

—We have offered the complete withdrawal of all
outside forces within 1 year.

—We have proposed a cease-fire under international
supervision.

—We have offered free elections under international
supervision with the Communists participating
in the organization and conduct of the elections
as an organized political force. And the Saigon



Government has pledged to accept the result of
the elections.

We have not put forth our proposals on a take-it-or-
leave-it basis. We have indicated that we are willing to
discuss the proposals that have been put forth by the
other side. We have declared that anything is nego-
tiable except the right of the people of South Vietnam
to determine their own future. At the Paris peace
conference, Ambassador Lodge has demonstrated our
flexibility and good faith in 40 public meetings.

Hanoi has refused even to discuss our proposals. They
demand our unconditional acceptance of their terms,
which are that we withdraw all American forces imme-
diately and unconditionally and that we overthrow the
Government of South Vietnam as we leave.

We have not limited our peace initiatives to public
forums and public statements. I recognized, in Janu-
ary, that a long and bitter war like this usually cannot
be settled in a public forum. That is why in addition to
the public statements and negotiation I have explored
every possible private avenue that might lead to a
settlement.

[. . .]

But the effect of all the public, private, and secret
negotiations which have been undertaken since the
bombing halt a year ago and since this administration
came into office on January 20, can be summed up in
one sentence: No progress whatever has been made
except agreement on the shape of the bargaining table.

Well now, who is at fault?

It has become clear that the obstacle in negotiating an
end to the war is not the President of the United States.
It is not the South Vietnamese Government.

The obstacle is the other side’s absolute refusal to
show the least willingness to join us in seeking a just
peace. And it will not do so while it is convinced that
all it has to do is to wait for our next concession, and
our next concession after that one, until it gets every-
thing it wants.
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There can now be no longer any question that progress
in negotiation depends only on Hanoi’s deciding to
negotiate, to negotiate seriously.

I realize that this report on our efforts on the diplo-
matic front is discouraging to the American people, but
the American people are entitled to know the truth—
the bad news as well as the good news—where the
lives of our young men are involved.

Now let me turn, however, to a more encouraging report
on another front.

At the time we launched our search for peace I recog-
nized 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 fur-
nished 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 Viet-
nam, 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 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 Amer-
ican 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 aggres-
sion, we shall furnish military and economic assis-
tance when requested in accordance with our
treaty commitments. But we shall look to the
nation directly threatened to assume the primary
responsibility of providing the manpower for its
defense.

After I announced this policy, I found that the leaders
of the Philippines, Thailand, 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 threat-
ened. In the previous administration, we American-
ized the war in Vietnam. In this administration, we are
Vietnamizing the search for peace.

The policy of the previous administration not only
resulted in our assuming the primary responsibility for
fighting the war, but even more significantly did not
adequately stress the goal of strengthening the South
Vietnamese so that they could defend themselves when
we left.

The Vietnamization plan was launched following
Secretary Laird’s visit to Vietnam in March. Under the
plan, I ordered first a substantial increase in the train-
ing and equipment of South Vietnamese forces.

In July, on my visit to Vietnam, I changed General
Abrams’ orders so that they were consistent with the
objectives of our new policies. Under the new orders,
the primary mission of our troops is to enable the South
Vietnamese forces to assume the full responsibility for
the security of South Vietnam.

[. . .]
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Let me now turn to our program for the future.

We have adopted a plan which we have worked out in
cooperation with the South Vietnamese for the com-
plete withdrawal of all U.S. combat ground forces, and
their replacement by South Vietnamese forces on an
orderly scheduled timetable. This withdrawal will be
made from strength and not from weakness. As South
Vietnamese forces become stronger, the rate of Ameri-
can withdrawal can become greater.

I have not and do not intend to announce the time-
table for our program. And there are obvious reasons
for this decision which I am sure you will understand.
As I have indicated on several occasions, the rate of
withdrawal will depend on developments on three
fronts.

One of these is the progress which can be or might be
made in a Paris talks. An announcement of a fixed
timetable for our withdrawal would completely remove
any incentive for the enemy to negotiate an agree-
ment. They would simply wait until our forces had
withdrawn and then move in.

The other two factors on which we will base our with-
drawal decisions are the level of enemy activity and
the progress of the training programs of the South Viet-
namese forces. And I am glad to able to report tonight
progress on both of these fronts has been greater than
we anticipated when we started the program in June
for withdrawal. As a result, our timetable for with-
drawal is more optimistic now than when we made our
first estimates in June. Now, this clearly demonstrates
why it is not wise to be frozen in on a fixed timetable.

We must retain the flexibility to base each withdrawal
decision on the situation as it is at that time rather than
on estimates that are no longer valid.

Along with this optimistic estimate, I must—in all
candor—leave one note of caution.

If the level of enemy activity significantly increases we
might have to adjust our timetable accordingly.

[. . .]



My fellow Americans, I am sure you can recognize from
what I have said that we really only have two choices
open to us if we want to end this war.

—I can order an immediate, precipitate withdrawal
of all Americans from Vietnam without regard to
the effects of that action.

—Or we can persist in our search for a just peace
through a negotiated settlement if possible, or
through continued implementation of our plan
for Vietnamization if necessary, a plan in which
we will withdraw all of our forces from Vietnam
on a schedule in accordance with our program, as
the South Vietnamese become strong enough to
defend their own freedom.

I have chosen this second course.

It is not the easy way.

It is the right way.

It is a plan which will end the war and serve the cause
of peace—not just in Vietnam but in the Pacific and in
the world.

In speaking of the consequences of a precipitate with-
drawal, I mentioned that our allies would lose confi-
dence in America.

Far more dangerous, we would lose confidence in our-
selves. Oh, the immediate reaction would be a sense of
relief that our men were coming home. But as we saw
the consequences of what we had done, inevitable re-
morse and divisive recrimination would scar our spirit
as a people.

We have faced other crises in our history and have
become stronger by rejecting the easy way out and tak-
ing the right way in meeting our challenges. Our great-
ness as a nation has been our capacity to do what had
to be done when we knew our course was right.

I recognize that some of my fellow citizens disagree
with the plan for peace I have chosen. Honest and
patriotic Americans have reached different conclusions
as to how peace should be achieved.
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[. . .]

And now I would like to address a word, if I may, to
the young people of this Nation who are particularly
concerned, and I understand why they are concerned,
about this war.

I respect your idealism.

I share your concern for peace.

I want peace as much as you do.

[. . .]

—And I want to end the war for another reason. I
want to end it so that the energy and dedication
of you, our young people, now too often directed
into bitter hatred against those responsible for
the war, can be turned to the great challenges of
peace, a better life for all Americans, a better life
for all people on this earth.

I have chosen a plan for peace. I believe it will succeed.

[. . .]

And so tonight—to you, the great silent majority of my
fellow Americans—I ask for your support.

I pledged in my campaign for the Presidency to end
the war in a way that we could win the peace. I have
initiated a plan of action which will enable me to keep
that pledge.

The more support I can have from the American peo-
ple, the sooner that pledge can be redeemed; for the
more divided we are at home, the less likely the enemy
is to negotiate at Paris.

Let us be united for peace. Let us also be united against
defeat. Because let us understand: North Vietnam can-
not defeat or humiliate the United States. Only Amer-
icans can do that.

Source: Richard M. Nixon, Public Papers of the Presidents of
the United States: Richard Nixon, 1969 (Washington, DC: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1971), 901–909.



Primary Source
This government is now making its second report on
the position in divided Germany. At the same time,
this High House has been presented with the Federal
Government’s answer to a major question from the
S.P.D. [Social Democratic Party] and F.D.P. [Free
Democratic Party] Parties on foreign policy.

As I promised here before the end of last year, papers
intended to facilitate a comparison of conditions in the
Federal Republic of Germany and the G.D.R. [Ger-
man Democratic Republic or East Germany] in various
important fields have also been put at the disposal of
this House in connection with the report on the State
of the Nation.
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I.
Ladies and gentlemen, in our reply to this major
question—which the Government will explain in detail
in the course of the following debate—the political
tendencies and conditions are described which result
from the state of the Federal Republic and which
affect our country from outside. The state of affairs in
Germany cannot, of course, be judged independently
either of general international or European tendencies.
So it is appropriate to clarify the significant events of
1970, to re-emphasize our working principles and to re-
examine the attitudes of our allies.

Our reply to the major question states that our Eastern
policy has the unanimous support of our allies. The

110. Willy Brandt: The Federal Government’s Report on the
State of the Nation to the Bundestag, 28 January 1971

Introduction
During the 1960s, European nations took much of the initiative in trying to resolve the divisions and alleviate ten-
sions between the continent’s western and eastern halves. Willy Brandt, the first Social Democratic chancellor of
the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG, West Germany), launched a campaign that he termed Ostpolitik (Eastern
policy) to improve his country’s relations with its communist neighbors to the east. Brandt had good credentials for
doing so. As a boy his involvement in the antifascist resistance had forced him to flee Nazi Germany, yet as the defi-
ant mayor of West Berlin during the 1948–1949 airlift, he had become a symbol of opposition to communist bully-
ing. Until Brandt became chancellor, West Germany had refused to accord diplomatic recognition to any state except
Soviet Russia that had diplomatic dealings with the German Democratic Republic (GDR, East Germany). Under
Brandt, West Germany moved decisively to normalize dealings with Soviet bloc countries and between 1967 and
1974 established diplomatic relations with Romania, Yugoslavia, Poland, Czechoslovakia, Bulgaria, and Hungary.
Even though his stance was controversial with large portions of the West German electorate, attracting strong crit-
icism from those Germans who had once lived in what was now Poland, Brandt was prepared to accept the Soviet-
backed cession to Poland in 1945 of large portions of what had been German territory in eastern Prussia, and in 1970
West Germany accepted the existing borders of Poland. Treaties with the Soviet Union in 1970 and East Germany
in 1973 ratified the existing European borders and renounced the use of force to rectify them, even while leaving
open the possibility of future German reunification. In return, trade and travel between the two Germanies became
much easier, facilitating not just commerce but also the reunion of families separated by the iron curtain. Brandt’s
Ostpolitik paved the way for the policies of détente with the Soviet Union implemented by U.S. President Richard
Nixon and Secretary of State Henry Kissinger during the early 1970s. Brandt’s decision to recognize East Germany
as a separate state was particularly contentious domestically, as it involved recognizing that Germany’s division into
two states was likely to be indefinite. His efforts won him the 1971 Nobel Peace Prize. Revelations in 1974 that one
of his closest aides, Gunter Guillaume, a supposed refugee from East Germany, had been a spy led to Brandt’s res-
ignation. It does not seem that Guillaume had any great input into Brandt’s policies, but his revelations to his mas-
ters that Brandt was indeed in earnest in seeking reconciliation with East Germany may have facilitated the Soviet
bloc’s acceptance of Ostpolitik. In 1990 Brandt welcomed the reunification of Germany, which occurred two years
before his death.



fact that the leading representatives of the allied powers
have not confined the expression of their support to
confidential discussions has given us all the more en-
couragement to continue on the road that we regard as
necessary. Our policy has been expressly supported in
conferences of the West European communities and
the Atlantic Alliance. I can take it that the published
communiqués are well known to you.

[. . .]

Even in the eastern world, it is today hardly doubted
that German policy is directed towards peace. And it
is known that we are making no exceptions, not even
in the case of the G.D.R., in our efforts to reach under-
standing.

Seen from this point of view, it was only logical, when
signing the Moscow Treaty on the 12th August last
year, to declare our agreement with the Soviet Union
that all treaties we may want to conclude with the part-
ners of the Warsaw Pact will form a political whole.

No one will be able to speak of effective relaxation of
tension in Central Europe until all these elements are
present.

Over and above this, I want to establish here that these
treaties—to be exact, the treaty with the Soviet Union
and that with the People’s Republic of Poland—in no
way contradict our position as a member of the Euro-
pean Community or as an ally of N.A.T.O. In neither
West nor East, North nor South are there particular
German interests or special German reservations, which
could diminish or influence our decision in favour of a
policy of settlement. However, we made it clear in
Moscow that no treaty either can or may prevent us
from striving for a state of peace in which our nation can
recover its unity in freedom and self-determination.
This reflects the task laid down in our constitution as
well as our own convictions. But no one believes that
aspirations come any nearer to fulfillment by being
committed to paper.

We also have German interests in the widest sense at
heart in our relationship to Poland, in doing what we
can to ensure that the name of Germany shall no longer
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be used as a symbol of injustice and horror, but as a
sign of hope for reconciliation and peaceful coexistence.
That this hope is not in vain may be seen in the num-
ber of Germans who will cross to the Federal Republic
in the coming months.

With regard to relations with the G.D.R.: as laid down
in the principles of the United Nations regarding rela-
tions between states, peaceful settlement of relations
on the basis of human rights, equality, peaceful coexis-
tence and non-discrimination must occupy the fore-
ground of all efforts in this case as well.

[. . .]

This survey of developments since my last report a
year ago makes clear the extent to which the settle-
ment of relations between the Federal Republic of
Germany and the G.D.R. must be seen in relation to
the whole. An isolated solution to the problems affect-
ing our people is just as impossible as, say, an attempt
to secure peace on our own. History has taught us that
crises can be created by one, but the maintenance of
peace requires the cooperation of all.

What is possible between the states of Europe must
also be possible between the two states in Germany;
the artificial severance which has now lasted more than
two decades has brought neither stability nor tranquil-
lity. On the contrary, it has aroused tensions and crises
which must now be overcome in the interests of Europe
and Germany.

[. . .]

1970 has seen the return of the German question to
the agenda of European and international politics, in
a partly new form but certainly with greater urgency.
What has been started must now be consistently and
patiently pursued. . . . 

To complicate things even further, since 1970 the
G.D.R. has adopted the terms “socialist state of the
German nation” and “socialist German national state,”
thereby both confirming and denying the continuance
of one German nation. These observations and indica-
tions show how difficult discussions are when the part-



ner wants to have and be two things at the same time.
For whereas the G.D.R., pointing to the “socialist
German national state,” declares that there can be no
“special relations” between the two German states,
the same leadership claims the right to undertake what
it calls “an offensive policy of peaceful coexistence
towards the F.R.G.” With no other state in the world
does the G.D.R. concern itself so thoroughly and so
actively as with the Federal Republic.

And now I would ask: is this not the same intervention
in the affairs of another state, otherwise so eagerly pil-
loried by the leadership of the G.D.R.? And does it not
often go as far as encouraging our citizens to resist the
internal order of their state?

I say this not only for the sake of necessary demarca-
tion. I also want to make it clear that such conduct,
negative though it be, shows a special interest in that
part of the German nation living in the Federal Re-
public. Clearly, there is here an interest of a special
kind and the involuntary documentation of the “spe-
cial relations” otherwise denied. But this special inter-
est is manifested in such a way that it makes the gulf
between the two parts of Germany deeper than be-
tween other states with different ideological and social
structures. Our common national basis leads the gov-
ernment in East Berlin not to playing down but to
exaggerating the antitheses between East and West.

The other side frequently appeals to political realities.
This is why we should now declare with all urgency:
freedom, democracy and social justice are not formal
concepts for us. They are the tasks laid down by our
constitution, by the Basic Law, and they form the in-
alienable foundations of our political and social exis-
tence. We are ready to enter any contest concerned
with more personal freedom and more social justice.

But there is one point on which we are in agreement
with Herr Ulbricht, Chairman of the State Council and
First Secretary, when he speaks of demarcation: nei-
ther ideologically nor socially can there be any mixing
of antitheses nor any minimization of differences of
opinion; this is—unfortunately—specially true of the
two states in Germany, which belong to such different
systems. But even these two states must be able to
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achieve a form of peaceful coexistence in which neither
holds the other in tutelage, but both provide an exam-
ple abroad that even between such different political
and social systems, peaceful cooperation is possible.

Nationhood is a question of consciousness and will.
The polemics of East Berlin against the nation confirm
the existence of this consciousness and will, which have
also been preserved over there to a great extent. Dif-
fering interpretations of this theme need not hinder
efforts for a settled, objective coexistence of the two
German states. However, both sides must respect the
fact that the Four Powers hold and will continue to
hold responsibility for Germany as a whole and for
Berlin. This situation is not an obstacle to the inten-
tions of the Federal Government to reach with the
G.D.R. agreements setting out clear obligations, such
as are normal and necessary between states.

[. . .]

IV.
The division of Germany inherited from the War also
struck hard on some areas this side of the border; what
had been a heartland became a fringe area remote from
the economic centre. Historic, political, cultural and
economic ties were broken.

In accordance with a resolution by the German Bunde-
stag on 2nd July, 1953, successive federal governments
have repeatedly stressed their intentions of giving
priority to this inner-German fringe area. This Govern-
ment has presented the House with the draft of a Bill
aimed at coordinating previous promotional measures
and preferences for the affected areas. It also foresees
considerable improvements in the fields of housing
and social facilities.

A further 80 million DM are to be set aside from the
Federal Budget, whereby future plans will concentrate
not only on economic promotion but also on measures
to improve the infrastructure.

V.
In our efforts to the best of our ability to render the
results of the division of Germany more bearable to all
those affected, I am thinking particularly today of the



large group of our population who lost their old home-
lands 25 years ago as a result of the war.

Nobody should presume to disparage those who still
today suffer pain and sadness over the loss of their
homelands in the East. They bore a heavier burden
than many other Germans. Yet it was their delegates
who, 20 years ago in the Charter of Stuttgart, abjured
hate and sought for settlement with our eastern neigh-
bours. That Charter was a document of humanity and
reason, which turned its gaze to the future and ex-
pressed a clear rejection of the barbaric methods of the
past.

Certain people now want to awaken an impression
among the exiles that a real possibility of return has
been lost through the Treaty we have signed with
Poland, that their real exile dates from now and that a
renunciation of attainable rights has taken place. On
this occasion, I would just like to say the following:

—If today we are willing for the sake of peace to
proceed from the existing borders in Europe, that
is also those in Eastern Europe, and to respect
them, this does not by any means imply a legiti-
mation or silent approval of the eviction of Ger-
mans from these areas that took place in 1945 and
1946. We have not just lost the war today—as we
all know—and there has been plenty of time to
orientate ourselves and obtain information on the
attitude of foreign powers, including our closest
allies.

—We want to break down barriers—and not just
through this Treaty—between the German and
Polish peoples, barriers resulting from a difficult
historical heritage and particularly from the Sec-
ond World War.

—Among the losses of eviction were not just the
bases of material existence; we are concerned with
an area which brought forth great achievements
and contributions to German cultural and intel-
lectual life. The Federal Government will assist
in fostering this cultural heritage.

—As far as material losses are concerned, the Federal
Republic has not even approached full compen-
sation. However, in most cases economic assim-
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ilation has been successful. Personal ability and
skill and also the favourable economic develop-
ment of our Federal Republic have played their
part in this. Nevertheless, I ask our citizens who
have not had to pay for the war with the loss of
their homeland and all its inestimable associations
to give their understanding and help to all those
who still do not feel quite at home here.

—Following the conclusion of the treaty with Po-
land, many families can look forward to receiving
their relations now living there. As you know, the
first small groups are already arriving in the Fed-
eral Republic. Adjustment to life here will at first
not be easy for some of these people. The Fed-
eral Government and the Lander governments
will do everything in their power to help; but we
need the cooperation of everyone to ease the bur-
dens of acclimatization and a new start for these
Germans who are coming to us.

Furthermore, I appeal to all citizens of the Federal
Republic, men and women alike—whatever their ori-
gins, to play their part in seeing that the reconciliation
with the Polish people becomes a lasting reality. The
same applies in our efforts to achieve a settlement with
the peoples of Czechoslovakia and to all reconciliation
and cooperation with the East.

VI.
Our efforts to normalize relations with the East Euro-
pean states and the other part of Germany have led in
past months not only to legitimate differences of opin-
ion on content and form—as they will also be expressed
in this House—but also to very vehement actions on
the part of small groups whose volume has borne and
bears no relation to their numbers. These groups,
which are trying—under the misused and in this case
macabre slogan of “resistance”—to exploit some of the
exiles for their aims, represent neither the policy of our
country nor the will of the people. They consist of a
residue of radical organizations who are constantly try-
ing out new methods of attracting dissatisfied citizens
to their contemptible purposes.

We know what effect such campaigns, set against the
background of history, have on our neighbours and on



our friends in the West. The evil committed under the
Hitler regime has left deep scars, not only in the pub-
lic opinion of neighbouring countries. We may prefer
to dismiss exaggerated reaction in these countries, but
we must try to understand it even if it is not justified
by the facts.

The Federal Government believes that the over-
whelming majority of our population rejects the aims
and methods of the groups just mentioned, all the more
so as many of our citizens still remember how destruc-
tive such forces can be. In any case, recent elections
have clearly demonstrated that our people is not will-
ing to entrust itself to extremists and obvious political
adventurers.

We must defend ourselves energetically against those
—whichever side they may come from—who wish to
make violence or terror an instrument of political con-
frontation. And nationalistic agitation is forbidden
both by bitter experience and the principles of our free
constitution.

VII.
It has been said and written that, in view of events
in Europe, the first year of this new decade is seen by
some people as a kind of “German year.” In the old
Berlin manner, I would ask whether we might not have
it “a size smaller.” In any case, we should not forget that
others have been involved in these efforts. However,
we can say without complacency that in these difficult
efforts to secure peace—and they are still difficult—
the Federal Republic of Germany has not been a silent
partner but a driving force and will continue to be so.
This also applies to Western, especially West European
cooperation with our Eastern neighbours.

Our policy does not suffer from a lack of balance. The
promotion of West European cooperation, the further
development of the Atlantic Alliance and the cultiva-
tion of trusted friendships remain the foundations of
our policy. We stand with both feet firmly in the West-
ern community. Close and indissoluble partnership with
our friends and allies is not only the basis of our com-
mon efforts towards the pacification of Europe, it is of
great value in itself.
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On the other hand we cannot and do not want to rest
content with this, any more than our partners in the
West. In this process, with its ultimate aim of relaxing
tension in Europe, the Federal Republic has taken
over an appointed but independent role. Important as
it is to go hand in hand with our Western partners, it is
just as clear that a number of barriers and obstacles can
only be cleared away by Germans, by ourselves. If we
are to make a fresh start, we ourselves must deal with a
major part of the inheritance of the war begun and lost
by the Third Reich. The overcoming of European ten-
sions is also dependent on our own contribution, espe-
cially with regard to the establishment of a tolerable
contractual relationship between the two states in Ger-
many. This is a task of which nobody can relieve us; we
must tackle it ourselves.

In summing up, I want to affirm that we are proceeding
on the basis of the following facts and expectations:

1. The right to self-determination laid down in the
United Nations Charter must be conceded to the
Germans in the historical process.

2. The German nation remains a reality, even if
divided into differing state and social systems.

3. The policy of the Federal Republic of Germany,
which is pledged to the preservation of peace,
requires a contractual settlement of relations with
the G.D.R. The principles and contractual ele-
ments established in the 20 Points of Kassel re-
main our valid basis for negotiations.

4. The judicial status of Berlin may not be called
in question. In the framework of the rights and
undertakings approved by the Three Powers re-
sponsible, the Federal Republic of Germany will
do its part to ensure that the viability of West
Berlin is better safeguarded than previously.

5. A satisfactory result of the Four Power negotia-
tions on the improvement of the situation in and
around Berlin will enable the Federal Govern-
ment to present the treaty signed in Moscow on
12th August, 1970, to the legislative bodies for
ratification.

6. The same timing and political connection applies
to the decision of the legislative bodies on the



treaty signed in Warsaw on 7th December, 1970,
with the People’s Republic of Poland.

I have tried to report objectively, for I am convinced
that we can only do justice to the state of the nation if
we are capable of conducting the exchange of opinion
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in a manner fitting to the matter in hand and to our
responsibility

Source: Willy Brandt, Peace: Writings and Speeches of the Nobel
Peace Prize Winner 1971 (Bonn, Germany: Verlag Neue
Gesellschaft GmbH, 1971), 114–128.

111. Joint Communiqué of the United States of America and the
People’s Republic of China, 28 February 1972

Introduction
By 1969 the protracted split between the Soviet Union and the communist People’s Republic of China (PRC) had
become so pronounced that serious military clashes between the two occurred on their joint border, at Zhenbao
(Damanski) Island on the Ussuri River. Soviet diplomats responded with inquiries to Richard Nixon, the new U.S.
president, as to his country’s probable reaction should they mount a first strike against Chinese nuclear facilities.
Although these overtures may have been intended more to intimidate the Chinese than as serious inquiries, they
alarmed Chinese leader Mao Zedong and impelled him, despite the ongoing Great Proletarian Cultural Revolu-
tion, to explore the possibility of a rapprochement with the United States, until that time Mainland China’s greatest
ideological and strategic enemy. Nixon and his national security advisor, Henry A. Kissinger, responded positively.
Exploratory visits by Kissinger were followed in February 1972 by a state visit by Nixon, who always considered
the opening of China one of the greatest achievements of his presidency. At this juncture, the two countries did not
resume full diplomatic relations, as the United States still recognized the Republic of China (ROC) on Taiwan, a
stance that did not change until the end of 1978. At the end of Nixon’s trip, during which he met Mao and Premier
Zhou Enlai and visited both Beijing, China’s capital, and Shanghai, its greatest commercial metropolis, the two
countries did, however, issue a communiqué that immediately became one of the key documents governing Sino-
American relations well into the next century. Although Nixon and Kissinger hoped that China would exert pres-
sure on the Democratic Republic of Vietnam (DRV, North Vietnam) to reach an acceptable peace settlement in
ongoing negotiations seeking to end the Vietnam War, China affirmed its support for revolutionary efforts in Viet-
nam, Cambodia, and Laos. Both sides agreed that full diplomatic normalization was their ultimate goal. The major
stumbling block to this was the position of Taiwan, which PRC leaders considered an integral part of China. To
finesse this issue, both the Chinese and the Americans stated their own position on Taiwan. The Chinese declared
that they would not tolerate any moves toward the permanent separation of Taiwan from China, while the United
States “acknowledge[d] that all Chinese on either side of the Taiwan Strait maintain there is but one China and
that Taiwan is a part of China.” U.S. officials also proclaimed their wish that the issue should be settled by peace-
ful means and their eventual intention of withdrawing “all U.S. forces and military installations from Taiwan.” Both
China and the United States also supported increased person-to-person contacts through cultural, scientific, and
educational exchanges and the encouragement of more bilateral trade.

Primary Source
President Richard Nixon of the United States of Amer-
ica visited the People’s Republic of China at the invita-
tion of Premier Chou En-lai of the People’s Republic of
China from February 21 to February 28, 1972. Accom-
panying the President were Mrs. Nixon, U.S. Secre-
tary of State William Rogers, Assistant to the President
Dr. Henry Kissinger, and other American officials.

President Nixon met with Chairman Mao Tse-tung of
the Communist Party of China on February 21. The
two leaders had a serious and frank exchange of views
on Sino-U.S. relations and world affairs.

During the visit, extensive, earnest and frank discus-
sions were held between President Nixon and Premier
Chou En-lai on the normalization of relations between



the United States of America and the People’s Re-
public of China, as well as on other matters of interest
to both sides. In addition, Secretary of State William
Rogers and Foreign Minister Chi Peng-fei held talks
in the same spirit.

President Nixon and his party visited Peking and
viewed cultural, industrial and agricultural sites, and
they also toured Hangchow and Shanghai where, con-
tinuing discussions with Chinese leaders, they viewed
similar places of interest.

The leaders of the People’s Republic of China and the
United States of America found it beneficial to have
this opportunity, after so many years without contact,
to present candidly to one another their views on a
variety of issues. They reviewed the international situ-
ation in which important changes and great upheavals
are taking place and expounded their respective posi-
tions and attitudes.

The U.S. side stated: Peace in Asia and peace in the
world requires efforts both to reduce immediate ten-
sions and to eliminate the basic causes of conflict. The
United States will work for a just and secure peace;
just, because it fulfills the aspirations of peoples and
nations for freedom and progress; secure, because it
removes the danger of foreign aggression. The United
States supports individual freedom and social progress
for all the peoples of the world, free of outside pressure
or intervention. The United States believes that the
effort to reduce tensions is served by improving com-
munication between countries that have different
ideologies so as to lessen the risks of confrontation
through accident, miscalculation or misunderstanding.
Countries should treat each other with mutual respect
and be willing to compete peacefully, letting perform-
ance be the ultimate judge. No country should claim
infallibility and each country should be prepared to re-
examine its own attitudes for the common good. The
United States stressed that the peoples of Indochina
should be allowed to determine their destiny without
outside intervention; its constant primary objective has
been a negotiated solution; the eight-point proposal
put forward by the Republic of Vietnam and the United
States on January 27, 1972 represents a basis for the
attainment of that objective; in the absence of a nego-
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tiated settlement the United States envisages the ulti-
mate withdrawal of all U.S. forces from the region con-
sistent with the aim of self-determination for each
country of Indochina. The United States will maintain
its close ties with and support for the Republic of
Korea; the United States will support efforts of the
Republic of Korea to seek a relaxation of tension and
increased communication in the Korean peninsula.
The United States places the highest value on its
friendly relations with Japan; it will continue to de-
velop the existing close bonds. Consistent with the
United Nations Security Council Resolution of Decem-
ber 21, 1971, the United States favors the continuation
of the ceasefire between India and Pakistan and the
withdrawal of all military forces to within their own
territories and to their own sides of the ceasefire line in
Jammu and Kashmir; the United States supports the
right of the peoples of South Asia to shape their own
future in peace, free of military threat, and without
having the area become the subject of great power
rivalry.

The Chinese side stated: Wherever there is oppres-
sion, there is resistance. Countries want indepen-
dence, nations want liberation and the people want
revolution—this has become the irresistible trend of
history. All nations, big or small, should be equal; big
nations should not bully the small and strong nations
should not bully the weak. China will never be a super-
power and it opposes hegemony and power politics of
any kind. The Chinese side stated that it firmly sup-
ports the struggles of all the oppressed people and
nations for freedom and liberation and that the people
of all countries have the right to choose their social
systems according to their own wishes and the right
to safeguard the independence, sovereignty and terri-
torial integrity of their own countries and oppose for-
eign aggression, interference, control and subversion.
All foreign troops should be withdrawn to their own
countries.

The Chinese side expressed its firm support to the
peoples of Vietnam, Laos and Cambodia in their efforts
for the attainment of their goal and its firm support to
the seven-point proposal of the Provisional Revolu-
tionary Government of the Republic of South Vietnam
and the elaboration of February this year on the two



key problems in the proposal, and to the Joint Decla-
ration of the Summit Conference of the Indochinese
Peoples. It firmly supports the eight-point program for
the peaceful unification of Korea put forward by the
Government of the Democratic People’s Republic of
Korea on April 12, 1971, and the stand for the abolition
of the “U.N. Commission for the Unification and
Rehabilitation of Korea.” It firmly opposes the revival
and outward expansion of Japanese militarism and
firmly supports the Japanese people’s desire to build an
independent, democratic, peaceful and neutral Japan.
It firmly maintains that India and Pakistan should, in
accordance with the United Nations resolutions on the
India-Pakistan question, immediately withdraw all their
forces to their respective territories and to their own
sides of the ceasefire line in Jammu and Kashmir and
firmly supports the Pakistan Government and people
in their struggle to preserve their independence and
sovereignty and the people of Jammu and Kashmir in
their struggle for the right of self-determination.

There are essential differences between China and
the United States in their social systems and foreign
policies. However, the two sides agreed that coun-
tries, regardless of their social systems, should conduct
their relations on the principles of respect for the sov-
ereignty and territorial integrity of all states, non-
aggression against other states, non-interference in
the internal affairs of other states, equality and mutual
benefit, and peaceful coexistence. International dis-
putes should be settled on this basis, without resorting
to the use or threat of force. The United States and the
People’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 efforts by any other
country or group of countries to establish such
hegemony; and
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—neither is prepared to negotiate on behalf of any
third party or to enter into agreements or under-
standings 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 coun-
tries, or for major countries to divide up the world into
spheres of interest.

The two sides reviewed the long-standing serious
disputes between China and the United States. The
Chinese side reaffirmed its position: The Taiwan ques-
tion is the crucial question obstructing the normaliza-
tion of relations between China and the United States;
the Government of the People’s Republic of China is
the sole legal government of China; Taiwan is a
province of China which has long been returned to the
motherland; the liberation of Taiwan is China’s inter-
nal affair in which no other country has the right to
interfere; and all U.S. forces and military installations
must be withdrawn from Taiwan. The Chinese Gov-
ernment firmly opposes any activities which aim at the
creation of “one China, one Taiwan,” “one China, two
governments,” “two Chinas,” and “independent Tai-
wan” or advocate that “the status of Taiwan remains to
be determined.”

The U.S. side declared: The United States acknowl-
edges 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 inter-
est in a peaceful settlement of the Taiwan question by
the Chinese themselves. With this prospect in mind, it
affirms the ultimate objective of the withdrawal of all
U.S. forces and military installations from Taiwan. In
the meantime, it will progressively reduce its forces
and military installations on Taiwan as the tension in
the area diminishes.

[. . .]

Source: “Text of Joint Communiqué, Issued at Shanghai,
February 27,” Department of State Bulletin 66(435) (1972):
435–438.



Primary Source
Section 1. Equality of rights under the law shall not be
denied or abridged by the United States or by any State
on account of sex.

Section 2. The Congress shall have the power to enforce,
by appropriate legislation, the provisions of this article.
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Section 3. This amendment shall take effect two years
after the date of ratification.

Source: U.S. Congress, Congressional Record, 92nd Cong.,
2nd sess., 22 March 1972, p. 9598.

112. Equal Rights Amendment, 1972

Introduction
As American women became more assertive during the 1960s, they demanded constitutional protection for their
right to equal treatment. This was not a new demand. In 1923, an Equal Rights Amendment (ERA) was introduced
in Congress, but although resubmitted every year between then and 1970, it never reached the floor of either house
for a vote. In October 1971 the U.S. House adopted the amendment as Joint Resolution 208, and the Senate fol-
lowed suit in March 1972. To be accepted as an amendment to the Constitution, the measure still required ratifi-
cation within seven years by three-quarters of the state legislatures. When that deadline arrived, only thirty-five of
the necessary thirty-eight states had ratified the amendment, and four had voted to rescind their original ratifica-
tion, a constitutionally dubious procedure. In 1978 the U.S. House voted to extend the deadline by three years, but
no further states ratified during the additional period. The Republican Party withdrew its original support for the
ERA, and conservatives, especially those who argued that the growing absorption of women in the labor force jeop-
ardized the survival of the American family, argued that the amendment’s passage would further enhance the
power of Congress and the federal courts, who would be empowered to enforce it. Other opponents charged that
the amendment would make women eligible for the draft and military service and would remove laws that gave
special protection to women in, for example, heavy industry. The failure to ratify the ERA fundamentally reflected
the rightward shift of the American political climate during the 1970s and 1980s and the associated conservative
backlash against women’s rights.

113. Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty I, 26 May 1972

Introduction
One major objective of President Richard Nixon and Secretary of State Henry Kissinger in seeking détente with
the Soviet Union was to conclude agreements limiting the further growth of nuclear weapons and antiballistic mis-
sile (ABM) systems. At a May 1972 summit meeting in Moscow, Nixon and Soviet leader Leonid Brezhnev signed
two strategic arms limitation treaties, jointly known as SALT I, which took effect the following October. The ABM
Treaty limited antiballistic missile defense sites in each country to two, neither hosting more than one hundred
ABMs. The Interim Agreement froze for five years the number of nuclear warheads each side possessed, giving the
Soviets numerical superiority (2,328 to the American 1,710) in exchange for accepting the American lead in mul-
tiple independent reentry vehicles (MIRVs), the delivery system. SALT I allowed its signatories to upgrade their
nuclear weaponry provided they observed these limits. Although American conservatives regarded them with sus-
picion, these treaties were widely viewed as a diplomatic triumph for Nixon and were the first major arms control
agreements concluded since the beginning of the Cold War. Further warming in Soviet-American relations was
anticipated. Several Soviet-American commercial agreements followed the disarmament accords, providing for
Soviet purchases of $750 million of American grain, largely financed by American credits; various business con-
tracts; maritime understandings; and comprehensive trade agreements settling outstanding Soviet debts to the
United States and promising the Soviets most-favored trading nation status. At a second Nixon-Brezhnev summit,



Primary Source
The United States of America and the Union of So-
viet Socialist Republics, hereinafter 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
international tension and the strengthening of trust
between States,

Taking into account the relationship between strategic
offensive and defensive arms,

Mindful of their obligations under Article VI of the
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons,

Have agreed as follows:

Article I
The Parties undertake not to start construction of addi-
tional fixed land-based intercontinental ballistic mis-
sile (ICBM) launchers after July 1, 1972.

Article II
The Parties undertake not to convert land-based
launchers for light ICBMs, or for ICBMs of older types
deployed prior to 1964, into land-based launchers for
heavy ICBMs of types deployed after that time.

Article III
The Parties undertake to limit submarine-launched
ballistic missile (SLBM) launchers and modern ballis-
tic missile submarines to the numbers operational and
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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 replacement of strategic offensive
ballistic missiles and launchers covered by this Interim
Agreement may be undertaken.

Article V
1.  For the purpose of providing assurance of compli-
ance with the provisions of this Interim Agreement,
each Party shall use national technical means of verifi-
cation at its disposal in a manner consistent with gen-
erally 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 con-
cealment measures which impede verification by
national technical means of compliance with the provi-
sions of this Interim Agreement. This obligation shall
not require changes in current construction, assembly,
conversion, or overhaul practices.

Article VI
To promote the objectives and implementation of the
provisions of this Interim Agreement, the Parties shall
use the Standing Consultative Commission established
under Article XIII of the Treaty on the Limitation of

held in Washington in June 1973, the two leaders signed the Agreement on Prevention of Nuclear War, binding
them to consult whenever international crises that might precipitate nuclear war between them or with other states
arose and to act “in such a manner as to help prevent the development of situations capable of causing a dangerous
exacerbation of their relations.” They also concluded four executive agreements on oceanography, transport, agri-
cultural research, and cultural exchange and issued a declaration of principles intended to accelerate talks at
Geneva designed to produce a second and permanent nuclear arms limitation agreement (SALT II). Airline serv-
ices were expanded, and trade missions were established. The SALT agreements seemed a triumph for Nixon-
Kissinger triangular diplomacy, promising further progress in the direction of Soviet-American détente, but in
practice they marked its high tide.



Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems in accordance with the
provisions of that Article.

Article VII
The Parties undertake to continue active negotiations
for limitations on strategic offensive arms. The obliga-
tions provided for in this Interim Agreement shall not
prejudice the scope or terms of the limitations on strate-
gic 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 agree-
ment on more complete measures limiting strategic
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offensive arms. It is the objective of the Parties to
conduct active follow-on negotiations with the aim of
concluding such an agreement as soon as possible.

3. Each Party shall, in exercising its national sover-
eignty, have the right to withdraw from this Interim
Agreement if it decides that extraordinary events re-
lated to the subject matter of this Interim Agreement
have jeopardized its supreme interests. It shall give
notice of its decision to the other Party six months
prior to withdrawal from this Interim Agreement. Such
notice shall include a statement of the extraordinary
events the notifying Party regards as having jeopard-
ized its supreme interests.

[. . .]

Source: “Interim Agreement between the United States of
America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on
Certain Measures with Respect to the Limitation of Strate-
gic Offensive Arms,” 26 May 1972, U.S. State Department,
http://www.state.gov/t/ac/trt/4795.htm.

114. Salvador Allende: Speech to the United Nations,
4 December 1972

Introduction
Despite repeated attempts by the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) to sabotage his chances, in 1970 Salvador
Allende Gossens, leader of the Popular Unity coalition, was elected president of Chile. The socialist Allende was
an outspoken Marxist and a strong critic of capitalism. Several major American corporations, including ITT and the
Anaconda and Kennecott copper companies, feared that once Allende was in power, he would expropriate their
holdings. U.S. President Richard Nixon and his secretary of state, Henry Kissinger, immediately decided to do all
they could to destabilize Allende’s government, with the aim of bringing about his overthrow. Even before Allende
was sworn in, Nixon and Kissinger unsuccessfully attempted to persuade the Chilean military to block his taking
office. Unbeknownst to Allende, the Soviet Komitet Gosudarstvennoi Bezopasnosti (KGB) had provided several
hundreds of thousands of dollars in funding for Allende’s campaign as the United States had done for his oppo-
nents, an indication of the manner in which both superpowers competed for influence in developing nations.
Allende began to implement sweeping social reforms in health care, education, and agriculture, and he also nation-
alized major industries, including copper and banking. His government announced its intention of seizing all land-
holdings larger than eighty hectares and of providing employment on public works projects for all who needed it.
Facing economic difficulties, Chile proclaimed a moratorium on payments on foreign debts and therefore went into
default to international creditors and other governments. In 1971 Allende recognized President Fidel Castro’s com-
munist regime in Cuba, making Chile the only nation in the Western Hemisphere except Mexico to have diplo-
matic relations with that government, and welcomed Castro on a month-long visit to Chile, during which Castro
held mass rallies and ostentatiously proffered copious advice to Allende. Allende also established close relations
with Soviet bloc countries in Eastern Europe. Negative growth rates, government budgetary deficits, declining for-
eign reserves, falling commodity prices (especially in copper), and high inflation caused social unrest and a wave of



Primary Source
I come from Chile, a small country but one where today
any citizen is free to express himself as he so desires. A
country of unlimited cultural, religious and ideological
tolerance and where there is no room for racial dis-
crimination. A country with its working class united
in a single trade union organization, where universal
and secret suffrage is the vehicle of determination of
a multiparty regime, with a Parliament that has been
operating constantly since it was created 160 years ago;
where the courts of justice are independent of the
executive and where the constitution has only been
changed once since 1833, and has almost always been
in effect. A country where public life is organized in
civilian institutions and where the armed forces are of
a proven professional background and deep democratic
spirit. A country with a population of almost 10,000,000
people that in one generation has had two first-place
Nobel Prize winners in literature, Gabriela Mistral and
Pablo Neruda, both children of simple workers. In my
country, history, land and man are united in a great
national feeling.

But Chile is also a country whose retarded economy
has been subjected and even alienated to foreign cap-
italist firms, resulting in a foreign debt of more than
US$4,000 million whose yearly services represent more
than 30 per cent of the value of the country’s exports;
whose economy is extremely sensitive to the external
situation, suffering from chronic stagnation and infla-
tion; and where millions of people have been forced to
live amidst conditions of exploitation and misery, of
open or concealed unemployment.
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Today I have come because my country is confronting
problems of universal significance that are the object
of the permanent attention of this assembly of nations:
the struggle for social liberation, the effort for well-
being and intellectual progress and the defence of
national identity and dignity.

The outlook which faced my country, just like many
other countries of the Third World, was a model of
reflex modernization, which, as technical studies and
the most tragic realities demonstrate, excludes from
the possibilities of progress, well being and social lib-
eration more and more millions of people, destining
them to a subhuman life. It is a model that will pro-
duce a greater shortage of housing, that will condemn
an ever-greater number of citizens to unemployment,
illiteracy, ignorance and physiological misery.

In short, the same perspective that has kept us in a re-
lationship of colonization or dependency and exploita-
tion in times of cold war, has also operated in times
of military conflict or in times of peace. There is an
attempt to condemn us, the underdeveloped countries,
to being second-class realities, always subordinated.

This is the model that the Chilean working class,
coming on the scene as protagonist of its own destiny,
has decided to reject, searching in turn for a speedy,
autonomous development of its own, and transforming
the traditional structures in a revolutionary manner.

[. . .]

confrontational strikes and protests, many by small businessmen. The Nixon administration blocked all loans or
aid to Allende’s government by multilateral or U.S. agencies. Facing growing crises at home, in December 1972
Allende attended the United Nations (UN) assembly in New York, where he defended his actions and complained
fiercely that American policies toward Chile and other Latin American and developing nations were imperialist and
exploitative in nature. His accusations had no impact in terms of changing the Nixon administration’s attitude. In
September 1973 the Chilean military, strongly encouraged by CIA operations and other Nixon administration offi-
cials, mounted a coup led by General Augusto Pinochet, commander of the army, against Allende. Besieged in the
presidential palace, Allende apparently committed suicide, using a gun that had been a gift from Castro, but for
many years his admirers believed he had not committed suicide. For many on the Left, the overthrow and death of
Allende made him an iconic figure who combined socialist beliefs with a commitment to democracy. The human
rights abuses toward political opponents—at least 3,000 Chileans were killed and another 27,000 subjected to arbi-
trary imprisonment or torture—that characterized Pinochet’s authoritarian military government, which remained in
power until 1990, also helped to burnish his posthumous reputation.



The Revolutionary Path that Chile is Following
The change in the power structure that we are carrying
out, the progressive leadership role of the workers in it,
the national recovery of basic riches, the liberation of
our country from subordination to foreign powers, are
all crowning points of a long historical process; of ef-
forts to impose political and social freedoms, of heroic
struggle of several generations of workers and farmers
to organize themselves as a social force to obtain polit-
ical power and drive the capitalists from economic
power.

Its tradition, personality and revolutionary awareness
make it possible for the Chilean people to give a boost
to the process towards socialism, strengthening civic
liberties, collective and individual, and respecting
cultural and ideological pluralism. Ours is a permanent
battle to install social freedoms and economic demo-
cracy through full exercise of political freedoms.

The democratic will of our people has taken upon
itself the challenge of giving a boost to the revolution-
ary process in the framework of a highly institutional-
ized state of law, that has been flexible to changes and
is today faced by the need to adjust to the new socio-
economic reality.

We have nationalized basic riches, we have national-
ized copper, we have done so by a unanimous decision
of Parliament, where the government parties are in a
minority. We want everyone to clearly understand that
we have not confiscated the large foreign copper min-
ing firms. In keeping with constitutional provisions,
we have righted a historic injustice by deducting from
the compensation all profits above 12 per cent a year
that they had made since 1955.

Some of the nationalized firms had made such huge
profits in the last 15 years that when 12 per cent a year
was applied as the limit of reasonable profits, they
were affected by important deductions. Such is the
case, for example, of a branch of the Anaconda Com-
pany, which made profits in Chile of 21.5 per cent a
year over its book value between 1955 and 1970, while
Anaconda’s profits in other countries were only 3.6 per
cent a year. That is the situation of a branch of the Ken-
necott Copper Corporation, which in the same period
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of time, made an average of 52.8 per cent profits a year
in Chile—and in some years it made really incredible
profits like 106 per cent in 1967, 113 per cent in 1968
and more than 205 per cent in 1969. In the same period
of time, Kennecott was making less than 10 per cent a
year in profits in other countries. However, the appli-
cation of the constitutional norm has kept other copper
firms from suffering deductions because their profits did
not exceed the reasonable limit of 12 per cent a year.

[. . .]

The nationalization of copper has been carried out
while strictly observing internal judicial order and with
respect for the norms of international law, which there
is no reason to identify with the interests of the big
capitalist firms.

In short, this is the process my country is going through,
and I feel it is useful to present it to this assembly, with
the authority given to us by the fact that we are strictly
fulfilling the recommendations of the United Nations
and relying on internal efforts as the base for economic
and social development. Here, in this forum, the change
of institutions and backward structures has been ad-
vised, along with the redistribution of income, priority
for education and health and care for the poorest sec-
tors. All this is a[n] essential part of our policy and it is
in the process of being carried out.

The Financial Blockade
That is why it is even more painful to have to come
here to this rostrum to proclaim the fact that my coun-
try is the victim of grave aggression.

We had foreseen problems and foreign resistance to
our carrying out our process of changes, especially in
view of our nationalization of natural resources. Impe-
rialism and its cruelty have a long and ominous history
in Latin America and the dramatic and heroic experi-
ence of Cuba is still fresh. The same is the case with
Peru, which has had to suffer the consequences of its
decision to exercise sovereign control over its oil.

In the decade of the 70s, after so many agreements and
resolutions of the international community, in which
the sovereign right of every state to control its natural



resources for the benefit of its people is recognized,
after the adoption of international agreements on eco-
nomic, social and cultural rights and the strategy of
the second decade of development, which formalized
those agreements, we are the victims of a new expres-
sion of imperialism—more subtle, more sneaky, and
terribly effective—to block the exercise of our rights as
a sovereign state.

From the very moment of our election victory on
4 September 1970, we were affected by the develop-
ment of large-scale foreign pressures, aimed at block-
ing the inauguration of a government freely elected by
the people and then overthrowing it. There have been
efforts to isolate us from the world, strangle the econ-
omy and paralyze the sale of copper, our main export
product, and keep us from access to sources of inter-
national financing.

We realize that when we denounce the financial-
economic blockade with which we were attacked, it is
hard for international public opinion and even for
many of our compatriots to easily understand the situ-
ation because it is not open aggression, publicly pro-
claimed before the whole world. Quite the contrary, it
is a sneaky and double-crossing attack, which is just as
damaging to Chile.

We find ourselves opposed by forces that operate in
the shadows, without a flag, with powerful weapons that
are placed in a wide range of influential positions.

[. . .]

Chile, like most of the nations of the Third World, is
very vulnerable to the situation of the external sector
of its economy. In the last 12 months, the decline in
the international price of copper has represented a loss
of about US$200 million in income for a nation whose
exports total a bit more than US$1,000 million, while
the products, both industrial and agricultural, that we
must import are much more expensive now, in some
cases as much as 60 per cent.

As is almost always the case, Chile buys at high prices
and sells at low prices.
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It has been at these moments, in themselves difficult
for our balance of payments, that we have had to face,
among others, the following simultaneous actions,
apparently designed to take revenge on the Chilean
people for their decision to nationalize copper.

Until the moment my Government took office, every
year Chile received almost US$80 million in loans from
international financial organizations such as the World
Bank and the Inter-American Development Bank. This
financing has been violently interrupted.

In the past decade, Chile received loans from the
Agency for International Development of the Govern-
ment of the United States (AID) totaling US$50 mil-
lion a year.

We are not asking for those loans to be reinstated. The
United States has the sovereign right to grant or not
to grant foreign aid to any country. All we want to
point out is that the drastic elimination of those cred-
its has resulted in important restrictions in our balance
of payments.

Upon taking office as President, my country had short-
term credit lines from private US banks, destined to
finance our foreign trade, that amounted to US$220
million. In a short period of time those credits were sus-
pended and about US$190 million have been deducted,
a sum we had to pay, since the respective operations
were not renewed.

[. . .]

As a result of the operations directed against the sale of
copper in the nations of Western Europe, our short-
term operations with private banks on that continent,
mainly based on payment of that metal, have been
greatly blocked. This has resulted in more than US$20
million in credit lines not being renewed, the suspen-
sion of financial negotiations for more than US$200
million that were almost complete, and the creation of
a climate that blocks the normal handling of our pur-
chases in those countries and acutely distorts all our
activities in the field of external financing.



This financial stranglehold of a brutal nature, given the
characteristics of the Chilean economy, has resulted
in a severe limitation of our possibilities to purchase
equipment, spare parts, supplies, food and medicine.
Every Chilean is suffering the consequences of those
measures, which bring suffering and grief into the daily
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life of all and, naturally, make themselves felt in inter-
nal political life.

Source: Salvador Allende, “Speech to the United Nations,
December 4, 1972,” RRojas Databank: The Robinson
Rojas Archive, http://www.rrojasdatabank.org/foh12.htm.

115. Agreement on Ending the War and Restoring Peace in Vietnam
(Paris Peace Accords), 27 January 1973

Introduction
The Paris Peace Accords, which permitted the withdrawal by the end of March 1973 of all remaining United States
forces and supposedly ended hostilities in Vietnam, were the product of almost five years of tortuous negotiations
between the United States and representatives of the governments of the Democratic Republic of Vietnam (DRV,
North Vietnam) and the Republic of Vietnam (ROV, South Vietnam) and the National Liberation Front (NLF, Viet
Cong). Under their terms, NLF and North Vietnamese military personnel, including regular troops and guerrillas,
were left in place rather than withdrawn. North Vietnam opened an embassy in Saigon, the southern capital, but no
such arrangements were made for South Vietnam to do likewise in Hanoi. President Nguyen Van Thieu, head of
the South Vietnamese government, was extremely reluctant to sign the accords and accepted these terms only
because U.S. Secretary of State Henry Kissinger, who headed the American negotiating team, warned him that the
United States would sign the agreement if Thieu did not sign. After eight years of major warfare in Vietnam, U.S.
officials were under heavy domestic political pressure to withdraw, no matter what the consequences. The Paris
Peace Accords provided for the speedy return of all U.S. prisoners of war, another significant American priority.
Even at the time, many observers believed that the accords marked only a temporary truce in the war and that
North Vietnamese leaders intended to resume it after a “decent interval” that would allow the United States to
claim that it had not deserted an ally. Although American assistance after the accords had been signed was
restricted to merely replacing existing stocks, President Richard Nixon promised Thieu massive economic and mil-
itary aid if North Vietnam reopened hostilities or broke the accords. In practice, the war in Vietnam had become so
unpopular that the U.S. Congress was unlikely to fulfill any such pledges. The two chief negotiators, Kissinger and
North Vietnam’s Le Duc Tho, were jointly awarded the 1973 Nobel Peace Prize, an honor that Tho refused to
accept on the grounds that these accords did not represent a genuine peace. After the accords had been concluded,
communist China and the Soviet Union continued to send large quantities of military supplies to North Vietnam.
In December 1974 North Vietnam launched a new military offensive. On 30 April 1975 the South Vietnamese gov-
ernment surrendered, and Vietnam was finally united. Until 1995, however, successive U.S. presidential admin-
istrations refused to open either diplomatic or trade relations with the government of the Socialist Republic of
Vietnam (SRV).

Primary Source
The Parties participating in the Paris Conference on
Viet-Nam,

With a view to ending the war and restoring peace in
Viet-Nam on the basis of respect for the Vietnamese

people’s fundamental national rights and the South
Vietnamese people’s right to self-determination, and
to contributing to the consolidation of peace in Asia
and the world,

Have agreed on the following provisions and under-
take to respect and to implement them:



Chapter I

The Vietnamese People’s Fundamental National

Rights

Article 1
The United States and all other countries respect the
independence, sovereignty, unity, and territorial in-
tegrity of Viet-Nam as recognized by the 1954 Geneva
Agreements on Viet-Nam.

Chapter II

Cessation of Hostilities—Withdrawal of Troops

Article 2
A cease-fire shall be observed throughout South Viet-
Nam as of 2400 hours G.M.T., on January 27, 1973.

At the same hour, the United States will stop all its
military activities against the territory of the Demo-
cratic Republic of Viet-Nam by ground, air and naval
forces, wherever they may be based, and end the min-
ing of the territorial waters, ports, harbors, and water-
ways of the Democratic Republic of Viet-Nam. The
United States will remove, permanently deactivate or
destroy all the mines in the territorial waters, ports,
harbors, and waterways of North Viet-Nam 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 ensure a lasting and stable peace.

As soon as the cease-fire goes into effect:

(a) The United States forces and those of the other
foreign countries allied with the United States and the
Republic of Viet-Nam shall remain in-place pending
the implementation of the plan of troop withdrawal.
The Four-Party Joint Military Commission described
in Article 16 shall determine the modalities.

(b) The armed forces of the two South Vietnamese
parties shall remain in-place. The Two-Party Joint
Military Commission described in Article 17 shall
determine the areas controlled by each party and the
modalities of stationing.

2666 115. Agreement on Ending the War and Restoring Peace in Vietnam (Paris Peace Accords)

(c) The regular forces of all services and arms and the
irregular forces of the parties in South Viet-Nam shall
stop all offensive activities against each other and shall
strictly abide by the following stipulations:

—All acts of force on the ground, in the air, and on
the sea shall be prohibited;

—All hostile acts, terrorism and reprisals by both
sides will be banned.

Article 4
The United States will not continue its military in-
volvement or intervene in the internal affairs of South
Viet-Nam.

Article 5
Within sixty days of the signing of this Agreement,
there will be a total withdrawal from South Viet-Nam
of troops, military advisers, and military personnel,
including technical military personnel and military
personnel associated with the pacification program,
armaments, munitions, and war material of the United
States and those of the other foreign countries men-
tioned in Article 3 (a). Advisers from the above-
mentioned countries to all paramilitary organizations
and the police force will also be withdrawn within the
same period of time.

Article 6
The dismantlement of all military bases in South Viet-
Nam of the United States and of the other foreign
countries mentioned in Article 3 (a) shall be completed
within sixty days of the signing of this agreement.

Article 7
From the enforcement of the cease-fire to the for-
mation of the government provided for in Article 9 (b)
and 14 of this Agreement, the two South Vietnamese
parties shall not accept the introduction of troops, mil-
itary advisers, and military personnel including tech-
nical military personnel, armaments, munitions, and
war material into South Viet-Nam.

The two South Vietnamese parties shall be permitted
to make periodic replacement of armaments, muni-
tions and war material which have been destroyed,
damaged, worn out or used up after the cease-fire, on



the basis of piece-for-piece, of the same characteristics
and properties, under the supervision of the Joint Mil-
itary Commission of the two South Vietnamese parties
and of the International Commission of Control and
Supervision.

Chapter III

The Return of Captured Military Personnel and

Foreign Civilians, and Captured and Detained

Vietnamese Civilian Personnel

Article 8
(a) The return of captured military personnel and for-
eign civilians of the parties shall be carried out simul-
taneously with and completed not later than the same
day as the troop withdrawal mentioned in Article 5.
The parties shall exchange complete lists of the above-
mentioned captured military personnel and foreign
civilians on the day of the signing of this Agreement.

(b) The parties shall help each other to get information
about those military personnel and foreign civilians of
the parties missing in action, to determine the location
and take care of the graves of the dead so as to facilitate
the exhumation and repatriation of the remains, and to
take any such other measures as may be required to
get information about those still considered missing
in action.

(c) The question of the return of Vietnamese civilian
personnel captured and detained in South Viet-Nam
will be resolved by the two South Vietnamese parties
on the basis of the principles of Article 21 (b) of the
Agreement on the Cessation of Hostilities in Viet-
Nam of July 20, 1954. The two South Vietnamese par-
ties will do so in a spirit of national reconciliation and
concord, with a view to ending hatred and enmity, in
order to ease suffering and to reunite families. The
two South Vietnamese parties will do their utmost to
resolve this question within ninety days after the cease-
fire comes into effect.

Chapter IV

The Exercise of the South Vietnamese People’s

Right to Self-Determination

Article 9
The Government of the United States of America and
the Government of the Democratic Republic of Viet-
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Nam undertake to respect the following principles for
the exercise of the South Vietnamese people’s right to
self-determination:

(a) The South Vietnamese people’s right to self-deter-
mination is sacred, inalienable, and shall be respected
by all countries.

(b) The South Vietnamese people shall decide them-
selves the political future of South Viet-Nam through
genuinely free and democratic general elections under
international supervision.

(c) Foreign countries shall not impose any political ten-
dency or personality on the South Vietnamese people.

Article 10
The two South Vietnamese parties undertake to respect
the cease-fire and maintain peace in South Viet-Nam,
settle all matters of contention through negotiations,
and avoid all armed conflict.

Article 11
Immediately after the cease-fire, the two South Viet-
namese parties will:

—achieve national reconciliation and concord, end
hatred and enmity, prohibit all acts of reprisal and
discrimination against individuals or organizations
that have collaborated with one side or the other;

—ensure the democratic liberties of the people:
personal freedom, freedom of speech, freedom of
the press, freedom of meeting, freedom of organ-
ization, freedom of political activities, freedom of
belief, freedom of movement, freedom of resi-
dence, freedom of work, right to property owner-
ship, and right to free enterprise.

Article 12
(a) Immediately after the cease-fire, the two South
Vietnamese parties shall hold consultations in a spirit
of national reconciliation and concord, mutual re-
spect, and mutual non-elimination to set up a National
Council of National Reconciliation and Concord of
three equal segments. The Council shall operate on
the principle of unanimity. After the National Council
of National Reconciliation and Concord has assumed



its functions, the two South Vietnamese parties will
consult about the formation of councils at lower levels.
The two South Vietnamese parties shall sign an agree-
ment on the internal matters of South Viet-Nam as
soon as possible and do their utmost to accomplish this
within ninety days after the cease-fire comes into
effect, in keeping with the South Vietnamese people’s
aspirations for peace, independence and democracy.

(b) The National Council of National Reconciliation
and Concord shall have the task of promoting the two
South Vietnamese parties’ implementation of this
Agreement, achievement of national reconciliation and
concord and ensurance of democratic liberties. The
National Council of National Reconciliation and Con-
cord will organize the free and democratic general
elections provided for in Article 9 (b) and decide the
procedures and modalities of these general elections.
The institutions for which the general elections are to
be held will be agreed upon through consultations be-
tween the two South Vietnamese parties. The National
Council of National Reconciliation and Concord will
also decide the procedures and modalities of such local
elections as the two South Vietnamese parties agree
upon.

Article 13
The question of Vietnamese armed forces in South
Viet-Nam shall be settled by the two South Viet-
namese parties in a spirit of national reconciliation and
concord, equality and mutual respect, without foreign
interference, in accordance with the postwar situation.
Among the questions to be discussed by the two South
Vietnamese parties are steps to reduce their military
effectives and to demobilize the troops being reduced.
The two South Vietnamese parties will accomplish
this as soon as possible.

Article 14
South Viet-Nam will pursue a foreign policy of peace
and independence. It will be prepared to establish
relations with all countries irrespective of their politi-
cal and social systems on the basis of mutual respect
for independence and sovereignty and accept eco-
nomic and technical aid from any country with no
political conditions attached. The acceptance of mili-
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tary aid by South Viet-Nam in the future shall come
under the authority of the government set up after the
general elections in South Viet-Nam provided for in
Article 9 (b).

Chapter V

The Reunification of Viet-Nam and the

Relationship between North and South 

Viet-Nam

Article 15
The reunification of Viet-Nam shall be carried out step
by step through peaceful means on the basis of dis-
cussions 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
Viet-Nam.

Pending reunification:

(a) The military demarcation line between the two
zones at the 17th parallel is only provisional and not a
political or territorial boundary, as provided for in para-
graph 6 of the Final Declaration of the 1954 Geneva
Conference.

(b) North and South Viet-Nam shall respect the De-
militarized Zone on either side of the Provisional Mil-
itary Demarcation Line.

(c) North and South Viet-Nam shall promptly start
negotiations with a view to reestablishing normal rela-
tions in various fields. Among the questions to be nego-
tiated are the modalities of civilian movement across
the Provisional Military Demarcation Line.

(d) North and South Viet-Nam shall not join any mili-
tary alliance or military bloc and shall not allow for-
eign powers to maintain military bases, troops, military
advisers, and military personnel on their respective
territories, as stipulated in the 1954 Geneva Agree-
ments on Viet-Nam.

Source: “Agreement on Ending the War and Restoring
Peace in Vietnam,” 27 January 1973, United States Treaties
and Other International Agreements 24(1): 4–23.



Primary Source
Concerning the War Powers of Congress and the
President.

Resolved by the Senate and the House of Representatives of
the United States of America in Congress assembled,

Short Title
Section 1. This joint resolution may be cited as the
“War Powers Resolution”.

Purpose and Policy
Sec. 2. (a) It is the purpose of this joint resolution to
fulfill the intent of the framers of the Constitution of
the United States and insure that the collective judge-
ment of both the Congress and the President will
apply to the introduction of United States Armed
Forces into hostilities, or into situations where immi-
nent involvement in hostilities is clearly indicated by
the circumstances, and to the continued use of such
forces in hostilities or in such situations.

(b) Under article I, section 8, of the Constitution, it is
specifically provided that the Congress shall have the
power to make all laws necessary and proper for carry-
ing into execution, not only its own powers but also all
other powers vested by the Constitution in the Gov-
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ernment of the United States, or in any department or
officer thereof.

(c) The constitutional powers of the President as
Commander-in-Chief to introduce United States Armed
Forces into hostilities, or into situations where immi-
nent involvement in hostilities is clearly indicated by
the circumstances, are exercised only pursuant to (1) a
declaration of war, (2) specific statutory authorization,
or (3) a national emergency created by attack upon the
United States, its territories or possessions, or its armed
forces.

Consultation
Sec. 3. The President in every possible instance shall
consult with Congress before introducing United States
Armed Forces into hostilities or into situations where
imminent involvement in hostilities is clearly indi-
cated by the circumstances, and after every such intro-
duction shall consult regularly with the Congress until
United States Armed Forces are no longer engaged in
hostilities or have been removed from such situations.

Reporting
Sec. 4. (a) In the absence of a declaration of war, in
any case in which United States Armed Forces are
introduced—
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Introduction
In the aftermath of the Vietnam War, many American senators and congressmen resented the way in which Presi-
dent Lyndon B. Johnson, after the passage of the August 1964 Tonkin Gulf Resolution authorizing him to take such
measures as he considered appropriate to deal with the situation in Vietnam, had sought no further congressional
authorization before committing more than 500,000 military personnel to that country. Congress also resented the
way in which Johnson’s successor, Richard Nixon, had felt free to expand the war beyond Vietnam, launching
heavy bombing raids on both Laos and Cambodia and even sending American forces to invade the latter country
for two months in May and June 1970. In November 1973 Congress passed a joint resolution under whose terms
the president was required to consult with Congress before beginning hostilities with another country and at regu-
lar intervals during the course of such hostilities. Unless Congress voted either to declare war or to approve the use
of U.S. forces in a hostile situation, the president was required to withdraw all military personnel within sixty days,
with at most an additional thirty days should circumstances make such an extension unavoidable. President Nixon
vetoed the resolution, but Congress found the two-thirds majority necessary to pass it. Successive presidents stated
that they considered it unconstitutional but nonetheless observed its provisions, and by the early twenty-first cen-
tury, presidents had submitted 118 reports to Congress in connection with the War Powers Act. The occasions on
which it was invoked included U.S. participation in United Nations (UN) peacekeeping missions as well as before
the interventions in Grenada and Panama and prior to the Persian Gulf War of 1991.



(1) into hostilities or into situations where imminent
involvement in hostilities is clearly indicated by the
circumstances;

(2) into the territory, airspace or waters of a foreign
nation, while equipped for combat, except for deploy-
ments which relate solely to supply, replacement, repair,
or training of such forces; or

(3) in numbers which substantially enlarge United
States Armed Forces equipped for combat already
located in a foreign nation; the president shall submit
within 48 hours to the Speaker of the House of Repre-
sentatives and to the President pro tempore of the
Senate a report, in writing, setting forth—

(A) the circumstances necessitating the introduction of
United States Armed Forces;

(B) the constitutional and legislative authority under
which such introduction took place; and

(C) the estimated scope and duration of the hostilities
or involvement.

(b) The President shall provide such other information
as the Congress may request in the fulfillment of its
constitutional responsibilities with respect to commit-
ting the Nation to war and to the use of United States
Armed Forces abroad.

(c) Whenever United States Armed Forces are intro-
duced into hostilities or into any situation described
in subsection (a) of this section, the President shall,
so long as such armed forces continue to be engaged
in such hostilities or situation, report to the Congress
periodically on the status of such hostilities or situation
as well as on the scope and duration of such hostilities
or situation, but in no event shall he report to the Con-
gress less often than once every six months.

Congressional Action
Sec. 5. (a) Each report submitted pursuant to section
4(a)(1) shall be transmitted to the Speaker of the
House of Representatives and to the President pro
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tempore of the Senate on the same calendar day. Each
report so transmitted shall be referred to the Commit-
tee on Foreign Affairs of the House of Representatives
and to the Committee on Foreign Relations of the
Senate for appropriate action. If, when the report is
transmitted, the Congress has adjourned sine die or
has adjourned for any period in excess of three calen-
dar days, the Speaker of the House of Representatives
and the President pro tempore of the Senate, if they
deem it advisable (or if petitioned by at least 30 per-
cent of the membership of their respective Houses)
shall jointly request the President to convene Con-
gress in order that it may consider the report and take
appropriate action pursuant to this section.

(b) Within sixty calendar days after a report is sub-
mitted or is required to be submitted pursuant to sec-
tion 4(a)(1), whichever is earlier, the President shall
terminate any use of United States Armed Forces with
respect to which such report was submitted (or re-
quired to be submitted), unless the Congress (1) has
declared war or has enacted a specific authorization
for such use of United States Armed Forces, (2) has
extended by law such sixty-day period, or (3) is physi-
cally unable to meet as a result of an armed attack
upon the United States. Such sixty-day period shall be
extended for not more than an additional thirty days if
the President determines and certifies to the Congress
in writing that unavoidable military necessity respect-
ing the safety of United States Armed Forces requires
the continued use of such armed forces in the course of
bringing about a prompt removal of such forces.

(c) Notwithstanding subsection (b), at any time that
United States Armed Forces are engaged in hostilities
outside the territory of the United States, its posses-
sions and territories without a declaration of war or
specific statutory authorization, such forces shall be
removed by the President if the Congress so directs by
concurrent resolution.

[. . .]

Source: War Powers Resolution, Public Law 93-148, 93rd
Cong., 1st sess. (November 7, 1973).



Primary Source
[. . .]

14. On March 11, 1974, the Government Junta an-
nounced the ideological basis of its governance, which
was contained in the “Declaration of Principles of the
Government of Chile”. This document is of particular
importance as regards both the diagnosis of the situa-
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tion that caused the intervention of the Armed and
Security Forces and the objectives, which the Govern-
ment intends to achieve. This document also refers to
human rights, in general, and the exercise of political
rights, in particular.

15. With respect to the “legal order respectful of human
rights: the framework for the present Government”

117. Declaration of Principles of the Government of Chile, 11 March
1974, As Excerpted in the Report on the Situation of Human Rights

in Chile, 9 September 1985

Introduction
The military government that took power in Chile in September 1974 by means of a violent coup, in the course of
which the leftist President Salvador Allende Gossens committed suicide, justified its action on the grounds that the
country had faced a serious internal communist threat from his government. The new regime received appreciable
support and aid from the United States. Before restoring any kind of democratic government, the new regime,
headed by army commander General Augusto Pinochet, was determined to eradicate all radical dissent. Until that was
accomplished, military rule would remain in force. As was often the case when anticommunist military governments
came to power during the Cold War, the junta’s proclaimed objective of a return to normally functioning political
institutions was to be long deferred. In March 1974 the Chilean government made a public declaration of the prin-
ciples on which it intended to run Chile. The “right to dissent” was supposedly recognized, but Marxist political
groups were banned. The junta set no time limit to its retention of power, proclaiming its intention to “initiate a
new stage in the national destiny” and eventually to hand over power to “new generations of Chileans trained in a
school of healthy civic habits.” Trade unions and other associations, “whether labor, business, professional, or stu-
dent bodies,” were to be banned from all political activity. Five years later, in December 1979, President Pinochet
made a speech in which he stated that “democracy” and “universal suffrage” were not ends in themselves but
merely the means of attaining efficient and harmonious government. Proclaiming his belief in strong presidential
leadership, he warned of the continuing danger from “Soviet imperialism” and “Marxism” and said that the coun-
try was “not yet ready” for elections. The Pinochet government quickly reversed Allende’s past recognition of the
Marxist regime in Cuba and collaborated intimately with several other Latin American military dictatorships in
Bolivia, Brazil, Paraguay, Uruguay, and Argentina in Operation CONDOR, a coordinated program to eliminate commu-
nists and radicals in all six states. A new Chilean constitution promulgated in 1980 provided for a plebiscite on the
president in 1988, essentially a vote on whether or not the electorate approved of the incumbent’s performance. If
he lost, multiparty presidential elections would follow in 1989, to be followed by a return to civilian rule. For fifteen
years, Pinochet followed policies of free market economic reform. Human rights abuses were frequent: 27,000 of the
regime’s political opponents were imprisoned and often tortured, and another 3,000 were killed. Pinochet lost the
1988 plebiscite, and in 1990 he handed over the presidency to Patricio Aylwin, a democratically elected successor,
but remained military commander in chief until 1998. At that time he moved to a lifetime seat in the Chilean senate,
still retaining substantial political influence. After a dramatic incident when Pinochet was arrested on human rights
charges while in London in October 1998 but was eventually declared mentally unfit to stand trial, he returned to
Chile in 2002, resigning his senate seat soon afterward. In subsequent years the Chilean courts stripped Pinochet
of his senatorial immunity, arraigning him on charges of major human rights abuses and serious financial corruption.
His death in December 2006 in Santiago, the Chilean capital, where he was under house arrest, prompted violent
clashes in several cities between demonstrators celebrating Pinochet’s demise and supporters of the former dictator.



the Declaration of Principles of the Government states
that:

Chile has always lived within a legal framework. The
majesty of the law invariably has been present in our
social development. But, in addition, that legal frame-
work has always been a reflection of the deep respect
Chileans feel for the spiritual dignity of the human
person and, consequently, for his fundamental rights.
It is in that respect for human rights rather than in its
tradition of popular generation and constitutional suc-
cession of governments in which the essence of Chilean
democracy is to be found.

Another important characteristic of our juridical tradi-
tion has been respect for freedom of conscience and
the right to dissent. These two aspects must be pre-
served by the Rule of Law which the movement of
11 September intends to recreate, but whose funda-
mental effectiveness has been maintained within the
emergency measures that it itself contemplates. Human
rights must be strengthened, so their exercise can be
effectively enjoyed by all, and must be extended to
encompass their most modern social expressions. The
right to dissent must be maintained, but the experi-
ence of recent years indicates the need to establish the
admissible limits of such dissent. Never again can we
allow an ingenuous democracy, in the name of a mis-
understood pluralism, to permit organized groups that
sponsor guerrilla violence to achieve power, or, feigning
acceptance of the rules of democracy, to advocate a doc-
trine and a morality, the objective of which is to build
a totalitarian state. Consequently, Marxist parties and
movements will never again be admitted to civic life.

Hence it follows that Chile is not neutral to Marxism.
It is precluded from being so by its conception of man
and of society, which is fundamentally opposed to that
of Marxism. Consequently, the present Government
does not fear or hesitate to declare itself anti-Marxist.

16. With respect to “a new and modern institutional
system; task of the present Government”, the Declara-
tion of Principles states that:

. . . the Government of the Armed and Security Forces
has assumed the historical mission of giving Chile a
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new institutional system that will embody the radical
changes modern times have been producing. Only in
this way will it be possible to endow our democracy
with firm stability and to purge our democratic system
of the faults that facilitated its destruction, but it will
go beyond a mere corrective effort and enter fully into
the audacious field of creation. Central to this new insti-
tutional system will be “the decentralization of power”,
both in the operational and in the territorial sphere,
which will enable the country to advance towards a
“modernized society of authentic social participation”.

a. Functional decentralization: political and social power.

The new institutional system that is being created to-
day will differentiate political power from social power
and will clearly separate those who exercise it from the
forms of exercising it.

“Political Power” or the power to decide matters of
general interest to the nation properly constitutes the
function of governing the country.

“Social Power”, on the other hand, must be understood
as the power of the intermediate institutions of society
to develop with legitimate independence towards
achieving their respective ends thereby becoming ve-
hicles of limitation as well as of enrichment of the
action of political power.

Because of the lengthy erosion caused in our country
by many years of demagoguery and the systematic
destruction of all aspects of national life that has been
accentuated by Marxism since 1970, the Armed and
Security Forces of Chile, in fulfilling their classical
doctrine and their duties towards continued existence
of the nation, had to assume full political power on
September 11. They did so by overthrowing an ille-
gitimate, immoral and failed government and thus
fulfilled a widespread national aspiration that is today
expressed in the support of a majority of the popula-
tion for the new government.

The Armed and Security forces are not establishing
any time limit for their Government operation, since
the task of rebuilding the country morally, institution-
ally, and materially [is] essential to change the mental-



ity of Chileans. But, more than that, the present gov-
ernment has been categorical in declaring that it does
not intend to limit itself to being a government of mere
administration, which means a pause between two
similar party governments; in other words, it is not a
“truce” for reorganization only to return power to the
same politicians who were so largely responsible, by acts
of commission and omission, for the virtual destruction
of the country. The government of the Armed and
Security Forces wishes to initiate a new stage in the
national destiny and to open the way to new genera-
tions of Chileans trained in a school of healthy civic
habits.

Nevertheless, although it does not establish any time
limit, the Government Junta will in due course hand
over political power to those whom the people elect
through universal, free, secret and informed suffrage.
The Armed and Security Forces will then assume the
specifically institutional role of participation that the
new Constitution assigns them, which will be that
which must devolve upon those responsible for ensur-
ing National Security, in the broad sense this concept
has in modern times.

What has been said does not mean that the Armed
and Security Forces are going to wash their hands of
their governmental succession and to observe its reso-
lution as mere spectators. On the very contrary, and
as stated by the President of the Government Junta
itself, “the Junta considers part of its mission to be
that of inspiring a new and great civic-military move-
ment”, which is already arising from the reality of
events and will project the work of the present gov-
ernment in a fruitful and lasting manner towards the
future.

17. With respect to the “social power”, the Declaration
of Principles affirms that it “is called upon to become
the most important organizational source of civic ex-
pression”, for which purpose it is necessary:

To ensure the independence and depolarization of all
intermediate bodies between man and the State. Of
particular importance are the organized unions, whether
labor, business, professional or student bodies. In addi-
tion, the principle of subordination already set forth
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requires these bodies to develop autonomously to
achieve their specific purposes, without the State tak-
ing control of them, nor with their objectives distorted
by political party manipulation by them or their leaders.
Therefore, any political party intervention, direct or
indirect, in the creation and work of the boards of
directors of these unions, regardless of its nature, will
be expressly prohibited. It is essential to understand
that the above-mentioned depolarization is the only
possible way of ensuring that these unions and other
intermediate organizations are authentic vehicles of
social participation, thereby fulfilling a desire that may
be distinguished as a true sign of our times. There can
be no talk of social participation if the bodies called
upon to channel it, instead of being vehicles of the gen-
uine thought of the organized people, become docile
spokesmen of the instructions of some political party,
which instructions are also frequently based on the
narrow electoral interests of that party. The same re-
quirements apply to the Municipalities.

18. The passages transcribed indicate the central as-
pects guiding the action of the Government of Chile
with respect to the exercise of political rights, and the
institutional forms that exercise is to assume. First,
mention should be made of the explicit recognition
that “formal democracy” practiced in the past has led
to its own destruction by being infiltrated by Marxism-
Leninism—a doctrine which, according to Decree
Law No. 77 of 1973, the new Government has the
mission of eradicating—which has been permitted
by other political parties. Second, this document sets
forth the need to build a protected democracy, in the
subsequent operation of which an important role will
be assigned to the Armed and Security Forces, in
accordance with the wide meaning the concept of
national security has in modern times. In the new
institutional system, the intermediate groups will be-
come the “most important organizational channel of
civic expression” and therefore must be de-politicized,
which will be complemented by a great civic-military
movement inspired by the Government. Third, the
absence of time limits for the task proposed, which
includes the ambitious purpose of changing the men-
tality of Chileans, is evident. Once this profound re-
organization, which includes the economic aspects, is
achieved, the Government Junta will hand over political



power to the person who is chosen by elections based
on universal, free, secret, and informed suffrage.

[. . .]
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Source: “Report on the Situation of Human Rights in
Chile,” 9 September 1985,” Inter-American Commission 
on Human Rights, Organization of American States,
http://www.cidh.org/countryrep/Chile85eng/chap.12.htm.

118. Richard Nixon: Presidential Resignation, 8 August 1974

Introduction
Richard Nixon was one of the most able of Cold War presidents. He conceived and implemented a major reorien-
tation of U.S. international policies, away from ideology and toward a more realistic balance-of-power system, taking
advantage of the Sino-Soviet split to win concessions from both major communist powers by pursuing policies of
détente with the Soviet Union and reopening relations with China. A decline in the hegemonic position of the
United States forced Nixon to reconceptualize American Cold War strategy so as to make the best use of his coun-
try’s limited resources. At home, he was also the major architect of a strategy that reconfigured the American domes-
tic political scene to ensure that with only a few breaks, from the late 1960s onward the Republicans became the
majority party, their dominance still much apparent in the early twenty-first century. Despite these accomplishments,
Nixon’s own character flaws brought him low, as he acquiesced in efforts by White House aides and other adminis-
tration officials to conceal their own and the White House’s involvement in a botched burglary of the rival Democratic
National Committee’s Washington, D.C., headquarters in the Watergate Hotel. Fearful that he would not win reelec-
tion in 1972, Nixon had authorized or at least condoned the use of dirty tricks, including spying against and smearing
potential political opponents, and abused the powers of government agencies, including the Internal Revenue Ser-
vice (IRS), to facilitate illicit Republican fund-raising and harass political enemies. As media and congressional inves-
tigations gradually unearthed growing evidence of his own involvement and as Congress prepared to vote on articles
of impeachment, Republican support for Nixon dwindled. It seemed likely that if impeached, he would be convicted
and removed from office. Facing political disaster and disgrace, on 8 August 1974 Nixon resigned his office, the only
president in American history to do so. Vice President Gerald Ford, whom Nixon had appointed the previous year
following the resignation of Vice President Spiro Agnew in a separate scandal, assumed the presidency in Nixon’s
place and pardoned him for any crimes he might have committed in relation to Watergate. Many Americans resented
this, feeling that Nixon should first have been tried and convicted, but Ford believed that the country needed to put
the entire affair behind it and concentrate on tackling the assorted serious international and domestic problems then
facing it. Nixon’s preoccupation with Watergate for most of his truncated second term halted progress toward full nor-
malization of relations with the People’s Republic of China and hampered (but did not stop) further efforts toward
détente with the Soviet Union. Although Ford retained Secretary of State Henry Kissinger, Nixon’s leading foreign
policy advisor, the new president did not have the same deftness as Nixon in handling international affairs. After a
decade in near disgrace, Nixon was able to engineer a substantial political rehabilitation. In his final two decades he
published numerous books and essays highlighting his foreign policy achievements, especially his dealings with the
Soviet Union and China, and successive presidents, including Ronald Reagan, George H. W. Bush, and Bill Clinton,
drew on his international expertise. When Nixon died in 1994, Clinton declared a national day of mourning and
spoke at his funeral, which former presidents Ford, Jimmy Carter, Bush, and Reagan also attended.

Primary Source
This is the 37th time I have spoken to you from this
office, where so many decisions have been made that
shaped the history of this Nation. Each time I have
done so to discuss with you some matter than I believe
affected the national interest.

In all the decisions I have made in my public life, I
have always tried to do what was best for the Nation.
Throughout the long and difficult period of Watergate,
I have felt it was my duty to persevere, to make every
possible effort to complete the term of office to which
you elected me.



In the past few days, however, it has become evident to
me that I no longer have a strong enough political base
in the Congress to justify continuing that effort. As long
as there was such a base, I felt strongly that it was nec-
essary to see the constitutional process through to its
conclusion, that to do otherwise would be unfaithful to
the spirit of that deliberately difficult process and a
dangerously destabilizing precedent for the future.

But with the disappearance of that base, I now be-
lieve that the constitutional purpose has been served,
and there is no longer a need for the process to be
prolonged.

I would have preferred to carry through to the finish
whatever the personal agony it would have involved,
and my family unanimously urged me to do so. But the
interest of the Nation must always come before any
personal considerations.

From the discussions I have had with Congressional
and other leaders, I have concluded that because of the
Watergate matter I might not have the support of the
Congress that I would consider necessary to back
the very difficult decisions and carry out the duties of
this office in the way the interests of the Nation would
require.

I have never been a quitter. To leave office before my
term is completed is abhorrent to every instinct in
my body. But as President, I must put the interest of
America first. America needs a full-time President and
a full-time Congress, particularly at this time with
problems we face at home and abroad.

To continue to fight through the months ahead for my
personal vindication would almost totally absorb the
time and attention of both the President and the Con-
gress in a period when our entire focus should be on
the great issues of peace abroad and prosperity without
inflation at home.

Therefore, I shall resign the Presidency effective at
noon tomorrow. Vice President Ford will be sworn in as
President at that hour in this office.

As I recall the high hopes for America with which we
began this second term, I feel a great sadness that I
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will not be here in this office working on your behalf to
achieve those hopes in the next 21⁄2 years. But in turn-
ing over direction of the Government to Vice President
Ford, I know, as I told the Nation when I nominated
him for that office 10 months ago, that the leadership
of America will be in good hands.

In passing this office to the Vice President, I also do so
with the profound sense of the weight of responsibility
that will fall on his shoulders tomorrow and, therefore,
of the understanding, the patience, the cooperation he
will need from all Americans.

As he assumes that responsibility, he will deserve the
help and the support of all of us. As we look to the
future, the first essential is to begin healing the wounds
of this Nation, to put the bitterness and divisions of
the recent past behind us, and to rediscover those
shared ideals that lie at the heart of our strength and
unity as a great and as a free people.

By taking this action, I hope that I will have hastened
the start of that process of healing which is so desper-
ately needed in America.

I regret deeply any injuries that may have been done
in the course of the events that led to this decision. I
would say only that if some of my judgments were
wrong, and some were wrong, they were made in what
I believed at the time to be the best interest of the
Nation.

To those who have stood with me during these past
difficult months, to my family, my friends, to many
others who joined in supporting my cause because
they believed it was right, I will be eternally grateful
for your support.

And to those who have not felt able to give me your
support, let me say I leave with no bitterness toward
those who have opposed me, because all of us, in the
final analysis, have been concerned with the good of
the country, however our judgments might differ.

So, let us all now join together in affirming that com-
mon commitment and in helping our new President
succeed for the benefit of all Americans.



I shall leave this office with regret at not completing my
term, but with gratitude for the privilege of serving as
your President for the past 5 1⁄2 years. These years have
been a momentous time in the history of our Nation
and the world. They have been a time of achievement
in which we can all be proud, achievements that repre-
sent the shared efforts of the Administration, the Con-
gress, and the people.

But the challenges ahead are equally great, and they,
too, will require the support and the efforts of the
Congress and the people working in cooperation with
the new Administration.

We have ended America’s longest war, but in the work
of securing a lasting peace in the world, the goals
ahead are even more far-reaching and more difficult.
We must complete a structure of peace so that it will be
said of this generation, our generation of Americans, by
the people of all nations, not only that we ended one
war but that we prevented future wars.

We have unlocked the doors that for a quarter of a cen-
tury stood between the United States and the People’s
Republic of China.

We must now ensure that the one quarter of the world’s
people who live in the People’s Republic of China will
be and remain not our enemies but our friends.

In the Middle East, 100 million people in the Arab
countries, many of whom have considered us their
enemy for nearly 20 years, now look on us as their
friends. We must continue to build on that friendship so
that peace can settle at last over the Middle East and so
that the cradle of civilization will not become its grave.

Together with the Soviet Union we have made the
crucial breakthroughs that have begun the process of
limiting nuclear arms. But we must set as our goal not
just limiting but reducing and finally destroying these
terrible weapons so that they cannot destroy civiliza-
tion and so that the threat of nuclear war will no longer
hang over the world and the people.

We have opened the new relation with the Soviet
Union. We must continue to develop and expand that
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new relationship so that the two strongest nations of
the world will live together in cooperation rather than
confrontation.

Around the world, in Asia, in Africa, in Latin America,
in the Middle East, there are millions of people who
live in terrible poverty, even starvation. We must keep
as our goal turning away from production for war and
expanding production for peace so that people every-
where on this earth can at last look forward in their
children’s time, if not in our own time, to having the
necessities for a decent life.

Here in America, we are fortunate that most of our
people have not only the blessings of liberty but also
the means to live full and good and, by the world’s
standards, even abundant lives. We must press on, how-
ever, toward a goal of not only more and better jobs but
of full opportunity for every American and of what
we are striving so hard right now to achieve, prosperity
without inflation.

For more than a quarter of a century in public life I
have shared in the turbulent history of this era. I have
fought for what I believed in. I have tried to the best of
my ability to discharge those duties and meet those
responsibilities that were entrusted to me.

Sometimes I have succeeded and sometimes I have
failed, but always I have taken heart from what Theo-
dore Roosevelt once said about the man in the arena,
“whose face is marred by dust and sweat and blood,
who strives valiantly, who errs and comes short again
and again because there is not effort without error and
shortcoming, but who does actually strive to do the
deed, who knows the great enthusiasms, the great
devotions, who spends himself in a worthy cause, who
at the best knows in the end the triumphs of high
achievements and who at the worst, if he fails, at least
fails while daring greatly.”

I pledge to you tonight that as long as I have a breath
of life in my body, I shall continue in that spirit. I shall
continue to work for the great causes to which I have
been dedicated throughout my years as a Congress-
man, a Senator, a Vice President, and President, the
cause of peace not just for America but among all



nations, prosperity, justice, and opportunity for all of
our people.

There is one cause above all to which I have been
devoted and to which I shall always be devoted for as
long as I live.

When I first took the oath of office as President 51⁄2
years ago, I made this sacred commitment, to “conse-
crate my office, my energies, and all the wisdom I can
summon to the cause of peace among nations.”

I have done my very best in all the days since to be
true to that pledge. As a result of these efforts, I am
confident that the world is a safer place today, not only
for the people of America but for the people of all
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nations, and that all of our children have a better
chance than before of living in peace rather than dying
in war.

This, more than anything, is what I hoped to achieve
when I sought the Presidency. This, more than any-
thing, is what I hope will be my legacy to you, to our
country, as I leave the Presidency.

To have served in this office is to have felt a very per-
sonal sense of kinship with each and every American.
In leaving it, I do so with this prayer: May God’s grace
be with you in all the days ahead.

Source: Richard M. Nixon, Public Papers of the Presidents of
the United States: Richard Nixon, 1974 (Washington, DC: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1975), 626–629.

119. Cambodian Khmer Rouge Party Officials’ Conference on
Future Policies, 20 May 1975

Introduction
On 17 April 1975, the Khmer Rouge, or Cambodian Communist Party, emerged victorious from a lengthy insur-
gency against the military government of President Lon Nol. Under the direction of Pol Pot, a former teacher, the
Khmer Rouge embraced an extremely radical form of permanent revolution that sought to remake society on com-
munist lines by eradicating all traces of bourgeois individualism. Hostile to city dwellers, whom they regarded as
procapitalist, the Khmer Rouge leaders also decided to force all urban inhabitants back to the countryside to work
in ideological purity in agriculture or occasionally in industry. Pol Pot, an admirer of Mao Zedong’s theory of per-
manent revolution, sought to implement his mentor’s teachings even more ruthlessly and comprehensively than
Mao himself had done. A month after seizing power, the Central Committee of the Khmer Rouge summoned thou-
sands of district and regional party officials and military representatives to a five-day meeting in Phnom Penh to
receive instructions on the organization of the new political and socioeconomic order. Although no notes from this
meeting have survived, the historian Ben Kiernan, using interviews he conducted with several former Khmer
Rouge officials, was able to construct a coherent account of its major points. Two classes of citizens would exist:
those with full rights (individuals who had supported the Khmer Rouge before its takeover) and those who were
only candidates for such rights, particularly deportees from the cities. All officials of the former Lon Nol regime
were to be executed, markets and currency would be abolished, urban dwellers were to be evacuated to the coun-
tryside to live in cooperatives and eat in communal dining halls, Buddhist monks were to be made to work in the
fields, private property was abolished and all industry nationalized, all ethnic Vietnamese would be deported, and
all potentially subversive elements were to be purged and killed. These instructions were interpreted with great
brutality. Schools and hospitals closed, as the professionals running them were among the 3 million city dwellers
who were deported. By the end of the decade, 1.7 million of Cambodia’s population of 7.1 million had died, many
murdered outright, others due to the abysmal living conditions in the countryside, food shortages, deprivation, and
illness.



Primary Source
All military and civilian officials of the new regime were
summoned to a special meeting on 20 May 1975. “Dis-
trict and region secretaries came from all over the coun-
try, and representatives from all armed forces and units
and regions, so there were thousands.” The assembly
was held in the old sports center in the northern part
of Phnom Penh. Its purpose was “to receive the plan
distributed by the Center” and then return home to
“implement the plan.” The meeting lasted five days.

This was the Center’s first major attempt to run its
political writ throughout Cambodia. No documents
from the meeting, and very few members of its audi-
ence, appear to have survived. But it has been possible
to reconstruct some of the event through interviews
with three of those present and with two others whose
superiors attended and gave them accounts of it. (Later
they were arrested; both disappeared.) The accounts
are not only rare but modulated, informative despite
lapses of memory, and, as we shall see, mutually cor-
roborative without indication of prearrangement.

The earliest account dates from mid-1980. It comes
from Sin Song, who in 1975 was political commissar of
the 3rd Battalion of Chakrey’s 1st Eastern Division.
Song was stationed in Prey Veng. He did not attend
the May assembly, but his immediate superior, Chhouk,
the Region 24 CPK secretary, did. On his return,
Chhouk told Song that Pol Pot had made eight points:

1. Evacuate people from all towns.
2. Abolish all markets.
3. Abolish Lon Nol regime currency and withhold

the revolutionary currency that had been printed.
4. Defrock all Buddhist monks and put them to work

growing rice.
5. Execute all leaders of the Lon Nol regime begin-

ning with the top leaders.
6. Establish high-level cooperatives throughout the

country, with communal eating.
7. Expel the entire Vietnamese minority population.
8. Dispatch troops to the borders, particularly the

Vietnamese border.

The second source is an officer named Ret, a Center
battalion commander from the Northern Zone who
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attended the meeting. Before his arrest in 1977, he
told colleagues in the north of a large meeting in Phnom
Penh around 27 May 1975. Ret said that “eleven
points” were discussed, but his colleagues, interviewed
in 1980, could recall his mentioning only the leader-
ship’s orders to “kill Lon Nol soldiers, kill the monks,
[and] expel the Vietnamese population” and its oppo-
sition to “money, schools, and hospitals.”

Mat Ly, a CPK district committee member in Region
21, attended the meeting. In 1991 he agreed with Sin
Song that there were eight points. He started his list
with five of the first six points recalled by Song (1, 2, 3,
4, and 6). He added the following: close schools, close
hospitals, and “uproot spies root and branch.” Chea
Sim, CPK secretary of Ponhea Krek district on the
Vietnam border and a member of the Region 20 Com-
mittee, confirms Sin Song’s list.

To get to the meeting, Sim traveled along Highway 7
from the border to Tonle Bet, then took a ferry down
the Mekong. He arrived in the capital on 19 May,
spending the night with hundreds of other participants
at the Phnom Penh Technical School, west of the city
center. The next morning the meeting began at 8 A.M.
The assembly lasted five days. Nuon Chea spoke on
the first day, Pol Pot on the second. Chea Sim recalled
some of the details in a 1991 interview.

“Nuon Chea said that building socialism in Kam-
puchea consisted of two parts, agriculture and indus-
try. He said agriculture would be modernized in ten to
fifteen years by scientific methods, by preparing irriga-
tion dams and canals all over the country. And the dams
and canals had to be started in the coming year, 1976.
Industry would be modernized in a similar period of
ten to fifteen years.”

“And the second issue: in order to achieve the con-
struction of socialism progressively and advance all
together in the set period, we must take care to care-
fully screen internal agents (samrit samrainh phtey
khnong) in the party, in the armed forces, in the various
organizations and ministries, in the government, and
among the masses of the people. We have to carefully
screen them, Nuon Chea said. He mentioned ‘the line
of carefully screening internal agents to improve and



purify, in order to implement the line of building
socialism so that it advances to modernization by new
scientific technology.’”

“This was a very important order to kill. Their careful
screening was to take all measures so that people were
pure (borisot). The line laid down must be followed
at all costs. . . . If people could not do it, they would
be taken away and killed. This was called the line of
‘careful screening’: It came out in concrete specifics in
the eight points. . . . These came from the broad lines,
the strategic principles. Socialist construction can only
succeed under the line of careful screening of internal
agents. The words ‘carefully screen’ were the killing
principle . . . and were stated strongly on 20 May. It
was to be done.” This recalls Mat Ly’s description of
the slogan, “Uproot spies root and branch.”

Heng Samrin, then studying military affairs under Son
Sen, was also at the meeting. He recalls the use of yet
another term: “They did not say ‘kill,’ they said ‘scat-
ter the people of the old government.’ Scatter (komchat)
them away, don’t allow them to remain in the frame-
work. It does not mean ‘smash’ (komtec). . . . Smash
means ‘kill’ but they used a general word, ‘scatter.’
Nuon Chea used this phrase.” This appears to be
Sin Song’s point number 5, though the use of varied
euphemisms is an important qualification.

Samrin agrees that “mostly, it was Nuon Chea who
did the talking,” explaining the new Center policies in
detail. Samrin did not recall eight points, but men-
tioned permanent evacuation of the cities (Sin Song’s
no. 1); the decisions to withhold the new currency and
abolish the circulation of money (no. 3); establishment
of “medium-level cooperatives” in the countryside
(not quite no. 6); evacuation of the foreign embassies;
and the division of the population into two groups:
“full rights” citizens (neak penh sith, those who had lived
in Khmer Rouge zones before 17 April); and “candi-
dates” (neak triem) for such status, especially the newly
evacuated deportees or “depositees” (neak phñoe) from
the towns.

Samrin continues: “Nuon Chea talked of wiping out
markets, not allowing money. If there were markets
and money, there was property. The important, heavy
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pressure was against property. Where there was money
there were markets, and if there were markets there
would be people with money and those people would
have property. So they wanted to wipe out property,
not allow private property to exist.” This is Sin Song’s
point number 2.

“It was Pol Pot who distributed this plan personally,”
says Samrin, who quoted him as saying, “Don’t use
money, don’t let the people live in the cities.” There
was, however, “no mention of closing schools or hos-
pitals.” Chea Sim agrees. On the other hand, Samrin
adds: “Monks, they said, were to be disbanded, put
aside as a ‘special class.’ the most important to fight.
They had to be wiped out (lup bombat). . . . I heard Pol
Pot say this myself. . . . He said no monks were to be
allowed, no festivals were to be allowed any more,
meaning ‘wipe out religion.’” Nuon Chea affirmed this,
adding that “wats would not be allowed.” This is Song’s
point number 4.

Samrin claims that the two leaders’ views were “clearly
the same.” But their manner was different. I asked
Chea Sim if Pol Pot spoke of killing people, or if he
ever used the word kill. He replied, “It is difficult for
us to understand. We saw Pol Pot’s behavior and heard
his words, and he did not seem to us to be a killer. He
seemed kindly. He did not speak very much. He just
smiled and smiled. . . . And his words were light, not
strong. In general, you would estimate that Pol Pot
was a kindly person, simple, with a mass view. But his
methods were confrontational; he was just a killer.”

On the other hand, Sim continued, “Nuon Chea’s
behavior was somewhat coarse, different from Pol Pot’s.
It could be observed. . . . People always say that Nuon
Chea is somewhat cruel. His behavior is stronger. And
they always praise Pol Pot as the kindliest person of all.”

[. . .]

The party secretary did make one strong, specific point.
According to Chea Sim, “Pol Pot spoke a lot about the
question of Vietnam. He stressed the importance of
the issue of evacuating all of the Vietnamese people
out of Cambodian territory.” Heng Samrin recalls
Nuon Chea’s adding, “We cannot allow any Vietnamese



minority” to live in Cambodia. This is Sin Song’s point
number 7. Pol Pot also noted that Vietnam’s Mekong
Delta had been Cambodian territory in the past. But
Chea Sim recalls no order sending troops to the bor-
ders to attack Vietnam. That came later, he says.

[. . .]

Dissent
Contrary to Heng Samrin’s account, Hou Yuon did not
“disappear forever” after opposing the Center’s evacu-
ation plan in February. Monks saw him at their wat
in his home district in Kompong Cham province on
8 March. An ex-monk also recognized Hou Yuon at
Oudong, north of Phnom Penh, on 17 April. Yuon,
escorted by soldiers, was traveling in a jeep heading
very fast towards the surrendered capital. The next
month Yuon’s wife, Ung Yok Leang, returned to the
couple’s native village. According to relatives, she came
to collect her daughter and take her “to live with her
father and mother” now that the war was over. It is
unlikely she would have done this had Hou Yuon al-
ready disappeared or been killed. But he was certainly
under a cloud. Hu Nim recorded in his “confession”
that “after liberation, when the Party abolished money
and wages and evacuated the people, Hou Yuon again
boldly took a stand against the Party line.”

Chhouk told Sin Song that at the May meeting Hou
Yuon had publicly dissented from some of [the] eight
points. According to Song, “There was some disagree-
ment with these points at the Assembly, especially
over the creation of high-level cooperatives because
three million city people and others were not familiar
with revolutionary politics. And also, the country had
just emerged from a war, so there were great shortages
and a lack of capital and facilities. Communal eating
cooperatives throughout the country was not a feasible
proposition. Hou Yuon, for one, said that this was just
not possible, Chhouk reported to me. . . . After that,
Hou Yuon was sacked from the cabinet.”

Song continues, “Some people also disagreed with the
policy of execution, preferring reeducation so that the
victims could then play a useful role. And there was
disagreement with the abolition of money and mar-
kets. Chhouk and the secretary of the Northeast Zone,
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Ney Sarann, were among the main dissidents. On his
return, Chhouk called a meeting of over thirty Region
24 cadres, including myself. He told us he disagreed
with these policies; if the party went ahead along this
road, he would not yet follow.”

Battalion commander Ret, for his part, claimed that
Northern Zone Secretary Koy Thuon, himself, and
others had argued in favor of “money, schools and reli-
gion.” Hu Nim, too, probably found himself in a diffi-
cult position in May 1975. Seng Horl, who had taken
Highway 1 out of the city, was camping at Prek Eng,
“waiting for news” of what would be allowed next.
There he heard that Hu Nim had come to Prek Eng
“to talk to the people.” Another refugee saw Hu Nim
in black clothes, traveling in a jeep with several sol-
diers; he had stopped along the way and was “asking
the people how they were going.” Hod says Hu Nim
told the waiting evacuees that “Angkar Loeu had got
the people to leave Phnom Penh for only three months,
then they could go back again.” Heng Samrin put it
this way: “The people were evacuated into the envi-
rons of the city. They were not yet evacuated to distant
regions. Then, after receiving the plan on the twenti-
eth [of May], the people were evacuated to the remote
countryside. . . . From that time, they were evacuated
forever, not allowed to live in cities again.” Thus, Horl
stayed at Prek Eng for a month, until after the 20–24
May meeting. Then, forbidden to go back to Phnom
Penh, he had to move further into the countryside. As
Chea Sim recalled, “They just sent people on and dis-
tributed them permanently. They did not announce it,
they just sent people on.”

There were a few exceptions. Skilled workers were
being recalled at the same checkpoints where Lon Nol’s
soldiers were being rounded up for execution. Nop, a
railway worker who volunteered to go back, was given
a house in the suburb of Tuk La’ak for his family. He
was put to work on the railway line south of Phnom
Penh. Factory and electrical workers went back to their
jobs as well. After a month in the countryside, Tran
Heng, a former textile worker, responded to a call for
all textile and metal workers to go back to work. About
six ferryloads of workers were taken back to the capital
by river. But only fifteen workers went back to Heng’s
factory, of which his father had been director. They



included Heng and his wife, his parents, his three
older sisters and three brothers. Three hundred female
Khmer Rouge soldiers were brought in to take the
place of those workers who had presumably not trusted
in the regime’s call to return to work.

Two fairly similar accounts indicate what happened
to Hou Yuon. French journalist Jean Lacouture writes
that Yuon “was killed by one of his bodyguards a few
days after the capture of Phnom Penh, as he was
departing on a motorcycle from a public meeting where
he had criticized the plan to turn pagodas into stables.”
If this is true, it is more likely to have occurred after
the May meeting, where Pol Pot urged people to
“wipe out religion.” The second account, bearing a
date of August 1975, is consistent with this inference.
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A CPK cadre in Kompong Cham reported that Hou
Yuon addressed a large gathering of evacuees and others
by the Mekong River at Prek Po. He spoke out strongly
against the evacuation and was applauded by the crowd.
Soon after leaving this meeting, Hou Yuon was shot
dead by a CPK squad, and his body was thrown into
the Mekong. A confidential CPK report later confirmed
that he had been murdered in 1975. His name was
never officially mentioned by DK, though its repre-
sentatives told foreigners Yuon was alive, “tending to
organization.” In September 1975, a Vietnamese official
asked Koy Thuon what had happened to Yuon, and
was told that Hou Yuon suffered from “heart disease.”

Source: Ben Kiernan, The Pol Pot Regime: Race, Power, and
Genocide in Cambodia under the Khmer Rouge, 1975–79 (New
Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1996), 55–61.

120. Helsinki Agreements, 1975

Introduction
One aspect of détente was the Helsinki Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE), held in
Helsinki, Finland, from 30 July to 1 August 1975 after a protracted international conference that lasted for two
years. Thirty-three European countries as well as Canada and the United States signed Helsinki Agreements.
They covered predominantly nonmilitary matters, including European security; human rights; cooperation on eco-
nomic, scientific, technological, and environmental matters; and the free movement of individuals and ideas and
promised follow-up meetings to discuss enforcement, modification, and extension of the accords. All signatories
recognized existing boundaries within Europe and pledged to resolve disputes peacefully, refrain from interference
in the internal affairs of other signatory states, and notify each other of substantial troop movements. The Helsinki
Agreements set a standard for behavior among European nations regarding human rights and respect for national
sovereignty. Although the accords had no force behind them, they were considered an important statement in
defense of European stability. Conservatives in the United States immediately assailed the Helsinki Accords as a
betrayal of Western interests that legitimized the Soviet position in Europe in exchange for meaningless human
rights assurances. In the presidential election of 1976, both the Left and the Right attacked President Gerald Ford
and Secretary of State Henry Kissinger—the latter of whom had taken little interest in the negotiation of these
agreements—for yielding too much to the Soviets. Ironically, in practice the Helsinki Accords soon became a focal
rallying point for human rights advocates and anti-Soviet protestors throughout Europe, who monitored and publi-
cized aggressively all communist failures to live up to the standards enshrined in the Helsinki Accords.

Primary Source
[. . .]

VI. NON-INTERVENTION IN INTERNAL
AFFAIRS
The participating States will refrain from any interven-
tion, direct or indirect, individual or collective, in the

internal or external affairs falling within the domestic
jurisdiction of another participating State, regardless of
their mutual relations.

They will accordingly refrain from any form of armed
intervention or threat of such intervention against
another participating State.



They will likewise in all circumstances refrain from
any other act of military, or of political, economic or
other coercion designed to subordinate to their own
interest the exercise by another participating State of
the rights inherent in its sovereignty and thus to secure
advantages of any kind.

Accordingly, they will, inter alia, refrain from direct or
indirect assistance to terrorist activities, or to subver-
sive or other activities directed towards the violent
overthrow of the regime of another participating State.

VII. RESPECT FOR HUMAN RIGHTS AND
FUNDAMENTAL FREEDOMS INCLUDING
THE FREEDOM OF THOUGHT,
CONSCIENCE, RELIGION OR BELIEF
The participating States will respect human rights
and fundamental freedoms, including the freedom of
thought, conscience, religion or belief, for all without
distinction as to race, sex, language or religion.

They will promote and encourage the effective exer-
cise of civil, political, economic, social, cultural and
other rights and freedoms all of which derive from the
inherent dignity of the human person and are essential
for his free and full development.

Within this framework the participating States will
recognize and respect the freedom of the individual to
profess and practice, alone or in community with others,
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 be-
longing to such minorities to equality before the law,
will afford them the full opportunity for the actual
enjoyment of human rights and fundamental freedoms
and will, in this manner, protect their legitimate inter-
ests in this sphere.

The participating States recognize the universal sig-
nificance of human rights and fundamental freedoms,
respect for which is an essential factor for the peace,
justice and well-being necessary to ensure the devel-
opment 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 relations and will endeavor jointly and
separately, including in cooperation with the United
Nations, to promote universal and effective respect for
them.

They confirm the right of the individual to know and
act upon his rights and duties in this field.

In the field of human rights and fundamental free-
doms, the participating States will act in conformity
with the purposes and principles of the Charter of the
United Nations and with the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights. They will also fulfill their obligations
as set forth in the international declarations and agree-
ments in this field, including inter alia the International
Covenants on Human Rights, by which they may be
bound.

VIII. EQUAL RIGHTS AND SELF-
DETERMINATION OF PEOPLES
The participating States will respect the equal rights
of peoples and their right to self-determination, acting
at all times in conformity with the purposes and prin-
ciples of the Charter of the United Nations and with
the relevant norms of international law, including those
relating to territorial integrity of States.

By virtue of the principle of equal rights and self-
determination of peoples, all peoples always have the
right, in full freedom, to determine, when and as
they wish, their internal and external political status,
without external interference, and to pursue as they
wish their political, economic, social and cultural
development.

The participating States reaffirm the universal signif-
icance of respect for and effective exercise of equal
rights and self-determination of peoples for the
development of friendly relations among themselves
as among all States; they also recall the importance
of the elimination of any form of violation of this
principle. . . . 

Source: “Conference on Security and Cooperation in
Europe, Final Act, Helsinki, 1 August 1975,” Hellenic
Resources Institute, http://www.hri.org/docs/
Helsinki75.html.



Primary Source
[. . .]

Covert Action in Chile: 1963–1973.

I. Overview and Background

A. Overview: Covert Action in Chile
[. . .]

Numerous allegations have been made about U.S.
covert activities in Chile during 1970–73. Several of
these are false; others are half true. In most instances,
the response to the allegations must be qualified:

Was the United States DIRECTLY involved, covertly,
in the 1973 coup in Chile? The Committee has found
no evidence that it was. However, the United States
sought in 1970 to foment a military coup in Chile; after
1970 it adopted a policy both overt and covert, of oppo-
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sition to Allende; and it remained in intelligence con-
tact with the Chilean military, including officers who
were participating in coup plotting.

Did the U.S. provide covert support to striking truck-
owners or other strikers during 1971–73? The 40 Com-
mittee did not approve any such support. However,
the U.S. passed money to private sector groups which
supported the strikers. And in at least one case, a small
amount of CIA money was passed to the strikers by
a private sector organization, contrary to CIA ground
rules. Did the U.S. provide covert support to right-
wing terrorist organizations during 1970–73?

The CIA gave support in 1970 to one group whose
tactics became more violent over time. Through 1971
that group received small sums of American money
through third parties for specific purpose[s]. And it is

121. Church Report, 1975

Introduction
In September 1973 the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) watched encouragingly as a military coup over-
threw the leftist government of President Salvador Allende Gossens, who had initiated major nationalization pro-
grams and expropriated American-owned businesses. The extent of the CIA’s role in orchestrating past efforts to
prevent Allende from winning successive Chilean elections and in his fall from power became politically contro-
versial, prompting a wide-ranging investigation by the U.S. Senate’s Select Committee to Study Governmental
Operations with Respect to Intelligence Activities, a body chaired by liberal Democratic Senator Frank Church of
Idaho. In the aftermath of the divisive Vietnam War, the committee’s report raised broader concerns over the
CIA-sponsored covert operations intended to destabilize foreign governments whose policies were considered un-
friendly to the United States. The Church Report offered no specific evidence of CIA involvement in the 1973
coup in which Allende died, probably at his own hand. It did, however, reveal that during the three years of his
presidency, the CIA had provided massive funding, $8 million in all, for anti-Allende activities and in election cam-
paigns since 1964 had also been deeply involved in efforts to prevent him from gaining power. Just before Allende
took office in 1970, the CIA had even gone so far as to try to foment a coup against him by the Chilean military. The
Church Report expressed serious reservations over the manner in which such operations were authorized, with the
central directorate of the CIA initially setting up operations and programs that then seemed to acquire an inde-
pendent momentum of their own. On presidential instructions, some portions of the Chilean operations had been
implemented secretly, with the 40 Committee that supposedly supervised all such activities left ignorant of them
and with no consultation with knowledgeable experts. The report found that consultation with Congress had been
inadequate and expressed anxiety that such extensive U.S.-backed covert activities damaged American credibility
and also that of the overseas political forces that the U.S. government chose to support. It also raised concerns over
the close relationships between CIA officials and American corporations with significant business interests in Chile.
The report’s authors asked uneasily how far the United States itself should be held responsible “for the cruelty and
political suppression that have become the hallmark of the present regime in Chile.” Their conclusion was blunt:
“Given the costs of covert action, it should be resorted to only to counter severe threats to the national security of
the United States. It is far from clear that that was the case in Chile.”



possible that money was passed to these groups on the
extreme right from CIA-supported opposition political
parties.

The pattern of United States covert action in Chile is
striking but not unique. It arose in the context not only
of American foreign policy, but also of covert U.S.
involvement in other countries within and outside
Latin America. The scale of CIA involvement in Chile
was unusual but by no means unprecedented.

B. Issues
The Chilean case raises most of the issues connected
with covert action as an instrument of American for-
eign policy. It consisted of long, frequently heavy
involvement in Chilean politics: it involved the gamut
of covert action methods, save only covert military
operations; and it revealed a variety of different
authorization procedures, with different implications
for oversight and control. As one case of U.S. covert
action, the judgements of past actions are framed not
for their own sake; rather they are intended to serve as
bases for formulating recommendations for the future.

The basic questions are easily stated:

(1) Why did the United States mount such an ex-
tensive covert action program in Chile? Why
was that program continued and then expanded
in the early 1970’s?

(2) How was this major covert action program
authorized and directed? What roles were played
by the President, the 40 Committee, the CIA,
the Ambassadors and the Congress?

(3) Did U.S. policy-makers take into account the
judgements of the intelligence analysts on Chile
when they formulated and approved U.S. covert
operations? Does the Chilean experience illus-
trate an inherent conflict between the role of
the Director of Central Intelligence as a pro-
ducer of intelligence and his role as a manager
of covert operations?

(4) Did the perceived threat in Chile justify the
level of U.S. response? What was the effect of
such large concentrated programs of covert polit-
ical action in Chile? What were the effects, both
abroad and at home, of the relationships which
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developed between the intelligence agencies
and American based multinational corporations?

[Sections II. through IV. Omitted]

V. Preliminary Conclusions.
Underlying all discussion of American interference in
the internal affairs of Chile is the basic question of why
the United States initially mounted such an extensive
covert action program in Chile—and why it continued,
and even expanded, in the early 1970s.

Covert action has been a key element of U.S. foreign
policy toward Chile. The link between covert action
and foreign policy was obvious throughout the decade
between 1964 and 1974. In 1964, the United States
commitment to democratic reform via the Alliance
for Progress and overt foreign aid was buttressed via
covert support for the election of the candidate of the
Christian Democratic party, a candidate and a party for
which the Alliance seemed tailor made. During 1970
the U.S. Government tried, covertly, to prevent Allende
from becoming President of Chile. When that failed,
covert support to his opposition formed one of a triad
of official actions: covert aid to opposition forces, “cool
but correct” diplomatic posture, and economic pres-
sure. From support of what the United States consid-
ered to be democratic and progressive forces in Chile
we had moved finally to advocating and encouraging
the overthrow of a democratically elected government.

A. Covert Action and U.S. Foreign Policy.
In 1964, the United States became massively involved
in covert activity in Chile. This involvement was seen
by U.S. policy-makers as consistent with overall Amer-
ican foreign policy and the goals of the Alliance for
Progress. The election of a moderate left candidate
in Chile was a cornerstone of U.S. policy toward Latin
America.

It is unclear from the record whether the 1964 election
project was intended to be a one-time intervention in
support of a good cause. It is clear that the scale of the
involvement generated commitments and expectations
on both sides. For the United States, it created assets
and channels of funding which could be used again. For
the Chilean groups receiving CIA funds, that funding



became an expectation, counted upon. Thus, when
opposition to Allende became the primary objective
of covert action in 1970, the structure for covert action
developed through covert assistance to political parties
in 1964 was well established.

A fundamental question raised by the pattern of U.S.
covert activities persists: Did the threat to vital U.S.
national security interests posed by the Presidency of Sal-
vador Allende justify the several major covert attempts to
prevent his accession to power? Three American Presi-
dents and their senior advisors evidently thought so.

One rationale for covert intervention in Chilean poli-
tics was spelled out by Henry Kissinger in his back-
ground briefing to the press on September 16, 1970,
the day after Nixon’s meeting with [CIA Director
Richard] Helms. He argued that an Allende victory
would be irreversible within Chile, might affect neigh-
boring nations and would pose “massive problems” for
the U.S. in Latin America.

[. . .]

Another rationale for U.S. involvement in the internal
affairs of Chile was offered by a high-ranking official
who testified before the Committee. He spoke of
Chile’s position in a worldwide strategic chess game
in 1970. In this analogy, Portugal might be a bishop,
Chile a couple of pawns, perhaps more. In the world-
wide strategic chess game, once a position was lost, a
series of consequences followed. U.S. enemies would
proceed to exploit the new opportunity, and our ability
to cope with the challenge would be limited by any
American loss.

B. Executive Command and Control of Major 
Covert Action.
In pursuing the Chilean chess game, particularly the
efforts to prevent Allende’s accession to power or his
maintaining power once elected, Executive command
and control of major covert action was tight and well
directed. Procedures within the CIA for controlling
the programs were well defined and the procedures
made Station officials accountable to their supervisors
in Washington. Unilateral actions on the part of the
Station were virtually impossible.
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But the central issue of command and control is Account-
ability: procedures for insuring that covert actions are
and remain accountable both to the senior political and
foreign policy officials of the Executive Branch and to
the Congress.

The record of covert activities in Chile suggests that,
although established executive processes of authori-
zation and control were generally adhered to, there
were—and remain—genuine shortcomings to these
processes:

Decisions about WHICH covert action projects are
submitted to the 40 Committee were and are made
within the CIA on the basis of the Agency’s determi-
nation of the political sensitivity of a project.

The form in which covert action projects were cleared
with Ambassadors and other State Department offi-
cials varied. It depended—and still depends—on how
interested Ambassadors are and how forthcoming their
Station Chiefs are.

Once major projects are approved by the 40 Committee,
they often continue without searching re-examination
by the Committee. The Agency conducts annual re-
views of on-going projects, but the 40 Committee
does not undertake a review unless a project is recom-
mended for renewal, or there is some important change
in content or amount.

There is also the problem of controlling clandestine
projects not labeled “covert action”. Clandestine col-
lection of human intelligence is not the subject of 40
Committee review. But those projects may be just as
politically sensitive as a “covert action”; witness U.S.
contacts with the Chilean military during 1970–73.
Similarly, for security reasons, ambassadors generally
know CIA assets only by general description, not by
name. That practice may be acceptable, provided the
description is detailed enough to inform the ambassa-
dor of the risk posed by the development of a particular
asset and to allow the ambassador to decide whether or
not that asset should be used.

There remains the question of the dangers which
arise when the very mechanisms established by the



Executive Branch for insuring internal accountability
are circumvented or frustrated.

By Presidential instruction, Track II was to be operated
without informing the U.S. Ambassador in Santiago,
the State Department, or any 40 Committee member
save Henry Kissinger. The President and his senior
advisors thus denied themselves the Government’s
major sources of counsel about Chilean politics. And
the Ambassador in Santiago was left in the position of
having to deal with any adverse political spill-over from
a project of which he was not informed.

The danger was greater still. Whatever the truth
about communication between the CIA and the White
House after October 15, 1970—an issue which is the
subject of conflicting testimony—all participants agreed
that Track II constituted a broad mandate to the CIA.
The Agency was given to believe it had virtual carte
blanche authority; moreover, it felt under extreme pres-
sure to prevent Allende from coming to power, by
military coup if necessary. It was given little guidance
about what subsequent clearances it needed to obtain
from the White House. Under these conditions, CIA
consultation with the White House in advance of spe-
cific actions was less than meticulous.

C. The Role of the Congress.
In the hands of Congress rests the responsibility for
insuring that the Executive Branch is held to full polit-
ical accountability for covert activities. The record on
Chile is mixed and muted by its incompleteness.

CIA records note a number of briefings of Congressional
committees about covert action in Chile. Those records,
however, do not reveal the timeliness or the level of
detail of these briefings. Indeed, the record suggests
that the briefings were often after the fact and incom-
plete. The situation improved after 1973, apparently
as Congressional committees became more persistent
in the exercise of their oversight function. Furthermore,
Sec. 662 of the Foreign Assistance Act should make it
impossible for major projects to be operated without the
appropriate Congressional committees being informed.

The record leaves unanswered a number of questions.
These pertain both to how forthcoming the Agency was
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and how interested and persistent the Congressional
committees were. Were members of Congress, for in-
stance, given the opportunity to object to specific proj-
ects before the projects were implemented? Did they
want to? There is also an issue of jurisdiction. CIA and
State Department officials have taken the position that
they are authorized to reveal Agency operations only
to the appropriate oversight committees.

D. Intelligence Judgements and Covert Operations.
A review of the intelligence judgements on Chile of-
fered by U.S. analysts during the critical period from
1970–1973 has not established whether these judge-
ments were taken into account when U.S. policy-
makers formulated and approved U.S. covert operations.
This examination of the relevant intelligence esti-
mates and memoranda has established that the judge-
ments of the analysts suggested caution and restraint
while the political imperatives demanded action.

Even within the Central Intelligence Agency, processes
for bringing considered judgements of intelligence
analysts to bear on proposed covert actions were
haphazard—and generally ineffective. This situation
has improved; covert action proposals now regularly
come before the Deputy Director for Intelligence and
the appropriate National Intelligence Officer; but the
operators still are separated from the intelligence ana-
lysts, those whose exclusive business it is to under-
stand and predict foreign politics. For instance, the
analysts who drafted the government’s most presti-
gious intelligence analyses—NIEs—may not even have
known of U.S. covert actions in Chile.

The Chilean experience does suggest that the Com-
mittee give serious consideration to the possibility that
lodging the responsibility for national estimates AND
conduct of operational activities with the same per-
son—the Director of Central Intelligence—creates an
inherent conflict of interest and judgement.

E. Effects of Major Covert Action Programs.
Covert Action programs as costly and as complex as
several mounted by the United States in Chile are
unlikely to remain covert. In Chile in 1964, there was
simply too much unexplained money, too many leaflets,
too many broadcasts. That the United States was in-



volved in the election has been taken for granted in
Latin America for many years.

The involvement in 1964 created a presumption in
Chile and elsewhere in Latin America that the United
States Government would again be involved in 1970.
This made secrecy still harder to maintain, even though
the CIA involvement was much smaller in 1970 than it
had been in 1964.

When covert actions in Chile became public knowl-
edge, the costs were obvious. The United States was
seen, by its covert actions, to have contradicted not
only its official declarations but its treaty commitments
and principles of long standing. At the same time it
was proclaiming a “low profile” in Latin American
relations, the U.S. Government was seeking to foment
a coup in Chile.

The costs of major covert ventures which are “blown”
are clear enough. But there may be costs to pay even if
the operations could remain secret for long periods of
time. Some of these costs may accrue even within the
calculus of covert operations: successes may turn to
failures. Several officials from whom the Committee
took testimony suggested that the poor showing of the
Chilean Christian Democrats in 1970 was, in some
part, attributable to previous American covert support.
Of course there were many causes of that poor show-
ing, but in 1964 the PDC had been spared the need of
developing some of its own grass roots organizations.
The CIA did much of that for it. In 1970, with less CIA
activity on behalf of the Christian Democratic Party,
the PDC faltered.

Of course, the more important costs, even of covert
actions which remain secret, are those to American ideals
of relations among nations and of constitutional gov-
ernment. In the case of Chile, some of those costs were
far from abstract: witness the involvement of United
States military officers in the Track II attempt to over-
throw a constitutionally-elected civilian government.

There are also long-term effects of covert actions.
Many of those may be adverse. They touch American
as well as foreign institutions. The Chilean institutions
that the United States most favored may have been
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discredited within their own societies by the fact of
their covert support. In Latin America particularly, even
the suspicion of CIA support may be the kiss of death.
It would be the final irony of a decade of covert action
in Chile if that action destroyed the credibility of the
Chilean Christian Democrats.

The effects on American institutions are less obvious
but no less important. U.S. private and governmental
institutions with overt, legitimate purposes of their
own may have been discredited by the pervasiveness
of covert action. Even if particular institutions were
not involved in covert action, they may have been cor-
rupted in the perception of Latin Americans because
of the pervasiveness of clandestine U.S. activity.

In the end, the whole of U.S. policy making may be
affected. The availability of an “extra” means may alter
officials’ assessment of the costs and rationales of overt
policies. It may postpone the day when outmoded
policies are abandoned and new ones adopted. Argu-
ably, the 1964 election project was part of a “progres-
sive” approach to Chile. The project was justified, if
perhaps not actually sustained, by the desire to elect
democratic reformers. By 1970, covert action had be-
come completely defensive in character: to prevent
the election of Allende. The United States professed a
“low profile” but at the same time acted covertly to
ensure that the Chilean elections came out right, “low
profile” notwithstanding.

A special case for concern is the relationship between
intelligence agencies and multinational corporations.

In 1970, U.S. Government policy prohibited covert
CIA support to a single party or candidate. At the same
time, the CIA provided advice to an American-based
multinational corporation on how to furnish just such
direct support. That raised all of the dangers of ex-
posure, and eliminated many of the safeguards and
controls normally present in exclusively CIA covert
operations. There was the appearance of an improperly
close relationship between the CIA and multinational
companies when former Director John McCone used
contacts and information gained while at the CIA to
advise a corporation on whose Board of Directors he
sat. This appearance was heightened because the



contacts between the Agency and the corporation in
1970 extended to discussing and even planning corpo-
rate intervention in the Chilean electoral process.

The problem of cooperation is exacerbated when a
cooperating company—such as ITT—is called to give
testimony before an appropriate Congressional Com-
mittee. The Agency may then be confronted with the
question of whether to come forward to set the record
straight when it believes that testimony given on be-
half of a cooperating company is untrue. The situation
is difficult, for in coming forward the Agency may re-
veal sensitive sources and methods by which it learned
the facts or may make public the existence of ongoing
covert operations.

This report does no attempt to offer a final judgement
on the political propriety, the morality, or even the
effectiveness of American covert activity in Chile. Did
the threat posed by an Allende presidency justify covert
American involvement in Chile? Did it justify the spe-
cific and unusual attempt to foment a military coup to
deny Allende the presidency? In 1970, the U.S. sought
to foster a military coup in Chile to prevent Allende’s
accession to power; yet after 1970 the government—
according to the testimony of its officials—did not
engage in coup plotting. Was 1970 a mistake, an aber-
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ration? Or was the threat posed to the national security
interests of the United States so grave that the govern-
ment was remiss in not seeking his downfall directly
during 1970–73? What responsibility does the United
States bear for the cruelty and political suppression
that have become the hallmark of the present regime
in Chile?

On these questions Committee members may differ.
So may American citizens. Yet the Committee’s man-
date is less to judge the past than to recommend for
the future. Moving from past cases to future guide-
lines, what is important to note is that covert action has
been perceived as middle ground between diplomatic
representation and the overt use of military force. In
the case of Chile, that middle ground may have been
far too broad. Given the costs of covert action, it should
be resorted to only to counter severe threats to the
national security of the United States. It is far from
clear that that was the case in Chile.

[. . .]

Source: U.S. Senate, “Covert Action in Chile, 1963–1973:
Staff Report of the Select Committee to Study Govern-
mental Operations with Respect to Intelligence Activities,”
U.S. Department of State, Freedom of Information Act,
http://foia.state.gov/Reports/ChurchReport.asp.

122. Announcement of the Death of Mao Zedong, 9 September 1976

Introduction
On 9 September 1976 Mao Zedong, for a quarter-century communist China’s supreme ruler, finally succumbed to
a variety of ailments and died. At the time of his death it seemed that an extremist faction headed by a group pop-
ularly known as the Gang of Four, consisting of Mao’s widow, Jiang Qing, and several Shanghai radicals, was firmly
in control of the Chinese Politburo. The previous January, Mao’s most able lieutenant, the moderate Premier Zhou
Enlai, had died of cancer, sparking massive demonstrations in his memory in Tiananmen Square the following
April during a festival when Chinese traditionally commemorated their dead. The Gang of Four and their sup-
porters had taken this opportunity to purge one of Zhou’s closest associates, Vice Premier Deng Xiaoping, a tough
and able pragmatist who had been ousted during the Cultural Revolution of the 1960s but was brought back to
power by Zhou in 1973. Deng delivered the eulogy at Zhou’s funeral, giving his enemies the excuse they needed
to drive him from power. Following Mao’s death, the official Chinese media published an obituary that carefully
highlighted his leadership of leftist and radical Chinese political forces and his criticism of Deng. The obituary
exhorted the Chinese people to carry on the “class struggle” that Mao had so strongly supported, revile Deng, and
carry the Cultural Revolution further. Once Mao had died, however, the Gang of Four soon lost their hold on power,
and these policies were largely abandoned. In October 1976 Hua Guofeng, Mao’s handpicked but uninspiring suc-
cessor, mounted a coup against the Gang of Four and their associates, who were suddenly arrested. Held responsible



Primary Source
The Central Committee of the Communist Party
of China, the Standing Committee of the National
People’s Congress of the People’s Republic of China,
the State Council of the People’s Republic of China
and the Military Commission of the Central Commit-
tee of the Communist Party of China announce with
deepest grief to the whole party, the whole army and
the people of all nationalities throughout the country:

Comrade Mao Tse-tung, the esteemed and beloved
great leader of our party, our army and the people of all
nationalities of our country, the great teacher of the
international proletariat and the oppressed nations and
oppressed people, Chairman of the Central Commit-
tee of the Communist Party of China, Chairman of the
Military Commission of the Central Committee of the
Communist Party of China, and Honorary Chairman of
the National Committee of the Chinese People’s Politi-
cal Consultative Conference, passed away at 00:10
hours, Sept. 9, 1976, in Peking [12:10 P.M. Wednesday,
New York time] because of the worsening of his illness
and despite all treatment, although meticulous med-
ical care was given him in every way after he fell ill.

Founder and Leader of Party
Chairman Mao Tse-tung was the founder and wise
leader of the Communist Party of China, the Chinese
People’s Liberation Army and the People’s Republic
of China. Chairman Mao led our party in waging a pro-
tracted, acute and complex struggle against the right
and left opportunist lines in the party, defeating the
opportunist lines pursued by Chen Tu-hsiu, Chu Chiu-
pai, Li Li-san, Lo Chang-lung, Wang Ming, Chang Kuo-
tao, Kao Kang, Jao Shu-shih and Peng Teh-huai and
again, during the great proletarian Cultural Revolution,
triumphing over the counterrevolutionary revisionist
line of Liu Shao-chi, Lin Piao and Teng Hsiao-ping,
thus enabling our party to develop and grow in strength
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steadily in class struggle and the struggle between the
two lines.

Led by Chairman Mao, the Communist Party of China
has developed through a tortuous path into a great,
glorious and correct Marxist-Leninist party which is
today exercising leadership over the People’s Republic
of China.

During the period of the new democratic revolution,
Chairman Mao, in accordance with the universal truth
of Marxism-Leninism and by combining it with the
concrete practice of the Chinese revolution, creatively
laid down the general line and general policy of the
new democratic revolution, founded the Chinese
People’s Liberation Army and pointed out that the
seizure of political power by armed force in China
could be achieved only by following the road of build-
ing rural base areas, using the countryside to encircle
the cities and finally seizing the cities, and not by any
other road.

He led our party, our army and the people of our coun-
try in using people’s war to overthrow the reactionary
rule of imperialism, feudalism and bureaucrat capital-
ism, winning the great victory of the new democratic
revolution and founding the People’s Republic of
China.

The victory of the Chinese people’s revolution led by
Chairman Mao changed the situation in the East and
the world and blazed a new trail for the cause of liber-
ation of the oppressed nations and oppressed people.

In the period of the Socialist revolution, Chairman
Mao comprehensively summed up the positive as well
as the negative experience of the international Com-
munist movement, penetratingly analyzed the class
relations in Socialist society and, for the first time in

and vilified for the excesses of the Cultural Revolution, they were put on trial in 1981 and sentenced to long prison
terms. In July 1977 Hua brought Deng back as vice premier. By the end of 1978 Deng had won control of the
Chinese government, although Hua remained premier until 1980. Deng instituted large-scale economic modern-
ization programs that relied heavily on market reforms, effectively reversing the long-term leftward drift of Chinese
policies and ending the ideologically driven domestic radicalism that had characterized Mao’s years in power. Seek-
ing access to foreign expertise, technology, and funds, Deng also implemented dramatically improved Chinese
relations with noncommunist powers.



the history of the development of Marxism, unequiv-
ocally pointed out that there are still classes and class
struggle after the Socialist transformation of the
ownership of the means of production has in the main
been completed, drew the scientific conclusion that
the bourgeoisie is right in the Communist Party, put
forth the great theory of continuing the revolution
under the dictatorship of the proletariat, and laid down
the party’s basic line for the entire historical period of
socialism.

All the victories of the Chinese people were achieved
under the leadership of Chairman Mao; they are all
great victories for Mao Tse-tung thought.

The radiance of Mao Tse-tung thought will forever
illuminate the road of advance of the Chinese people.

Enriched Treasury of Marxism
Chairman Mao Tse-tung summed up the revolutionary
practice in the international communist movement,
put forward a series of scientific theses, enriched the
theoretical treasury of Marxism and indicated the ori-
entation of struggle for the Chinese people and the
revolutionary people throughout the world.

With the great boldness and vision of a proletarian rev-
olutionary, he initiated in the international Communist
movement the great struggle to criticize modern revi-
sionism with the Soviet revisionist renegade clique at
the core, promoted the vigorous development of the
cause of the world proletarian revolution and the cause
of all the people of all countries against imperialism
and hegemonism, and pushed the history of mankind
forward.

Chairman Mao Tse-tung was the greatest Marxist of
the contemporary era. In the past half century and
more, basing himself on the principle of integrating
the universal truth of Marxism-Leninism with the con-
crete practice of the revolution he inherited, defended
and developed Marxism-Leninism in the protracted
struggle against the class enemies at home and abroad,
both inside and outside the party, and wrote a most
brilliant chapter in the history of the movement of pro-
letarian revolution.
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He dedicated all his energies throughout his life to the
liberation of the Chinese people, to the emancipation
of the oppressed nations and oppressed people the
world over, and to the cause of communism. With the
great resolve of a proletarian revolutionary, he waged a
tenacious struggle against his illness, continued to lead
the work of the whole party, and the whole army and
the whole nation during his illness and fought till his
last breath.

The magnificent contributions he made for the Chinese
people, the international proletariat and the revolu-
tionary people of the whole world are immortal. The
Chinese people and the revolutionary people the world
over love him from the bottom of their hearts and have
boundless admiration and respect for him.

Guided by Chairman Mao’s proletarian revolutionary
line, our party, our army and the people of our country
continued their triumphant advance and seized great
victories in the Socialist revolution and Socialist con-
struction, particularly in the great proletarian Cultural
Revolution, in criticizing Lin Piao and Confucius and
in criticizing Teng Hsiao-ping [Deng Xiaoping] and
repulsing the right deviationist attempt at reversing
correct verdicts. Upholding socialism and consolidat-
ing the dictatorship of the proletariat in the People’s
Republic of China, a country with a vast expanse
and a large population, is a great contribution of world
historic significance which Chairman Mao Tse-tung
made to the present era; at the same time, it has pro-
vided fresh experience for the international Com-
munist movement in combating and preventing
revisionism, consolidating the dictatorship of the pro-
letariat, preventing capitalist restoration and building
socialism.

Grief for All Revolutionaries
The passing away of Chairman Mao Tse-tung is an
inestimable loss to our party, our army and the people
of all the nationalities of our country, to the inter-
national proletariat and the revolutionary people of all
countries and to the international Communist move-
ment. His passing away is bound to evoke immense
grief in the hearts of the people of our country and the
revolutionary people of all countries.



The Central Committee of the Communist Party of
China calls on the whole party, the whole army and the
people of all nationalities throughout the country to
turn their grief into strength with determination.

We must carry on the cause left behind by Chairman
Mao and persist in taking class struggle as the key link,
keep to the party’s basic line and persevere in con-
tinuing the revolution under the dictatorship of the
proletariat.

We must carry on the cause left behind by Chairman
Mao and strengthen the centralized leadership of the
party, resolutely uphold the unity and unification of
the party and closely rally round the party and closely
rally round the party central committee.

We must strengthen the building of the party ideolog-
ically and organizationally in the course of the struggle
between the two lines and resolutely implement the
principle of the three-in-one combination of the old,
middle-aged and young in accordance with the five
requirements for bringing up successors to the cause of
the proletarian revolution.

We must carry on the cause left behind by Chairman
Mao and consolidate the great unity of the people of
all nationalities under the leadership of the working
class and based on the worker-peasant alliance, deepen
the criticism of Teng Hsiao-ping, continue the struggle
to repulse the right deviationist attempt at reversing
correct verdicts, consolidate and develop the victories
of the great proletarian Cultural Revolution, enthusi-
astically support the new socialist things, restrict bour-
geois right and further consolidate the dictatorship of
the proletariat in our country.

We should continue to unfold the three great revolu-
tionary movements of class struggle, the struggle for
production and scientific experiment, build our country
independently and with the initiative in our own hands,
through self-reliance, hard struggle, diligence and thrift,
and go all out, aim high and achieve greater, faster, bet-
ter and more economical results in building socialism.

We must carry on the cause left behind by Chairman
Mao and resolutely implement his line on army build-
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ing, strengthen the building of the militia, strengthen
preparedness against war, heighten our vigilance, and
be ready at all times to wipe out any enemy that dares
to intrude. We are determined to liberate Taiwan.

We must carry on the cause left behind by Chairman
Mao and continue to carry out Chairman Mao’s revolu-
tionary line and policies in foreign affairs resolutely.

We must adhere to proletarian internationalism,
strengthen the unity between our party and the genuine
Marxist-Leninist parties and organizations all over the
world, strengthen the unity between the people of our
country and the people of all other countries, espe-
cially those of the third-world countries, unite with all
the forces in the world that can be knitted, and carry
the struggle against imperialism, social-imperialism and
modern revisionism through to the end.

We will never seek hegemony and will never be a
superpower.

We must carry on the cause left behind by Chairman
Mao and assiduously study Marxism-Leninism-Mao
Tse-tung thought, apply ourselves to the study of
works by Marx, Engels, Lenin and Stalin and works by
Chairman Mao, fight for the complete overthrow of the
bourgeoisie and all other exploiting classes, for the
establishment of the dictatorship of the proletariat
in place of the dictatorship of the bourgeoisie and for
the triumph of socialism over capitalism, and strive to
build our country into a powerful socialist state, make
a still greater contribution to humanity and realize the
ultimate goal of communism.

Long live invincible Marxism-Leninism-Mao Tse-tung
thought!

Long live the great, glorious and correct Communist
Party of China!

Eternal glory to our great leader and teacher Chairman
Mao Tse-tung!

Source: “Text of the Announcement Issued by Peking
Reporting Death of Chairman Mao,” New York Times, 10
September 1976.



Primary Source
In the Czechoslovak Register of Laws No. 120 of
October 13, 1976, texts were published of the Inter-
national Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, and
of the International Covenant on Economic, Social
and Cultural Rights, which were signed on behalf of
our republic in 1968, reiterated at Helsinki in 1975 and
came into force in our country on March 23, 1976.
From that date our citizens have enjoyed the rights,
and our state the duties, ensuing from them.

The human rights and freedoms underwritten by these
covenants constitute features of civilized life for which
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many progressive movements have striven through-
out history and whose codification could greatly assist
humane developments in our society.

We accordingly welcome the Czechoslovak Socialist
Republic’s accession to those agreements. Their pub-
lication, however, serves as a powerful reminder of the
extent to which basic human rights in our country exist,
regrettably, on paper alone.

The right to freedom of expression, for example, guar-
anteed by Article 19 of the first-mentioned covenant,
is in our case purely illusory. Tens of thousands of our
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Introduction
Throughout the Cold War, Soviet political dominance was never popular in Eastern Europe. On several occasions, in
East Berlin in 1953, Hungary in 1956, and Czechoslovakia in 1968, Soviet tanks and troops forcibly reimposed con-
trol on countries within the Soviet bloc that had sought greater autonomy. Conservatives in the United States and
Europe charged that the policies of détente with the Soviet Union implemented under Presidents Richard Nixon and
Gerald Ford by Secretary of State Henry Kissinger, and most particularly the August 1975 Helsinki Agreements on
human rights, represented an ineffective and unprincipled abandonment of East European dissenters to communist
mercies. In practice, the Helsinki Accords soon became a rallying force for advocates of human rights and political
change. On 1 January 1977, 243 prominent Czech citizens published a manifesto with the title “Charter 77” in a West
German newspaper. The document was largely drafted by the well-known playwright Václav Havel, with assistance
from other dissenters including Jan Pato√ka and Jiří Hajek. They demanded that their government, which had signed
the Helsinki Agreements and various United Nations (UN) covenants on political, economic, and human rights, live
up to those undertakings. The manifesto complained that at that time the Czech government simply ignored its pub-
lic pledges on freedom of expression, freedom from fear, freedom of religion, freedom of travel, the right to educa-
tion, and the right to organize trade unions. Charter 77 also condemned the political role of the Communist Party and
the arbitrary and unconstitutional manner in which it issued political directives and instructions. In order to skirt gov-
ernment prohibitions on the organization of opposition parties or groups, Charter 77 claimed to have no formal struc-
ture or institutional framework. Within Czechoslovakia it circulated only in samizdat (privately produced) form, but
it was widely published outside the country. Reaction from the Czech government was fierce. The official press
harshly attacked the manifesto, and those signing it often lost their jobs, driver’s licenses, and citizenship; saw their
children denied access to education; and suffered detention, trial, imprisonment, or exile. In April 1978 a support
group was founded to publicize the persecution of those who had signed the manifesto. The following year, six mem-
bers of this support group, including Havel, a staunch advocate of nonviolent passive-resistance tactics, were tried and
sentenced to up to five years in prison. Such repression continued throughout the 1980s, but by the mid-1980s more
than 1,200 Czechs had nonetheless signed the manifesto, and Charter 77 continued to issue reports detailing the
country’s human rights violations and its failure to live up to the Helsinki Accords. As Soviet controls on Eastern
Europe were relaxed in the late 1980s, Charter 77 members became more politically active and were heavily involved
in negotiating a smooth transition to noncommunist rule in 1989. On 29 December 1989, Havel became the first pres-
ident of a democratic Czechoslovakia, and other Charter 77 members likewise took high political office but with
mixed results, as few had any governmental experience. Attempts to make the organization the nucleus of a new
political party, the Civic Forum, failed to prevent the country’s division in 1992 into separate Czech and Slovak states.



citizens are prevented from working in their own fields
for the sole reason that they hold views differing from
official ones, and are discriminated against and harassed
in all kinds of ways by the authorities and public
organizations. Deprived as they are of any means to
defend themselves, they become victims of a virtual
apartheid.

[. . .]

Freedom of public expression is inhibited by the cen-
tralized control of all the communication media and of
publishing and cultural institutions. No philosophical,
political or scientific view or artistic activity that departs
ever so slightly from the narrow bounds of official ide-
ology or aesthetics is allowed to be published; no open
criticism can be made of abnormal social phenomena;
no public defense is possible against false and insulting
charges made in official propaganda—the legal protec-
tion against “attacks on honor and reputation” clearly
guaranteed by Article 17 of the first covenant is in prac-
tice non-existent: false accusations cannot be rebutted,
and any attempt to secure compensation or correction
through the courts is futile; no open debate is allowed
in the domain of thought and art.

Many scholars, writers, artists and others are penalized
for having legally published or expressed, years ago,
opinions which are condemned by those who hold
political power today.

Freedom of religious confession, emphatically guaran-
teed by Article 18 of the first covenant, is continually
curtailed by arbitrary official action; by interference
with the activity of churchmen, who are constantly
threatened by the refusal of the state to permit them the
exercise of their functions, or by the withdrawal of such
permission; by financial or other transactions against
those who express their religious faith in word or
action; by constraints on religious training and so forth.

One instrument for the curtailment or in many cases
complete elimination of many civic rights is the sys-
tem by which all national institutions and organiza-
tions are in effect subject to political directives from
the machinery of the ruling party and to decisions
made by powerful individuals.
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The constitution of the republic, its laws and legal
norms do not regulate the form or content, the issuing
or application of such decisions; they are often only
given out verbally, unknown to the public at large
and beyond its powers to check; their originators are
responsible to no one but themselves and their own
hierarchy; yet they have a decisive impact on the 
decision-making and executive organs of government,
justice, trade unions, interest groups and all other
organizations, of the other political parties, enterprises,
factories, institutions, offices and so on, for whom these
instructions have precedence even before the law.

Where organizations or individuals, in the interpreta-
tion of their rights and duties, come into conflict with
such directives, they cannot have recourse to any non-
party authority, since none such exists. This constitutes,
of course, a serious limitation of the right ensuing from
Articles 21 and 22 of the first-mentioned covenant,
which provides for freedom of association and forbids
any restriction on its exercise, from Article 25 on the
right to take part in the conduct of public affairs, and
from Article 26 stipulating equal protection by the law
without discrimination.

This state of affairs likewise prevents workers and
others from exercising the unrestricted right to estab-
lish trade unions and other organizations to protect their
economic and social interests, and from freely enjoy-
ing the right to strike provided for in Clause 1 of Ar-
ticle 8 in the second-mentioned covenant.

Further civic rights, including the explicit prohibition
of “arbitrary interference with privacy, family, home or
correspondence” (Article 17 of the first covenant), are
seriously vitiated by the various forms of interference
in the private life of citizens exercised by the Ministry
of the Interior, for example by bugging telephones and
houses, opening mail, following personal movements,
searching homes, setting up networks of neighborhood
informers (often recruited by illicit threats or prom-
ises) and in other ways.

The ministry frequently interferes in employers’ deci-
sions, instigates acts of discrimination by authorities
and organizations, brings weight to bear on the organs
of justice and even orchestrates propaganda campaigns



in the media. This activity is governed by no law and,
being clandestine, affords the citizen no chance to
defend himself.

In cases of prosecution on political grounds the inves-
tigative and judicial organs violate the rights of those
charged and those defending them, as guaranteed by
Article 14 of the first covenant and indeed by Czechoslo-
vak law. The prison treatment of those sentenced in
such cases is an affront to their human dignity and a
menace to their health, being aimed at breaking their
morale.

Clause 2, Article 12 of the first covenant, guaranteeing
every citizen the right to leave the country, is consis-
tently violated, or under the pretense of “defense of
national security” is subjected to various unjustifiable
conditions (Clause 3). The granting of entry visas to
foreigners is also treated arbitrarily, and many are un-
able to visit Czechoslovakia merely because of profes-
sional or personal contacts with those of our citizens
who are subject to discrimination.

Some of our people—either in private, at their places
of work or by the only feasible public channel, the for-
eign media—have drawn attention to the systematic
violation of human rights and democratic freedoms and
demanded amends in specific cases. But their pleas
have remained largely ignored or been made grounds
for police investigation.

Responsibility for the maintenance of rights in our
country naturally devolves in the first place on the
political and state authorities. Yet not only on them:
everyone bears his share of responsibility for the con-
ditions that prevail and accordingly also for the obser-
vance of legally enshrined agreements, binding upon
all individuals as well as upon governments.

It is this sense of co-responsibility, our belief in the
importance of its conscious public acceptance and the
general need to give it new and more effective expres-
sion that led us to the idea of creating Charter 77,
whose inception we today publicly announce.

Charter 77 is a loose, informal and open association of
people of various shades of opinion, faiths and profes-
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sions united by the will to strive individually and col-
lectively for the respecting of civic and human rights
in our own country and throughout the world—rights
accorded to all men by the two mentioned inter-
national covenants, by the Final Act of the Helsinki
conference and by numerous other international
documents opposing war, violence and social or spiri-
tual oppression, and which are comprehensively laid
down in the U.N. Universal Charter of Human
Rights.

Charter 77 springs from a background of friendship
and solidarity among people who share our concern for
those ideals that have inspired, and continue to inspire,
their lives and their work.

Charter 77 is not an organization; it has no rules, per-
manent bodies or formal membership. It embraces
everyone who agrees with its ideas and participates in
its work. It does not form the basis for any oppositional
political activity. Like many similar citizen initiatives
in various countries, West and East, it seeks to pro-
mote the general public interest.

It does not aim, then, to set out its own platform of
political or social reform or change, but within its own
field of impact to conduct a constructive dialogue with
the political and state authorities, particularly by draw-
ing attention to individual cases where human and
civic rights are violated, to document such grievances
and suggest remedies, to make proposals of a more gen-
eral character calculated to reinforce such rights and
machinery for protecting them, to act as an intermediary
in situations of conflict which may lead to violations of
rights, and so forth.

By its symbolic name Charter 77 denotes that it has
come into being at the start of a year proclaimed as
Political Prisoners’ Year—a year in which a conference
in Belgrade is due to review the implementation of the
obligations assumed at Helsinki.

As signatories, we hereby authorize Professor Dr. Jan
Patocka, Dr. Vaclav Havel and Professor Dr. Jiri Hajek
to act as the spokesmen for the Charter. These spokes-
men are endowed with full authority to represent it



vis-a-vis state and other bodies, and the public at home
and abroad, and their signatures attest to the authen-
ticity of documents issued by the Charter. They will
have us and others who join us as their colleagues tak-
ing part in any needful negotiations, shouldering par-
ticular tasks and sharing every responsibility.
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We believe that Charter 77 will help to enable all citi-
zens of Czechoslovakia to work and live as free human
beings.

Prague, 1 January 1977

Source: “Manifesto of Charter 77,” CNN.Com, http://
edition.cnn.com/SPECIALS/cold.war/episodes/19/
documents/charter.77/. Courtesy of CNN.

124. The Framework for Peace in the Middle East
(Camp David Accords), 17 September 1978

Introduction
From the time of its foundation in 1948, the existence of the state of Israel was a constant grievance to neighboring
Arab states. Their resentment was intensified by Israeli military successes in the 1967 Six-Day War, in the course
of which Israel seized the Sinai Peninsula from Egypt and territory from Jordan then occupied by Palestinians,
including the West Bank of the Jordan River and the Gaza Strip. United Nations (UN) Security Council Resolu-
tion 242, passed in late 1967, urged that Israel withdraw to secure frontiers—not necessarily identical to those prior
to the war—in exchange for a lasting peace settlement with its Arab neighbors. The product of negotiations held
in September 1978 between Egyptian President Anwar Sadat and Israeli Prime Minister Menachem Begin, the
Camp David Accords established an agreement by which the two countries could work to secure peace in the Mid-
dle East. The talks were hosted by U.S. President Jimmy Carter at the presidential retreat at Camp David, Mary-
land, and are generally considered a high point of his administration. They marked the first occasion on which top
Arab and Israeli leaders were able to meet and negotiate in a relatively friendly atmosphere.

Primary Source
Muhammad Anwar al-Sadat, President of the Arab
Republic of Egypt, and Menachem Begin, Prime Min-
ister of Israel, met with Jimmy Carter, President of the
United States of America, at Camp David from Sep-
tember 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-Israel conflict to
adhere to it.

[. . .]

Framework

Taking these factors into account, the parties are deter-
mined to reach a just, comprehensive, and durable
settlement of the Middle East conflict through the
conclusion of peace treaties based on Security Council
resolutions 242 and 338 in all their parts. Their pur-
pose is to achieve peace and good neighborly relations.
They recognize that for peace to endure, it must in-

volve 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
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 relat-
ing 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 arrange-
ments for the West Bank and Gaza for a period
not exceeding five years. In order to provide full
autonomy to the inhabitants, under these ar-
rangements 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 re-
place the existing military government. To nego-
tiate the details of a transitional arrangement,
Jordan will be invited to join the negotiations on
the basis of this framework. These new arrange-
ments 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, and Jordan will agree on the
modalities for establishing elected self-governing
authority in the West Bank and Gaza. The dele-
gations of Egypt and Jordan may include Pales-
tinians from the West Bank and Gaza or other
Palestinians as mutually agreed. The parties will
negotiate an agreement which will define the
powers and responsibilities of the self-governing
authority to be exercised in the West Bank and
Gaza. A withdrawal of Israeli armed forces will
take place and there will be a redeployment of
the remaining Israeli forces into specified secu-
rity locations. The agreement will also include
arrangements for assuring internal and external
security and public order. A strong local police
force will be established, which may include Jor-
danian citizens. In addition, Israeli and Jordanian
forces will participate in joint patrols and in the
manning of control posts to assure the security of
the borders.

c. When the self-governing authority (administra-
tive council) in the West Bank and Gaza is estab-
lished and inaugurated, the transitional period of
five years will begin. As soon as possible, but not
later than the third year after the beginning of
the transitional period, negotiations will take place
to determine the final status of the West Bank
and Gaza and its relationship with its neighbors
and to conclude a peace treaty between Israel and
Jordan by the end of the transitional period. These
negotiations will be conducted among Egypt,
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Israel, Jordan and the elected representatives of
the inhabitants of the West Bank and Gaza. Two
separate but related committees will be convened,
one committee, consisting of representatives of
the four parties which will negotiate and agree on
the final status of the West Bank and Gaza, and
its relationship with its neighbors, and the sec-
ond committee, consisting of representatives of
Israel and representatives of Jordan to be joined
by the elected representatives of the inhabitants
of the West Bank and Gaza, to negotiate the
peace treaty between Israel and Jordan, taking
into account the agreement reached in the final
status of the West Bank and Gaza. The negotia-
tions shall be based on all the provisions and
principles of UN Security Council Resolution
242. The negotiations will resolve, among other
matters, the location of the boundaries and the
nature of the security arrangements. The solu-
tion from the negotiations must also recognize the
legitimate right of the Palestinian peoples and
their just requirements. In this way, the Pales-
tinians will participate in the determination of
their own future through:
i. The negotiations among Egypt, Israel, Jordan

and the representatives of the inhabitants of
the West Bank and Gaza to agree on the final
status of the West Bank and Gaza and other
outstanding issues by the end of the transi-
tional period.

ii. Submitting their agreements to a vote by the
elected representatives of the inhabitants of
the West Bank and Gaza.

iii.Providing for the elected representatives of
the inhabitants of the West Bank and Gaza to
decide how they shall govern themselves con-
sistent with the provisions of their agreement.

iv. Participating as stated above in the work of
the committee negotiating the peace treaty
between Israel and Jordan.

d. All necessary measures will be taken and pro-
visions made to assure the security of Israel and
its neighbors during the transitional period and
beyond. To assist in providing such security, a
strong local police force will be constituted by
the self-governing authority. It will be composed
of inhabitants of the West Bank and Gaza. The



police will maintain liaison on internal security
matters with the designated Israeli, Jordanian, and
Egyptian officers.

e. During the transitional period, representatives
of Egypt, Israel, Jordan, and the self-governing
authority will constitute a continuing committee
to decide by agreement on the modalities of
admission of persons displaced from the West
Bank and Gaza in 1967, together with necessary
measures to prevent disruption and disorder.
Other matters of common concern may also be
dealt with by this committee.

f. Egypt and Israel will work with each other and
with other interested parties to establish agreed
procedures for a prompt, just and permanent
implementation of the resolution of the refugee
problem.

B. Egypt-Israel
1. Egypt and Israel undertake not to resort to the
threat or the use of force to settle disputes. Any dis-
putes shall be settled by peaceful means in accordance
with the provisions of Article 33 of the U.N. Charter.

2. In order to achieve peace between them, the parties
agree to negotiate in good faith with a goal of conclud-
ing within three months from the signing of the
Framework a peace treaty between them while invit-
ing the other parties to the conflict to proceed simulta-
neously to negotiate and conclude similar peace
treaties with a view to achieving a comprehensive
peace in the area. The Framework for the Conclusion
of a Peace Treaty between Egypt and Israel will gov-
ern the peace negotiations 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 provi-
sions described below should apply to peace treaties
between Israel and each of its neighbors—Egypt, Jor-
dan, Syria and Lebanon.
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2. Signatories shall establish among themselves rela-
tionships normal to states at peace with one another.
To this end, they should undertake to abide by all the
provisions of the U.N. Charter. Steps to be taken in
this respect include:

a. full recognition;
b. abolishing economic boycotts;
c. guaranteeing that under their jurisdiction the cit-

izens of the other parties shall enjoy the protection
of the due process of law.

3. Signatories should explore possibilities for economic
development in the context of final peace treaties,
with the objective of contributing to the atmosphere of
peace, cooperation and friendship which is their com-
mon goal.

4. Claims commissions may be established for the
mutual settlement of all financial claims.

5. The United States shall be invited to participate in
the talks on matters related to the modalities of the
implementation of the agreements and working out
the timetable for the carrying out of the obligations of
the parties.

6. The United Nations Security Council shall be re-
quested to endorse the peace treaties and ensure that
their provisions shall not be violated. The permanent
members of the Security Council shall be requested to
underwrite the peace treaties and ensure respect for
the provisions. They shall be requested to conform
their policies and actions with the undertaking con-
tained in this Framework.

[. . .]

Source: American Presidency, http://www.presidency
.ucsb.edu/ws/index.php?pid=29788&st=&st1=.
[Or, if you prefer, cite text from Public Papers of US
Presidents, Carter, 1978]



Primary Source
Good evening. I would like to read a joint commu-
niqué which is being simultaneously issued in Peking
at this very moment by the leaders of the People’s
Republic of China:

[At this point, the President read the text of the joint
communiqué, which reads as follows:]

JOINT COMMUNIQUE ON THE ESTABLISH-
MENT OF DIPLOMATIC RELATIONS BE-
TWEEN THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
AND THE PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF CHINA

JANUARY 1, 1979

The United States of America and the People’s Repub-
lic of China have agreed to recognize each other and to
establish diplomatic relations as of January 1, 1979.

The United States of America recognizes the Govern-
ment of the People’s Republic of China as the sole
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legal Government of China. Within this context, the
people of the United States will maintain cultural, com-
mercial, and other unofficial relations with the people
of Taiwan.

The United States of America and the People’s Repub-
lic of China reaffirm the principles agreed on by the
two sides in the Shanghai Communiqué and empha-
size once again that:

—Both wish to reduce the danger of international
military conflict.

—Neither should seek hegemony 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.

—Neither is prepared to negotiate on behalf of any
third party or to enter into agreements or under-
standings with the other directed at other states.

—The Government of the United States of Amer-
ica acknowledges the Chinese position that there
is but one China and Taiwan is part of China.

125. Jimmy Carter: Address to the Nation, 15 December 1978

Introduction
For several years after the reopening in the early 1970s of relations between Mainland China and the United States,
the two countries were still not in a state of full diplomatic recognition. The major reason for this was that although
the Republic of China (ROC) on Taiwan was no longer a member of the United Nations (UN), it still had diplo-
matic relations with the United States. Chairman Mao Zedong died in 1976 and was initially succeeded by a radical
faction headed by his wife Jiang Qing, whose leading members were known as the Gang of Four. They were
arrested later that year, and by 1978 it was clear that the pragmatic elderly revolutionary Vice Premier Deng Xiaop-
ing was firmly in control of the Chinese government and bent on instituting major economic reform programs.
Deng was eager to increase Chinese access to American technological and business expertise and investment cap-
ital, something that he believed full recognition would facilitate. In 1978 the administration of President Jimmy
Carter decided to switch diplomatic recognition from its longtime ally Taiwan to the People’s Republic of China
(PRC). The main stumbling block to doing so was in fact the status of Taiwan, which the PRC claimed as an inte-
gral part of China. Addressing the American people on this subject, Carter expressed the hope of the U.S. govern-
ment that the status of Taiwan would be resolved by peaceful rather than forceful means. He also stated that the
United States intended, as many other nations already did, to maintain existing “commercial, cultural, trade, and
other relations with Taiwan through nongovernmental means.” The Chinese government, meanwhile, issued a
statement to the effect that “the way of bringing Taiwan back to the embrace of the motherland and reunifying the
country [was] entirely China’s affair.” Despite Carter’s reassurances, Taiwan officials were deeply apprehensive
over the new policy. For many years Taiwan had enjoyed excellent relations with numerous congressmen, and in
April 1979 Congress passed the Taiwan Relations Act, pledging that the U.S. government would maintain its coop-
eration with Taiwan and would, in particular, continue to supply Taiwan with the arms that might be required to
protect the island against a Chinese military attack.



—Both believe that normalization of Sino-American
relations is not only in the interest of the Chinese
and American peoples but also contributes to the
cause of peace in Asia and the world.

The United States of America and the People’s Re-
public of China will exchange Ambassadors and estab-
lish Embassies on March 1, 1979.

Yesterday, our country and the People’s Republic of
China reached this final historic agreement. On Janu-
ary 1, 1979, a little more than 2 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 population 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 tran-
sient tactical or expedient reasons. In recognizing the
People’s Republic of China, that it is the single Gov-
ernment of China, we are recognizing simple reality.
But far more is involved in this decision than just the
recognition of a fact.

[. . .]

We have already begun to inform our allies and other
nations and the Members of the Congress of the details
of our intended action. But I wish also tonight to con-
vey a special message to the people of Taiwan—I have
already communicated with the leaders in Taiwan—
with whom the American 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 Com-
muniqué of 1972, issued on President Nixon’s historic
visit, we will continue to have an interest in the peace-
ful resolution of the Taiwan issue. I have paid special
attention to ensuring that normalization of relations
between our country and the People’s Republic will
not jeopardize the well-being of the people of Taiwan.
The people of our country will maintain our current
commercial, cultural, trade, and other relations with
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Taiwan through nongovernmental means. Many other
countries in 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.

[. . .]

Remarks at a White House Briefing Following the
Address to the Nation, 15 December 1978
THE PRESIDENT. Well, I wanted to come by and
let you know that I believe this to be an extremely
important moment in the history of our Nation. It’s
something that I and my two predecessors have sought
avidly. We have maintained our own United States
position firmly, and only since the last few weeks has
there been an increasing demonstration to us that Pre-
mier Hua and Vice Premier Teng have been ready to
normalize relations. I think the interests of Taiwan
have been adequately protected. One of the briefers
will explain the details to you.

Our Ambassador there, Leonard Woodcock, has done a
superb job in presenting our own views strongly and
clearly to the officials of the People’s Republic of
China. I will be preparing myself adequately for the
visit of Vice Premier Teng. We invited him on one day,
he accepted the next, without delay, and I think he’s
looking forward to this trip with a great deal of antici-
pation and pleasure.

I have talked personally this evening to Prime Minis-
ter Ohira [of Japan]. Early this morning we notified the
officials in Taiwan, and we have also notified many of
the leaders around the world of this long-awaited devel-
opment in international diplomacy.

I think that one of the greatest benefits that will be
derived from this is the continuation of strong trade,
cultural relationships with Taiwan, the people of Tai-
wan, and a new vista for prosperous trade relationships
with almost a billion people in the People’s Republic
of China. This is also, of course, enhanced by the new
opportunities for us to understand the people of China,
and to work avidly for peace in that region and for world
peace.



This afternoon the Soviet Union officials were notified
through their Ambassador here, Mr. Dobrynin. And I
think the Soviets were familiar with the fact that we
were anticipating normalization whenever the Chinese
were willing to meet our reasonable terms, and they
were not surprised. As you well know, the Soviet Union
and People’s Republic of China have diplomatic rela-
tions between themselves.

My own assessment is that this will be well received in
almost every nation of the world, perhaps all of them,
because it will add to stability. And the Soviets and
others know full well, because of our own private expla-
nations to them, not just recently but in months gone
by, that we have no desire whatsoever to use our new
relationships with China to the disadvantage of the
Soviets or anyone else. We believe this will enhance
stability and not cause instability in Asia and the rest of
the world.

I’m very pleased with it. And I obviously have to give
a major part of the credit to President Nixon and to
President Ford, who laid the groundwork for this
successful negotiation. And most of the premises that
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were spelled out in the Shanghai Communiqué 6 years
ago or more have been implemented now.

You can tell that I’m pleased, and I know that the world
is waiting for your accurate explanation of the results.

[. . .]

I’ll take just one question.

Q. Mr. President, you said the response to your speech
would be “massive applause throughout the Nation.”
What do you think the response to your speech will be
in Taiwan?

THE PRESIDENT. I doubt if there will be massive
applause in Taiwan, but we are going to do everything
we can to assure the Taiwanese that we put at top—as
one of the top priorities in our own relationships with
the People’s Republic and them—that the well-being
of the people of Taiwan will not be damaged.

Source: Jimmy Carter, Public Papers of the Presidents of the
United States: Jimmy Carter, 1978, Bk. 2 (Washington, DC:
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1979), 2264–2269.

126. Camp David Peace Treaty, 26 March 1979

Introduction
The Camp David Peace Treaty, also known as the Egyptian-Israeli Peace Treaty, was signed in 1979 as an outcome
of the fall of 1978 Camp David Summit Conference that brought leaders from Israel and Egypt to U.S. President
Jimmy Carter’s Camp David retreat. During the thirteen-day conference, a framework for peace between Israel
and Egypt was negotiated and formally agreed upon. The following year, Israel signed a peace treaty returning the
Sinai Peninsula to Egypt. Carter hoped that concluding this treaty would encourage the subsequent negotiation of
similar agreements between Israel and other Arab states. In practice, fellow Arab states boycotted Egypt for mak-
ing peace with Israel. In October 1981, moreover, Muslim extremist gunmen who resented the peace treaty assas-
sinated Egypt’s President Anwar Sadat, who had negotiated the Camp David Accords, while he was watching a
military parade in Cairo.

Primary Source
PREAMBLE
“The Government of the Arab Republic of Egypt and
the Government of the State of Israel;

Convinced of the urgent necessity of the establish-
ment of a just, comprehensive and lasting peace in the

Middle East in accordance with Security Council Res-
olution 242 and Resolution 338;

Reaffirming their adherence to the ‘Framework for
Peace in the Middle East Agreed at Camp David,’
dated September 17, 1978. . . . 

Agree to the following provisions:



ARTICLE I
1. The state of war between the Parties will be termi-
nated 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 normal and friendly relations. . . . 

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 Gaza Strip. . . . 

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 times 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 rec-
ognized 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 ensure 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
undertakes to refrain from organizing, instigating, in-
citing, assisting or participating in acts or threats of bel-
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ligerency, hostility, subversion or violence against the
other Party, anywhere, and undertakes to ensure that
perpetrators of such acts are brought to justice.

3. The Parties agree that the normal relationship es-
tablished between them will include full recognition,
diplomatic, economic and cultural relations, termina-
tion 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. The process by which they undertake
to achieve such a relationship parallel to the imple-
mentation of other provisions of this Treaty is set out
in the annexed protocol (Annex III).

ARTICLE IV
1. In order to provide maximum security for both Par-
ties on the basis of reciprocity, agreed security arrange-
ments will be established including limited force zones
in Egyptian and Israeli territory, and United Nations
forces and observers . . . and other security arrange-
ments the Parties may agree upon. . . . 

ARTICLE V
1. Ships of Israel, and cargoes destined for or coming
from Israel, shall enjoy the right of free passage
through the Suez Canal and its approaches through the
Gulf of Suez and the Mediterranean Sea. . . . Israeli
nationals, vessels and cargoes, as well as persons, ves-
sels and cargoes destined for or coming from Israel,
shall be accorded non-discriminatory treatment in all
matters connected with usage of the canal.

2. The Parties consider the Strait of Tiran and the Gulf
of Aqaba to be international waterways open to all
nations for unimpeded and nonsuspendable freedom
of navigation and overflight. The Parties will respect
each other’s right to navigation and overflight for
access to either country through the Strait of Tiran and
the Gulf of Aqaba.

[. . .]

Source: “Treaty of Peace between the Arab Republic of
Egypt and the State of Israel,” Department of State Bulletin
79(2026) (1979): 3–14.



Primary Source
An Act:

To help maintain peace, security, and stability in the
Western Pacific and to promote the foreign policy of
the United States by authorizing the continuation of
commercial, cultural, and other relations between the
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people of the United States and the people on Taiwan,
and for other purposes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Represen-
tatives of the United States of America in Congress
assembled,

127. Taiwan Relations Act, Public Law 96-8, 96th Congress,
10 April 1979

Introduction
In December 1978, President Jimmy Carter announced that his administration intended to transfer diplomatic
recognition from the Republic of China (ROC) on the island of Taiwan to the communist People’s Republic of
China (PRC) on the Chinese mainland. In so doing, the United States would also abrogate the Mutual Defense
Treaty it had signed with Taiwan in 1954. Taiwanese officials feared that this would leave the island exposed to
PRC military attack and that before long Taiwan would be reunited with—or, as they saw it, annexed to—the main-
land. The ROC on Taiwan enjoyed excellent relations with numerous U.S. senators and congressmen, who were
equally apprehensive that such a fate might befall the former U.S. ally. In response to Carter’s statement, in April
1979 Congress therefore passed the Taiwan Relations Act, which was made effective retrospectively from 1 Janu-
ary 1979. The act promised that it remained the policy of the U.S. government to cultivate close and friendly rela-
tions with “the people on Taiwan.” It emphasized that the U.S. opening of relations with Mainland China “rests
upon the expectation that the future of Taiwan will be determined by peaceful means” and that any attempt to use
military or economic pressure against Taiwan to determine the islands’s future would be a matter “of grave concern
to the United States.” Most significantly, the act pledged that the United States would continue “to provide Tai-
wan with arms of a defensive character.” The “nature and quantity” of such armaments required would be left
entirely for Congress and the president to determine. Congress also expected to be informed by the president of
any potential threat to Taiwan. For the indefinite future, the status of Taiwan would remain the most significant
irritant to U.S.-PRC relations. The two sides had not reached agreement on the subject of arms sales to Taiwan
prior to the decision to move to full diplomatic recognition, but China had already stated that once this had been
accomplished, it expected further negotiations on the subject. In a further communiqué, signed on 17 August 1982,
the PRC and the United States affirmed their continued adherence to their statements in the Shanghai Commu-
niqué of 1972 and stated that the United States would not follow a “two Chinas” or “one China, one Taiwan” policy.
The U.S. government expressed its continued adherence to a peaceful resolution of the relationship between Tai-
wan and Mainland China and then “state[d] that it does not seek to carry out a long-term policy of arms sales to
Taiwan, that its arms sales to Taiwan will not exceed, either in qualitative or in quantitative terms, the level of those
supplied in recent years since the establishment of diplomatic relations between the United States and China, and
that it intends gradually to reduce its sale of arms to Taiwan, leading, over a period of time, to a final resolution.”
American arms sales to Taiwan never tapered off as dramatically as this statement seemed to promise. As inde-
pendence forces gained political strength on the island, the subject of the status of Taiwan flared up repeatedly to
bedevil Sino-American relations. In practice, however, the situation stabilized and reached an uneasy equilibrium
in which Taiwan and the mainland remained effectively separate states, but the United States cautiously refused
to jeopardize its own relationship and perhaps risk war with the PRC by countenancing any moves by its Taiwanese
client to declare formal independence.



SHORT TITLE

SECTION 1. This Act may be cited as the “Taiwan
Relations Act”.

FINDINGS AND DECLARATION 

OF POLICY

SEC. 2.
(a) The President—having terminated governmental
relations between the United States and the govern-
ing authorities on Taiwan recognized by the United
States as the Republic of China prior to January 1,
1979, the Congress finds that the enactment of this Act
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, cul-
tural, and other relations between the people of the
United States and the people on Taiwan.

(b) It is the policy of the United States—

(1) to preserve and promote extensive, close, and
friendly commercial, cultural, and other relations be-
tween the people of the United States and the people
on Taiwan, as well as the people on the China main-
land 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 Repub-
lic 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 charac-
ter; and
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(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 economic
system, of the people on Taiwan.

(c) Nothing contained in this Act shall contravene the
interest of the United States in human rights, espe-
cially 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 reaffirmed as
objectives of the United States.

IMPLEMENTATION OF UNITED STATES

POLICY WITH REGARD TO TAIWAN

SEC. 3.
(a) In furtherance of the policy set forth in section 2
of this Act, 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
maintain a sufficient self-defense capability.

(b) The President and the Congress shall determine
the nature and quantity of such defense articles and
services based solely upon their judgment of the needs
of Taiwan, in accordance with procedures established
by law. Such determination of Taiwan’s defense needs
shall include review by United States military authori-
ties in connection with recommendations to the Presi-
dent and the Congress.

(c) 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 interests of the United States arising
therefrom. The President and the Congress shall deter-
mine, in accordance with constitutional processes, ap-
propriate action by the United States in response to
any such danger.

APPLICATION OF LAWS;

INTERNATIONAL AGREEMENTS

SEC. 4.
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 in the



manner that the laws of the United States applied with
respect to Taiwan prior to January 1, 1979.

(b)The application of subsection (a) of this section
shall include, but shall not be limited to, the following:

[. . .]

(5) Nothing in this Act, nor the facts of the Presi-
dent’s action in extending diplomatic recognition to
the People’s Republic of China, the absence of diplo-
matic relations between the people on Taiwan and the
United States, or the lack of recognition by the United
States, and attendant circumstances thereto, shall be
construed in any administrative or judicial proceeding
as a basis for any United States Government agency,
commission, or department to make a finding of fact
or determination of law, under the Atomic Energy Act
of 1954 and the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 1978,
to deny an export license application or to revoke an
existing export license for nuclear exports to Taiwan.

(6) For purposes of the Immigration and Nationality
Act, Taiwan may be treated in the manner specified in
the first sentence of section 202(b) of that Act.

(7) The capacity of Taiwan to sue and be sued in courts
in the United States, in accordance with the laws of the

2704 128. Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini: Speech on the1979 Uprising of Khurdad 15

United States, shall not be abrogated, infringed, mod-
ified, denied, or otherwise affected in any way by the
absence of diplomatic relations or recognition.

(8) No requirement, whether expressed or implied,
under the laws of the United States with respect to
maintenance of diplomatic relations or recognition shall
be applicable with respect to Taiwan.

(c) For all purposes, including actions in any court in
the United States, the Congress approves the contin-
uation in force of all treaties and other international
agreements, including multilateral conventions, entered
into by the United States and the governing authori-
ties on Taiwan recognized by the United States as the
Republic of China prior to January 1, 1979, and in force
between them on December 31, 1978, unless and until
terminated in accordance with law.

(d) Nothing in this Act may be construed as a basis for
supporting the exclusion or expulsion of Taiwan from
continued membership in any international financial
institution or any other international organization.

[. . .]

Source: Taiwan Relations Act, Public Law 96-8, U.S. Statutes
at Large 93 (1979): 14.

128. Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini: Speech on the
1979 Uprising of Khurdad 15

Introduction
Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini, the chief political and religious leader in Iran in the 1980s, assumed power in the
country at the head of a coup against Mohammad Reza Shah Pahlavi in early 1979 in what became known as the
Islamic Revolution. In this speech, delivered that same year on the anniversary of the rebellion, Khomeini dis-
cussed the uprising of Khurdad 15, an unsuccessful revolt against the shah that Khomeini helped to mount in June
1963 but that the shah’s forces had brutally suppressed. This episode represented a landmark both in Khomeini’s
personal career—he spent almost a year in prison before leaving Iran for a lengthy exile in France—and in his
efforts to depose the shah. Equally significant, Khomeini was fiercely anti-Western, and his regime became the
standard-bearer of radical fundamentalist Islam. Whereas the overthrown shah had ruled with Western support and
followed modernizing if authoritarian policies, Khomeini rejected the West, whose attitudes and practices he
regarded as deeply inimical to Islamic beliefs and practices. Adopting Western ideas and methods in such areas as
human rights would, Khomeini argued, undermine the purity of Islam. Effectively, he called on Muslims to wage
religious war against the West, resonant appeals that found a ready audience throughout the Muslim world and
helped to promote a new wave of anti-Western Islamic violence in the late twentieth and early twenty-first centuries.



Primary Source
Those who are ignorant must be guided to a correct
understanding. We must say to them: “You who imag-
ine that something can be achieved in Iran by some
means other than Islam, you who suppose that some-
thing other than Islam overthrew the Shah’s regime,
you who believe non-Islamic elements played a role—
study the matter carefully. Look at the tombstones of
those who gave their lives in the movement of Khur-
dad 15. If you can find a single tombstone belonging
to one of the non-Islamic elements, it will mean they
played a role. And if, among the tombstones of the
Islamic elements, you can find a single tombstone be-
longing to someone from the upper echelons of society,
it will mean that they too played a role. But you will
not find a single tombstone belonging to either of those
groups. All the tombstones belong to Muslims from
the lower echelons of society: peasants, workers, trades-
men, committed religious scholars. Those who imag-
ine that some force other than Islam could shatter the
great barrier of tyranny are mistaken. As for those who
oppose us because of their opposition to Islam, we must
cure them by means of guidance, if it is at all possible;
otherwise, we will destroy these agents of foreign
powers with the same fist that destroyed the Shah’s
regime.

Your opponents, oppressed people, have never suffered.
In the time of the taghut, they never suffered because
either they were in agreement with the regime and
loyal to it, or they kept silent. Now you have spread
the banquet of freedom in front of them and they have
sat down to eat. Xenomaniacs, people infatuated with
the West, empty people, people with no content! Come
to your senses; do not try to westernize everything
you have! Look at the West, and see who the people
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are in the West that present themselves as champions
of human rights and what their aims are. Is it human
rights they really care about, or the rights of the super-
powers? What they really want to secure are the rights
of the superpowers. Our jurists should not follow or
imitate them. You should implement human rights as
the working classes of our society understand them.
Yes, they are the real Society for the Defense of Human
Rights. They are the ones who secure the well-being
of humanity; they work while you talk; for they are
Muslims and Islam cares about humanity. You who
have chosen a course other than Islam—you do noth-
ing for humanity. All you do is write and speak in an
effort to divert our movement from its course.

But as for those who want to divert our movement
from its course, who have in mind treachery against
Islam and the nation, who consider Islam incapable of
running the affairs of our country despite its record
of 1400 years—they have nothing at all to do with our
people, and this must be made clear. How much you
talk about the West, claiming that we must measure
Islam in accordance with Western criteria! What an
error! It was the mosques that created this Revolution,
the mosques that brought this movement into being.
The mihrab was a place not only for preaching, but
also for war—war against both the devil within and the
tyrannical powers without. So preserve your mosques,
O people. Intellectuals, do not be Western-style intel-
lectuals, imported intellectuals; do your share to pre-
serve the mosques!

Source: Ruhollah Khomeini, Speech on the Uprising of
Khurdad 15, Tehran, 5 June 1979, Modern History Source-
book, http://www.fordham.edu/halsall/mod/1979khom1
.html.

After Islamic revolutionaries stormed the American embassy in Tehran in November 1979, taking fifty-two
employees there hostage and holding them for more than a year, relations between the United States and Iran
reached new lows as the American government froze Iranian assets and imposed a trade embargo. Iran was no
longer, as it had been under the shah, a cornerstone of U.S. Middle Eastern policy. Indeed, when neighboring Iraq
began a lengthy war against Iran in 1980, the United States tended to favor Iraq over Iran. Khomeini remained in
power in Iran until his death in 1989, and for more than a quarter of a century Iran remained a theocracy at odds
with the United States.
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TREATY BETWEEN THE UNITED

STATES OF AMERICA AND THE UNION

OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS ON

THE LIMITATION OF STRATEGIC

OFFENSIVE ARMS, TOGETHER WITH

AGREED STATEMENTS AND COMMON

UNDERSTANDINGS REGARDING THE

TREATY

The United States of America and the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics, hereinafter referred to as the Par-
ties, Conscious that nuclear war would have devastat-
ing consequences for all mankind,

[. . .]
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Have agreed as follows:

ARTICLE I
Each Party undertakes, in accordance with the provi-
sions of this Treaty, to limit strategic offensive arms
quantitatively and qualitatively, to exercise restraint in
the development of new types of strategic offensive
arms, and to adopt other measures provided for in this
Treaty.

[. . .]

ARTICLE III
1. Upon entry into force of this Treaty, each Party
undertakes to limit ICBM launchers, SLBM launchers,

129. Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty II, 18 June 1979

Introduction
When U.S. President Richard Nixon and Soviet leader Leonid Brezhnev signed the first Strategic Arms Limitation
Treaties (SALT I) in 1972, including the Interim Agreement covering the subsequent five years, it was their expec-
tation that more permanent arrangements would subsequently be negotiated. At a June 1974 summit in Moscow,
the number of antiballistic missile (ABM) sites permitted each superpower was reduced to one, and a Threshold
Test Ban Treaty forbade underground nuclear tests exceeding 160 kilotons. At Vladivostok the following Novem-
ber, President Gerald Ford, who had succeeded Nixon the previous August, and the Soviets accepted ceilings for
the subsequent ten years on the numbers of missiles, single and multiple nuclear delivery vehicles, and heavy mis-
sile silos each power might possess, anticipating that these would shortly be enshrined in a formal SALT II Treaty.
They expected further negotiations to extend and ideally increase these limitations beyond 1985. Jimmy Carter,
who became president in 1977, was eager to reach such an agreement, but domestic political factors made this dif-
ficult. Conservatives within and outside his own administration, including Zbigniew Brzezinski, his Polish-born
national security advisor, as well as prominent congressmen, were skeptical. Influential hawks such as Democratic
Senator Henry Jackson sought deep reductions in the ceilings agreed to in the 1975 Vladivostok accords, which
they feared left the Soviets undesirably strong; sought to restrict Soviet development of long-range bombers; and
suggested that arms control be made contingent on a drastic reduction of Soviet activities in Africa and other devel-
oping nations. Not until 1979 did Soviet and American officials draft a SALT II Treaty that both sides could accept,
one imposing both qualitative and quantitative restrictions on American and Soviet strategic nuclear weapons and
delivery systems, equalizing the ceilings on each state. Signing this treaty at a Vienna summit on 18 June 1979,
Carter and Brezhnev tentatively though inconclusively discussed the potential for a SALT III agenda. The U.S.
Senate, however, refused to ratify the treaty. Besides characterizing SALT II as overly favorable to the Soviets, con-
servatives again condemned Russian activities in Africa and the presence of Soviet training brigades in Cuba.
Treaty opponents also noted that the overthrow of the shah of Iran the previous January by a radical and strongly
anti-American Muslim government headed by the aged Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini had deprived the United
States of intelligence posts capable of monitoring Soviet treaty compliance. Concessions by Carter proved insuffi-
cient to win them over, and after the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in December 1979, Carter himself withdrew
the treaty from consideration by the Senate. In practice, though, both nations observed the treaty provisions, evi-
dence of the continuing value to both superpowers of tacit complicity in maintaining some degree of international
nuclear stability.



heavy bombers, and ASBMs to an aggregate number
not to exceed 2,400.

2. Each Party undertakes to limit, from January 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
determine the composition of these aggregates.

4. For each bomber of a type equipped for ASBMs,
the aggregate numbers provided for in paragraphs 1
and 2 of this Article shall include the maximum num-
ber of such missiles for which a bomber of that type is
equipped for one operational mission.

5. A heavy bomber equipped only for ASBMs shall not
itself be included in the aggregate numbers provided
for in paragraphs 1 and 2 of this Article.

6. Reductions of the numbers of strategic offensive
arms required to comply with the provisions of para-
graphs 1 and 2 of this Article shall be carried out as pro-
vided for in Article XI.

ARTICLE IV
1. Each Party undertakes not to start construction of
additional fixed ICBM launchers.

2. Each Party undertakes not to relocate fixed ICBM
launchers.

3. Each Party undertakes not to convert launchers of
light ICBMs, or of ICBMs of older types deployed prior
to 1964, into launchers of heavy ICBMs of types de-
ployed after that time.

4. Each Party undertakes in the process of modern-
ization and replacement of ICBM silo launchers not to
increase the original internal volume of an ICBM silo
launcher by more than thirty-two percent. Within this
limit each Party has the right to determine whether
such an increase will be made through an increase in
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the original diameter or in the original depth of an
ICBM silo launcher, or in both of these dimensions.

[. . .]

6. Subject to the provisions of this Treaty, each Party
undertakes not to have under construction at any time
strategic offensive arms referred to in paragraph 1 of
Article III in excess of numbers consistent with a nor-
mal construction schedule.

[. . .]

7. Each Party undertakes not to develop, test, or deploy
ICBMs which have a launch-weight greater or a throw-
weight greater than that of the heaviest, in terms of
either launch-weight or throw-weight, respectively, of
the heavy ICBMs deployed by either Party as of the
date of signature of this Treaty.

[. . .]

8. Each Party undertakes not to convert land-based
launchers of ballistic missiles which are not ICBMs
into launchers for launching ICBMs, and not to test
them for this purpose.

[. . .]

9. Each Party undertakes not to flight-test or deploy
new types of ICBMs, that is, types of ICBMs not flight-
tested as of May 1, 1979, except that each Party may
flight-test and deploy one new type of light ICBM.

[. . .]

10. Each Party undertakes not to flight-test or deploy
ICBMs of a type flight-tested as of May 1, 1979 with a
number of reentry vehicles greater than the maxi-
mum number of reentry vehicles with which an ICBM
of that type has been flight-tested as of that date.

[. . .]

11. Each Party undertakes not to flight-test or deploy
ICBMs of the one new type permitted pursuant to
paragraph 9 of this Article with a number of reentry



vehicles greater than the maximum number of reentry
vehicles with which an ICBM of either Party has been
flight-tested as of May 1, 1979, that is, ten.

[. . .]

12. Each Party undertakes not to flight-test or deploy
SLBMs with a number of reentry vehicles greater than
the maximum number of reentry vehicles with which
an SLBM of either Party has been flight-tested as of
May 1, 1979, that is, fourteen.

[. . .]

13. Each Party undertakes not to flight-test or deploy
ASBMs with a number of reentry vehicles greater than
the maximum number of reentry vehicles with which
an ICBM of either Party has been flight-tested as of
May 1, 1979, that is, ten.

[. . .]

14. Each Party undertakes not to deploy at any one
time on heavy bombers equipped for cruise missiles
capable of a range in excess of 600 kilometers a num-
ber of such cruise missiles which exceeds the product
of 28 and the number of such heavy bombers.

[. . .]

ARTICLE VI
1. The limitations provided for in this Treaty shall
apply to those arms which are:

(a) operational;
(b) in the final stage of construction;
(c) in reserve, in storage, or mothballed;
(d) undergoing overhaul, repair, modernization, or

conversion.

[. . .]

6. The arms subject to the limitations provided for
in this Treaty shall continue to be subject to these
limitations until they are dismantled, are destroyed, or
otherwise cease to be subject to these limitations under
procedures to be agreed upon.
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[. . .]

7. In accordance with the provisions of Article XVII,
the Parties will agree in the Standing Consultative
Commission upon procedures to implement the provi-
sions of this Article.

ARTICLE VII
1. The limitations provided for in Article III shall not
apply to ICBM and SLBM test and training launchers
or to space vehicle launchers for exploration and use
of outer space. ICBM and SLBM test and training
launchers are ICBM and SLBM launchers used only
for testing or training.

[. . .]

2. The Parties agree that:

(a) there shall be no significant increase in the
number of ICBM or SLBM test and training
launchers or in the number of such launchers of
heavy ICBMs;

(b) construction or conversion of ICBM launchers
at test ranges shall be undertaken only for pur-
poses of testing and training;

(c) there shall be no conversion of ICBM test and
training launchers or of space vehicle launchers
into ICBM launchers subject to the limitations
provided for in Article III.

[. . .]

ARTICLE VIII
1. Each Party undertakes not to flight-test cruise mis-
siles capable of a range in excess of 600 kilometers or
ASBMs from aircraft other than bombers or to convert
such aircraft into aircraft equipped for such missiles.

[. . .]

2. Each Party undertakes not to convert aircraft other
than bombers into aircraft which can carry out the mis-
sion of a heavy bomber as referred to in subparagraph
3(b) of Article II.

ARTICLE IX
1. Each Party undertakes not to develop, test, or deploy:



(a) ballistic missiles capable of a range in excess of
600 kilometers for installation on waterborne
vehicles other than submarines, or launchers of
such missiles;

(b) fixed ballistic or cruise missile launchers for
emplacement on the ocean floor, on the sea-
bed, or on the beds of internal waters and inland
waters, or in the subsoil thereof, or mobile
launchers of such missiles, which move only in
contact with the ocean floor, the seabed, or the
beds of internal waters and inland waters, or
missiles for such launchers;

[. . .]

(c) systems for placing into Earth orbit nuclear
weapons or any other kind of weapons of mass
destruction, including fractional orbital missiles;

(d) mobile launchers of heavy ICBMs;
(e) SLBMs which have a launch-weight greater or a

throw-weight greater than that of the heaviest,
in terms of either launch-weight or throw-weight,
respectively, of the light ICBMs deployed by
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either Party as of the date of signature of this
Treaty, or launchers of such SLBMs; or

(f) ASBMs which have a launch-weight greater or a
throw-weight greater than that of the heaviest,
in terms of either launch-weight or throw-weight,
respectively, of the light ICBMs deployed by
either Party as of the date of signature of this
Treaty.

[. . .]

2. Each Party undertakes not to flight-test from aircraft
cruise missiles capable of a range in excess of 600 kilo-
meters which are equipped with multiple independ-
ently targetable warheads and not to deploy such cruise
missiles on aircraft.

[. . .]

Source: “Treaty between the United States of America and
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Limitation
of Strategic Offensive Arms,” 18 June 1979, U.S. Depart-
ment of State, http://www.state.gov/www/global/arms/
treaties/salt2–2.html.

130. Jimmy Carter: National Malaise Speech, 15 July 1979

Introduction
For the United States the 1970s was a bad decade, characterized by serious domestic economic problems and a
sense of international impotence and drift. The country’s 1973 withdrawal from the Republic of Vietnam (ROV,
South Vietnam) was followed two years later by a North Vietnamese takeover of South Vietnam. In 1974 political
scandals forced the resignation first of Vice President Spiro Agnew and then of President Richard Nixon, the first
sitting chief executive to step down from office in disgrace. Persistent high inflation and unemployment dogged
the presidencies of both Gerald Ford (1794–1977) and Jimmy Carter (1977–1981). High energy costs, due to dra-
matic price hikes by OPEC from 1973 onward, contributed substantially to domestic inflation in the United States.
In 1979 President Carter, facing a national energy crisis due to the cutoff of supplies from revolution-torn Iran,
sought to implement a major program to make his country less dependent on foreign oil by enhancing conservation
and energy efficiency, switching to natural gas, developing solar power, and improving public transportation. As he
worked on presenting this program, he also felt moved to address what he considered the broader problem of the
“crisis of confidence” that had afflicted the United States since the 1960s. He hoped that tackling the energy crisis
would bring the nation together once more. In reality, the United States failed to attain the majority of the goals on
energy policy that Carter set out in this speech, and by the early twenty-first century anxieties over long-term inter-
national energy shortfalls were once again escalating dramatically.

Primary Source
During the past three years I’ve spoken to you on
many occasions about national concerns, the energy

crisis, reorganizing the government, our nation’s econ-
omy, and issues of war and especially peace. But over
those years the subjects of the speeches, the talks, and



the press conferences have become increasingly nar-
row, focused more and more on what the isolated world
of Washington thinks is important. Gradually, you’ve
heard more and more about what the government
thinks or what the government should be doing and
less and less about our nation’s hopes, our dreams, and
our vision of the future.

Ten days ago I had planned to speak to you again
about a very important subject—energy. For the fifth
time I would have described the urgency of the prob-
lem and laid out a series of legislative recommenda-
tions to the Congress. But as I was preparing to speak,
I began to ask myself the same question that I now
know has been troubling many of you. Why have we
not been able to get together as a nation to resolve our
serious energy problem?

It’s clear that the true problems of our Nation are
much deeper—deeper than gasoline lines or energy
shortages, deeper even than inflation or recession. And
I realize more than ever that as president I need your
help. So I decided to reach out and listen to the voices
of America.

I invited to Camp David people from almost every
segment of our society—business and labor, teachers
and preachers, governors, mayors, and private citizens.
And then I left Camp David to listen to other Ameri-
cans, men and women like you.

[. . .]

These ten days confirmed my belief in the decency
and the strength and the wisdom of the American
people, but it also bore out some of my long-standing
concerns about our nation’s underlying problems.

I know, of course, being president, that government
actions and legislation can be very important. That’s
why I’ve worked hard to put my campaign promises
into law—and I have to admit, with just mixed success.
But after listening to the American people I have been
reminded again that all the legislation in the world
can’t fix what’s wrong with America. So, I want to speak
to you first tonight about a subject even more serious
than energy or inflation. I want to talk to you right now
about a fundamental threat to American democracy.
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I do not mean our political and civil liberties. They
will endure. And I do not refer to the outward strength
of America, a nation that is at peace tonight every-
where in the world, with unmatched economic power
and military might.

The threat is nearly invisible in ordinary ways. It is a
crisis of confidence. It is a crisis that strikes at the very
heart and soul and spirit of our national will. We can
see this crisis in the growing doubt about the meaning
of our own lives and in the loss of a unity of purpose for
our nation.

The erosion of our confidence in the future is threat-
ening to destroy the social and the political fabric of
America.

The confidence that we have always had as a people
is not simply some romantic dream or a proverb in a
dusty book that we read just on the Fourth of July.

It is the idea which founded our nation and has guided
our development as a people. Confidence in the future
has supported everything else—public institutions
and private enterprise, our own families, and the very
Constitution of the United States. Confidence has de-
fined our course and has served as a link between gen-
erations. We’ve always believed in something called
progress. We’ve always had a faith that the days of our
children would be better than our own.

Our people are losing that faith, not only in govern-
ment itself but in the ability as citizens to serve as the
ultimate rulers and shapers of our democracy. As a
people we know our past and we are proud of it. Our
progress has been part of the living history of America,
even the world. We always believed that we were part
of a great movement of humanity itself called demo-
cracy, involved in the search for freedom, and that
belief has always strengthened us in our purpose. But
just as we are losing our confidence in the future, we
are also beginning to close the door on our past.

In a nation that was proud of hard work, strong fami-
lies, close-knit communities, and our faith in God, too
many of us now tend to worship self-indulgence and
consumption. Human identity is no longer defined by



what one does, but by what one owns. But we’ve dis-
covered that owning things and consuming things does
not satisfy our longing for meaning. We’ve learned that
piling up material goods cannot fill the emptiness of
lives which have no confidence or purpose.

[. . .]

We are at a turning point in our history. There are two
paths to choose. One is a path I’ve warned about
tonight, the path that leads to fragmentation and self-
interest. Down that road lies a mistaken idea of free-
dom, the right to grasp for ourselves some advantage
over others. That path would be one of constant con-
flict between narrow interests ending in chaos and
immobility. It is a certain route to failure.

All the traditions of our past, all the lessons of our her-
itage, all the promises of our future point to another
path, the path of common purpose and the restoration
of American values. That path leads to true freedom
for our nation and ourselves. We can take the first steps
down that path as we begin to solve our energy problem.

Energy will be the immediate test of our ability to
unite this nation, and it can also be the standard around
which we rally. On the battlefield of energy we can win
for our nation a new confidence, and we can seize con-
trol again of our common destiny.

In little more than two decades we’ve gone from a
position of energy independence to one in which almost
half the oil we use comes from foreign countries, at
prices that are going through the roof. Our excessive
dependence on OPEC has already taken a tremendous
toll on our economy and our people. This is the direct
cause of the long lines which have made millions of
you spend aggravating hours waiting for gasoline. It’s a
cause of the increased inflation and unemployment
that we now face. This intolerable dependence on for-
eign oil threatens our economic independence and the
very security of our nation. The energy crisis is real. It
is worldwide. It is a clear and present danger to our
nation. These are facts and we simply must face them.

What I have to say to you now about energy is simple
and vitally important.
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Point one: I am tonight setting a clear goal for the
energy policy of the United States. Beginning this
moment, this nation will never use more foreign oil
than we did in 1977—never. From now on, every new
addition to our demand for energy will be met from
our own production and our own conservation. The
generation-long growth in our dependence on foreign
oil will be stopped dead in its tracks right now and
then reversed as we move through the 1980s, for I am
tonight setting the further goal of cutting our depen-
dence on foreign oil by one-half by the end of the next
decade—a saving of over 41⁄2 million barrels of im-
ported oil per day.

Point two: To ensure that we meet these targets, I will
use my presidential authority to set import quotas. I’m
announcing tonight that for 1979 and 1980, I will for-
bid the entry into this country of one drop of foreign oil
more than these goals allow. These quotas will ensure a
reduction in imports even below the ambitious levels
we set at the recent Tokyo summit.

Point three: To give us energy security, I am asking for
the most massive peacetime commitment of funds and
resources in our nation’s history to develop America’s
own alternative sources of fuel—from coal, from oil
shale, from plant products for gasohol, from unconven-
tional gas, from the sun.

I propose the creation of an energy security corpora-
tion to lead this effort to replace 21⁄2 million barrels of
imported oil per day by 1990. The corporation I will
issue up to $5 billion in energy bonds, and I especially
want them to be in small denominations so that aver-
age Americans can invest directly in America’s energy
security.

Just as a similar synthetic rubber corporation helped us
win World War II, so will we mobilize American deter-
mination and ability to win the energy war. Moreover,
I will soon submit legislation to Congress calling for
the creation of this nation’s first solar bank, which will
help us achieve the crucial goal of 20 percent of our
energy coming from solar power by the year 2000.

These efforts will cost money, a lot of money, and that
is why Congress must enact the windfall profits tax



without delay. It will be money well spent. Unlike the
billions of dollars that we ship to foreign countries to
pay for foreign oil, these funds will be paid by Ameri-
cans to Americans. These funds will go to fight, not to
increase, inflation and unemployment.

Point four: I’m asking Congress to mandate, to require
as a matter of law, that our nation’s utility companies
cut their massive use of oil by 50 percent within the
next decade and switch to other fuels, especially coal,
our most abundant energy source.

Point five: To make absolutely certain that nothing
stands in the way of achieving these goals, I will urge
Congress to create an energy mobilization board which,
like the War Production Board in World War II, will
have the responsibility and authority to cut through
the red tape, the delays, and the endless roadblocks to
completing key energy projects.

We will protect our environment. But when this nation
critically needs a refinery or a pipeline, we will build it.

Point six: I’m proposing a bold conservation program
to involve every state, county, and city and every aver-
age American in our energy battle. This effort will per-
mit you to build conservation into your homes and
your lives at a cost you can afford.

I ask Congress to give me authority for mandatory con-
servation and for standby gasoline rationing. To further
conserve energy, I’m proposing tonight an extra $10
billion over the next decade to strengthen our public
transportation systems. And I’m asking you for your
good and for your nation’s security to take no unnec-
essary trips, to use carpools or public transportation
whenever you can, to park your car one extra day per
week, to obey the speed limit, and to set your thermo-
stats to save fuel. Every act of energy conservation like
this is more than just common sense—I tell you it is an
act of patriotism.

Our nation must be fair to the poorest among us, so we
will increase aid to needy Americans to cope with ris-
ing energy prices. We often think of conservation only
in terms of sacrifice. In fact, it is the most painless
and immediate way of rebuilding our nation’s strength.
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Every gallon of oil each one of us saves is a new form of
production. It gives us more freedom, more confi-
dence, that much more control over our own lives.

So, the solution of our energy crisis can also help us to
conquer the crisis of the spirit in our country. It can
rekindle our sense of unity, our confidence in the future,
and give our nation and all of us individually a new
sense of purpose.

You know we can do it. We have the natural resources.
We have more oil in our shale alone than several Saudi
Arabias. We have more coal than any nation on Earth.
We have the world’s highest level of technology. We
have the most skilled work force, with innovative
genius, and I firmly believe that we have the national
will to win this war.

I do not promise you that this struggle for freedom
will be easy. I do not promise a quick way out of our
nation’s problems, when the truth is that the only way
out is an all-out effort. What I do promise you is that I
will lead our fight, and I will enforce fairness in our
struggle, and I will ensure honesty. And above all, I
will act. We can manage the short-term shortages more
effectively and we will, but there are no short-term
solutions to our long-range problems. There is simply
no way to avoid sacrifice.

[. . .]

Little by little we can and we must rebuild our confi-
dence. We can spend until we empty our treasuries,
and we may summon all the wonders of science. But
we can succeed only if we tap our greatest resources
—America’s people, America’s values, and America’s
confidence.

I have seen the strength of America in the inexhaustible
resources of our people. In the days to come, let us
renew that strength in the struggle for an energy secure
nation.

In closing, let me say this: I will do my best, but I will
not do it alone. Let your voice be heard. Whenever you
have a chance, say something good about our country.
With God’s help and for the sake of our nation, it is



time for us to join hands in America. Let us commit
ourselves together to a rebirth of the American spirit.
Working together with our common faith we cannot fail.
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Source: Jimmy Carter, Public Papers of the Presidents of the
United States: Jimmy Carter, 1979, Bk. 2 (Washington, DC:
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1980), 1235–1241.

131. Soviet Intervention in Afghanistan, Personal Memorandum from
Yuri Andropov to Leonid Brezhnev, December 1979

Introduction
In April 1978, the Marxist People’s Democratic Party of Afghanistan (PDP) overthrew the government of Prime
Minister Mohammad Daoud Khan, executing Daoud and his family and seizing power itself. PDP Secretary Gen-
eral Nur Muhammad Taraki became prime minister, and in December 1978 he signed a bilateral treaty of friend-
ship and cooperation with the Soviet Union under whose terms substantial Soviet aid and several hundred military
advisors were dispatched to Kabul, the capital. Taraki was overthrown and killed in a palace coup in September
1979 that placed his deputy prime minister, Hafizullah Amin, in power. Facing a guerrilla insurgency supported by
the United States, Amin likewise relied heavily on Soviet military equipment and advisors, but on 28 December
1979 his Russian patrons, considering him too unreliable, organized a coup in which Soviet forces stormed the pres-
idential palace and killed Amin. Former deputy prime minister Babrak Karmal, at that time ambassador to Czecho-
slovakia, succeeded him. Moscow apparently hoped that removing Amin would restore some kind of stability in
Afghanistan. Yuri Andropov, then head of the Komitet Gosudarstvennoi Bezopasnosti (KGB), warned that Amin
was unable to maintain order and was likely to shift to the West, follow neutralist policies, and move against his
Soviet advisors. Initially, Soviet leader Leonid Brezhnev rejected no less than eighteen requests for assistance from
Karmal and other Afghan communists outside the country, but it seems that eventually warnings that Amin was
moving against “suspect persons” and might take action against the Soviet military advisors already present in the
country tipped the balance. Soviet ground forces and paratroopers entered the country on 27 December 1979 and
remained there for almost a decade. Anticommunist Afghan guerrillas, or mujahideen, many of them wedded to
fundamentalist Islamic principles, proved as intransigent toward the Karmal government as they had been to Amin’s.
The coup marked the beginning of a lengthy stalemated war in which more than 15,000 Soviet troops and almost
a million Afghans died in a guerrilla conflict often compared, in its effect upon the Soviet Union, to the entangle-
ment of the United States in Vietnam in the 1960s and 1970s.

Primary Source
1. After the coup and the murder of Taraki in Septem-
ber of this year, the situation in Afghanistan began to
undertake an undesirable turn for us. The situation in
the party, the army and the government apparatus has
become more acute, as they were essentially destroyed
as a result of the mass repressions carried out by Amin.
At the same time, alarming information started to
arrive about Amin’s secret activities, forewarning of a
possible political shift to the West. [These included:]
Contacts with an American agent about issues which
are kept secret from us. Promises to tribal leaders to
shift away from USSR and to adopt a “policy of neu-
trality.” Closed meetings in which attacks were made
against Soviet policy and the activities of our special-
ists. The practical removal of our headquarters in Kabul,

etc. The diplomatic circles in Kabul are widely talking
of Amin’s differences with Moscow and his possible
anti-Soviet steps.

All this has created, on the one hand, the danger of los-
ing the gains made by the April [1978] revolution (the
scale of insurgent attacks will increase by spring) within
the country, while on the other hand [increasing] the
threat to our positions in Afghanistan (right now there
is no guarantee that Amin, in order to protect his per-
sonal power, will not shift to the West), [because there
has been] a growth of anti-Soviet sentiments within
the population.

2. Recently we were contacted by group of Afghan
communists abroad. In the course of our contact with



Babrak [Karmal] and [Asadullah] Sarwari, it became
clear (and they informed us of this) that they have
worked out a plan for opposing Amin and creating new
party and state organs. But Amin, as a preventive mea-
sure, has begun mass arrests of ‘suspect persons’ (300
people have been shot).

In these conditions, Babrak and Sarwari, without chang-
ing their plans of opposition, have raised the question
of possible assistance, in case of need, including mili-
tary. We have two battalions stationed in Kabul and
there is the capability of rendering such assistance. It
appears that this is entirely sufficient for a successful
operation. But, as a precautionary measure in the event
of unforeseen complications, it would be wise to have
a military group close to the border. In case of the de-
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ployment of military forces we could at the same time
decide various questions pertaining to the liquidation
of gangs.

The implementation of the given operation would
allow us to decide the question of defending the gains
of the April revolution, establishing Leninist principles
in the party and state leadership of Afghanistan, and
securing our positions in this country.

Source: Personal Memorandum Andropov to Brezhnev,
12/01/1979, APRF, From notes taken by A. F. Dobrynin and
provided to Norwegian Nobel Institute, Published in trans-
lation in Cold War International History Project Virtual
Archive, http://www.wilsoncenter.org/index.cfm?topic_id=
1409&fuseaction=va2.document&identifier=5034DB5A-
96B6–175C-9D886C24443BD2D4&sort=Collection&item
=Soviet%20Invasion%20of%20Afghanistan.

132. Jimmy Carter: State of the Union Address, 23 January 1980.

Introduction
The idealistic Democrat Jimmy Carter, a traditional liberal in international affairs, became president in 1977 and
was committed to a foreign policy agenda that envisaged the promotion of traditional American values, including
human rights and peaceable relations with other nations, reductions in military spending, disarmament, and a new
emphasis on economic over defense aid. Threatening events in the final years of his one-term presidency caused
him to modify these preoccupations and to return to more traditional Cold War strategies. Since 1953 American
Middle Eastern policy had centered on powerful oil-rich Iran. In 1978 a radical Islamic regime overthrew the auto-
cratic but Western-oriented government of Mohammad Reza Shah Pahlavi of Iran. The new Iranian leaders were
Islamic fundamentalists who, in a major blow to American geopolitical and economic interests, abrogated the exist-
ing alliance with the United States, a country they considered the international “great Satan,” and cut off oil sup-
plies. In November 1979 radical Islamic Iranians stormed the U.S. embassy in Tehran, holding sixty-three official
American personnel hostage until Carter left office in January 1981. Skyrocketing oil prices caused by the Iranian
oil embargo ratcheted up inflation and again reminded American consumers how heavily their way of life depended
on foreign nations over whom they often had little leverage. To compound American problems in the region, in
December 1979 the Soviet Union mounted a major military intervention in previously nonaligned Afghanistan in
order to maintain in power a Soviet-backed Marxist regime that had taken power in 1978. Soviet actions were prob-
ably primarily due to fears that intensifying Islamic fanaticism in Afghanistan and Iran might infect neighboring
Muslim areas of Soviet territory and precipitate separatist movements there. Carter, however, perceived this
episode, which he hyperbolically termed “the greatest threat to peace since the Second World War,” as part of a cal-
culated Soviet strategy to gain control of the Persian Gulf and the oil-rich states surrounding it. Convinced that
Soviet-American détente had become unattainable, he reacted strongly. Addressing congress and the nation in his
January 1980 annual State of the Union address, Carter proclaimed the Carter Doctrine, stating that “business as
usual” with the Soviet Union was not possible and that the United States would take all measures necessary to
defend the Persian Gulf. The president moved to reinstitute containment policies, demanded annual 5 percent
increases in military spending, proposed that young American men be compelled to register for a potential draft,
and moved to create a Persian Gulf rapid deployment force. He also called for energy policies that would make his



Primary Source
[. . .]

Three basic developments have helped to shape
our challenges: the steady growth and increased pro-
jection of Soviet military power beyond its own bor-
ders; the overwhelming dependence of the Western
democracies on oil supplies from the Middle East; and
the press of social and religious and economic and
political change in the many nations of the developing
world, exemplified by the revolution in Iran.

Each of these factors is important in its own right.
Each interacts with the others. All must be faced to-
gether, squarely and courageously. We will face these
challenges, and we will meet them with the best that is
in us. And we will not fail.

In response to the abhorrent act in Iran, our Nation
has never been aroused and unified so greatly in peace-
time. Our position is clear. The United States will not
yield to blackmail.

We continue to pursue these specific goals: first, to
protect the present and long-range interests of the
United States; secondly, to preserve the lives of the
American hostages and to secure, as quickly as pos-
sible, their safe release, if possible, to avoid bloodshed
which might further endanger the lives of our fellow
citizens; to enlist the help of other nations in con-
demning this act of violence, which is shocking and
violates the moral and the legal standards of a civilized
world; and also to convince and to persuade the Iranian
leaders that the real danger to their nation lies in the
north, in the Soviet Union and from the Soviet troops
now in Afghanistan, and that the unwarranted Iranian
quarrel with the United States hampers their response
to this far greater danger to them.

If the American hostages are harmed, a severe price
will be paid. We will never rest until every one of the
American hostages are released.

But now we face a broader and more fundamental
challenge in this region because of the recent military
action of the Soviet Union.

Now, as during the last 31⁄2 decades, the relationship
between our country, the United States of America, and
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the Soviet Union is the most critical factor in determin-
ing whether the world will live at peace or be engulfed
in global conflict.

Since the end of the Second World War, America
has led other nations in meeting the challenge of
mounting Soviet power. This has not been a simple or
a static relationship. Between us there has been coop-
eration, there has been competition, and at times there
has been confrontation.

[. . .]

Preventing nuclear war is the foremost responsibil-
ity of the two superpowers. That’s why we’ve negoti-
ated the strategic arms limitation treaties—SALT I
and SALT II. Especially now, in a time of great ten-
sion, observing the mutual constraints imposed by the
terms of these treaties will be in the best interest of
both countries and will help to preserve world peace. I
will consult very closely with the Congress on this mat-
ter as we strive to control nuclear weapons. That effort
to control nuclear weapons will not be abandoned.

We superpowers also have the responsibility to
exercise restraint in the use of our great military force.
The integrity and the independence of weaker nations
must not be threatened. They must know that in our
presence they are secure.

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 con-
demned this latest Soviet attempt to extend its colo-
nial domination of others and have demanded the
immediate withdrawal of Soviet troops. The Moslem
world is especially and justifiably outraged by this
aggression against an Islamic people. No action of a
world power has ever been so quickly and so over-
whelmingly condemned. But verbal condemnation is
not enough. The Soviet Union must pay a concrete
price for their aggression.

country less dependent on foreign oil. Carter’s speech, which effectively reiterated the 1957 Eisenhower Doctrine
for the Middle East, also marked a definite break with his earlier efforts toward Soviet-American détente and dis-
armament, inaugurating several years of deep ideological and strategic antagonism between the two superpowers.



While this invasion continues, we and the other
nations of the world cannot conduct 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
agricultural 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 Committee
that with Soviet invading forces in Afghanistan, nei-
ther 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,
peaceful 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 con-
quest? The Soviet Union must realize that its decision
to use military force in Afghanistan will be costly to
every political and economic relationship it values.

The region which is now threatened by Soviet troops
in Afghanistan is of great strategic importance: It con-
tains 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 of Hormuz, a
waterway through which most of the world’s oil must
flow. The Soviet Union is now attempting to consoli-
date a strategic position, therefore, that poses a grave
threat to the free movement of Middle East oil.

This 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 all those who rely on oil from the Middle East and
who are concerned with global peace and stability. And
it demands consultation and close cooperation with
countries in the area which might be threatened.

Meeting this challenge will take national will, diplo-
matic 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.
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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, includ-
ing military force.

During the past 3 years, you have joined with me to
improve our own security and the prospects for peace,
not only in the vital oil-producing area of the Persian
Gulf region but around the world. We’ve increased
annually our real commitment for defense, and we
will sustain this increase of effort throughout the Five
Year Defense Program. It’s imperative that Congress
approve this strong defense budget for 1981, encom-
passing a 5-percent real growth in authorizations, with-
out any reduction.

We are also improving our capability to deploy U.S.
military forces rapidly to distant areas. We’ve helped to
strengthen NATO and our other alliances, and recently
we and other NATO members have decided to develop
and to deploy modernized, intermediate-range nuclear
forces to meet an unwarranted and increased threat
from the nuclear weapons of the Soviet Union.

We are working with our allies to prevent conflict in
the Middle East. The peace treaty between Egypt and
Israel is a notable achievement which represents a
strategic asset for America and which also enhances
prospects for regional and world peace. We are now
engaged in further negotiations to provide full auton-
omy for the people of the West Bank and Gaza, to
resolve the Palestinian issue in all its aspects, and to
preserve the peace and security of Israel. Let no one
doubt our commitment to the security of Israel. In a
few days we will observe an historic event when Israel
makes another major withdrawal from the Sinai and
when Ambassadors will be exchanged between Israel
and Egypt.

We’ve also expanded our own sphere of friendship.
Our deep commitment to human rights and to meet-
ing human needs has improved our relationship with
much of the Third World. Our decision to normalize
relations with the People’s Republic of China will help
to preserve peace and stability in Asia and in the West-
ern Pacific.

We’ve increased and strengthened our naval pres-
ence in the Indian Ocean, and we are now making
arrangements for key naval and air facilities to be used



by our forces in the region of northeast Africa and the
Persian Gulf.

We’ve reconfirmed our 1959 agreement to help Pak-
istan preserve its independence and its integrity. The
United States will take action consistent with our own
laws to assist Pakistan in resisting any outside aggres-
sion. And I’m asking the Congress specifically to re-
affirm this agreement. I’m also working, along with the
leaders of other nations, to provide additional military
and economic aid for Pakistan. That request will come
to you in just a few days.

In the weeks ahead, we will further strengthen polit-
ical and military ties with other nations in the region.
We believe that there are no irreconcilable differences
between us and any Islamic nation. We respect the
faith of Islam, and we are ready to cooperate with all
Moslem countries.

Finally, we are prepared to work with other countries
in the region to share a cooperative security framework
that respects differing values and political beliefs, yet
which enhances the independence, security, and pros-
perity of all.

All these efforts combined emphasize our dedica-
tion to defend and preserve the vital interests of the
region and of the nation which we represent and those
of our allies—in Europe and the Pacific, and also in
the parts of the world which have such great strategic
importance to us, stretching especially through the
Middle East and Southwest Asia. With your help, I
will pursue these efforts with vigor and with determi-
nation. You and I will act as necessary to protect and to
preserve our Nation’s security.

The men and women of America’s Armed Forces
are on duty tonight in many parts of the world. I’m
proud of the job they are doing, and I know you share
that pride. I believe that our volunteer forces are ade-
quate for current defense needs, and I hope that it will
not become necessary to impose a draft. However, we
must be prepared for that possibility. For this reason, I
have determined that the Selective Service System
must now be revitalized. I will send legislation and
budget proposals to the Congress next month so that
we can begin registration and then meet future mobi-
lization needs rapidly if they arise.

We also need clear and quick passage of a new char-
ter to define the legal authority and accountability of
our intelligence agencies. We will guarantee that abuses
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do not recur, but we must tighten our controls on sen-
sitive intelligence information, and we need to remove
unwarranted restraints on America’s ability to collect
intelligence.

The decade ahead will be a time of rapid change, as
nations everywhere seek to deal with new problems and
age-old tensions. But America need have no fear. We
can thrive in a world of change if we remain true to our
values and actively engaged in promoting world peace.
We will continue to work as we have for peace in the
Middle East and southern Africa. We will continue
to build our ties with developing nations, respecting
and helping to strengthen their national independence
which they have struggled so hard to achieve. And we
will continue to support the growth of democracy and
the protection of human rights.

In repressive regimes, popular frustrations often have
no outlet except through violence. But when peoples
and their governments can approach their problems
together through open, democratic methods, the basis
for stability and peace is far more solid and far more
enduring. That is why our support for human rights in
other countries is in our own national interest as well as
part of our own national character.

Peace—a peace that preserves freedom—remains
America’s first goal. In the coming years, as a mighty
nation we will continue to pursue peace. But to be
strong abroad we must be strong at home. And in order
to be strong, we must continue to face up to the diffi-
cult issues that confront us as a nation today.

The crises in Iran and Afghanistan have dramatized
a very important lesson: Our excessive dependence on
foreign oil is a clear and present danger to our Nation’s
security. The need has never been more urgent. At
long last, we must have a clear, comprehensive energy
policy for the United States.

[. . .]

We will never abandon our struggle for a just and a
decent society here at home. That’s the heart of Amer-
ica—and it’s the source of our ability to inspire other
people to defend their own rights abroad.

Our material resources, great as they are, are limited.
Our problems are too complex for simple slogans or for
quick solutions. We cannot solve them without effort
and sacrifice. Walter Lippmann once reminded us, “You



took the good things for granted. Now you must earn
them again. For every right that you cherish, you have
a duty which you must fulfill. For every good which
you wish to preserve, you will have to sacrifice your
comfort and your ease. There is nothing for nothing
any longer.”

Our challenges are formidable. But there’s a new
spirit of unity and resolve in our country. We move
into the 1980’s with confidence and hope and a bright
vision of the America we want: an America strong and
free, an America at peace, an America with equal rights
for all citizens—and for women, guaranteed in the
United States Constitution—an America with jobs and
good health and good education for every citizen, an
America with a clean and bountiful life in our cities
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and on our farms, an America that helps to feed the
world, an America secure in filling its own energy needs,
an America of justice, tolerance, and compassion. For
this vision to come true, we must sacrifice, but this
national commitment will be an exciting enterprise that
will unify our people.

Together as one people, let us work to build our
strength at home, and together as one indivisible union,
let us seek peace and security throughout the world.

Together let us make of this time of challenge
and danger a decade of national resolve and of brave
achievement.

Source: Jimmy Carter, Public Papers of the Presidents of the
United States: Jimmy Carter, 1980–1981, Bk. 1 (Washington,
DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1981), 194–200.

133. Jimmy Carter: Address to the Nation on Rescue Attempt 
for American Hostages in Iran, 25 April 1980

Introduction
President Jimmy Carter addressed his nation in this televised speech on 25 April 1980, the day after a U.S. military
mission unsuccessfully attempted to rescue fifty-two Americans being held hostage in the U.S. embassy in Tehran,
Iran, taken prisoner when radical Islamic militants had stormed the embassy on 4 November 1979 to protest past
American support for the ousted Mohammad Reza Shah Pahlavi of Iran. Eight U.S. soldiers died in the rescue
effort, and the entire episode was widely regarded as a humiliation for the United States. Three days before the
raid, Secretary of State Cyrus R. Vance had resigned in protest over what he considered an ill-advised and futile
mission, which the National Security Council (NSC) had decided to implement during his absence. The hostage
crisis was not ended until the inauguration of Republican President Ronald Reagan in January 1981. It was one of
several international events, among them a major oil crisis and the 1979 Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, that con-
tributed to a sense of American impotence at this time and were also partly responsible for Reagan’s victory over
Carter in the 1980 election.

Primary Source
Late yesterday, I cancelled a carefully planned oper-
ation which was underway in Iran to position our res-
cue team for later withdrawal of American hostages,
who have been held captive there since November 4.
Equipment failure in the rescue helicopters made it
necessary to end the mission. As our team was with-
drawing, after my order to do so, two of our American
aircraft collided on the ground following a refueling
operation in a remote desert location in Iran. Other
information about this rescue mission will be made
available to the American people when it is appropri-
ate to do so.

There was no fighting; there was no combat. But to my
deep regret, eight of the crewmen of the two aircraft
which collided were killed, and several other Americans
were hurt in the accident. Our people were immedi-
ately airlifted from Iran. Those who were injured have
gotten medical treatment, and all of them are expected
to recover.

No knowledge of this operation by any Iranian officials
or authorities was evident to us until several hours
after all Americans were withdrawn from Iran.

Our rescue team knew and I knew that the operation
was certain to be difficult and it was certain to be dan-



gerous. We were all convinced that if and when the
rescue operation had been commenced that it had an
excellent chance of success. They were all volunteers;
they were all highly trained. I met with their leaders
before they went on this operation. They knew then
what hopes of mine and all Americans they carried
with them.

To the families of those who died and who were
wounded, I want to express the admiration I feel for
the courage of their loved ones and the sorrow that I
feel personally for their sacrifice.

The mission on which they were embarked was a
humanitarian mission. It was not directed against Iran;
it was not directed against the people of Iran. It was
not undertaken with any feeling of hostility toward
Iran or its people. It has caused no Iranian casualties.

Planning for this rescue effort began shortly after our
Embassy was seized, but for a number of reasons, I
waited until now to put those rescue plans into effect.
To be feasible, this complex operation had to be the
product of intensive planning and intensive training
and repeated rehearsal. However, a resolution of this
crisis through negotiations and with voluntary action
on the part of the Iranian officials was obviously then,
has been, and will be preferable.

This rescue attempt had to await my judgment that
the Iranian authorities could not or would not resolve
this crisis on their own initiative. With the steady
unraveling of authority in Iran and the mounting dan-
gers that were posed to the safety of the hostages
themselves and the growing realization that their early
release was highly unlikely, I made a decision to com-
mence the rescue operations plans.

This attempt became a necessity and a duty. The
readiness of our team to undertake the rescue made it
completely practicable. Accordingly, I made the deci-
sion to set our long-developed plans into operation. I
ordered this rescue mission prepared in order to safe-
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guard American lives, to protect America’s national
interests, and to reduce the tensions in the world that
have been caused among many nations as this crisis
has continued.

It was my decision to attempt the rescue operation. It
was my decision to cancel it when problems developed
in the placement of our rescue team for a future rescue
operation. The responsibility is fully my own.

In the aftermath of the attempt, we continue to hold
the Government of Iran responsible for the safety and
for the early release of the American hostages, who
have been held so long. The United States remains
determined to bring about their safe release at the
earliest date possible.

As President, I know that our entire Nation feels the
deep gratitude I feel for the brave men who were pre-
pared to rescue their fellow Americans from captivity.
And as President, I also know that the Nation shares
not only my disappointment that the rescue effort
could not be mounted, because of mechanical difficul-
ties, but also my determination to persevere and to
bring all of our hostages home to freedom.

We have been disappointed before. We will not give
up in our efforts. Throughout this extraordinarily diffi-
cult period, we have pursued and will continue to pur-
sue every possible avenue to secure the release of the
hostages. In these efforts, the support of the American
people and of our friends throughout the world has
been a most crucial element. That support of other
nations is even more important now.

We will seek to continue, along with other nations and
with the officials of Iran, a prompt resolution of the cri-
sis without any loss of life and through peaceful and
diplomatic means.

Source: Jimmy Carter, Public Papers of the Presidents of the
United States: Jimmy Carter 1980–1981, Bk. 1 (Washington,
DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1981), 772–773.



Primary Source
We are entering the most dangerous decade in human
history. A third world war is not merely possible, but
increasingly likely. Economic and social difficulties in
advanced industrial countries, crisis, militarism, and
war in the third world compound the political tensions
that fuel a demented arms race. In Europe, the main
geographical state for the East-West confrontation,
new generations of even more deadly nuclear weapons
are appearing.

For at least twenty-five years, the forces of both the
North Atlantic and the Warsaw alliance have each had
sufficient nuclear weapons to annihilate their oppo-
nents, and at the same time to endanger the very basis
of civilized life. But with each passing year, competi-
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tion in nuclear armaments has multiplied their num-
bers, increasing the probability of some devastating
accident or miscalculation.

As each side tries to prove its readiness to use nuclear
weapons, in order to prevent their use by the other side,
new, more “usable” nuclear weapons are designed and
the idea of “limited” nuclear war is made to sound
more and more plausible. So much so that this para-
doxical process can logically only lead to the actual use
of nuclear weapons.

Neither of the major powers is now in any moral posi-
tion to influence smaller countries to forgo the acqui-
sition of nuclear armament. The increasing spread of
nuclear reactors and the growth of the industry that
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Introduction
In December 1979 the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) announced that it planned to install a new gen-
eration of Pershing II and Cruise intermediate-range and short-range nuclear missiles in Europe to counter recent
Soviet deployments of SS-20s in European Russia. As détente took hold during the 1970s, the Western antinuclear
movement, whose most prominent organization was the Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament (CND), had become
somewhat moribund. NATO’s decision revitalized such forces, impelling old antinuclear campaigners to enter the
fray again and also prompting many younger people around Europe and the United States to join. In April 1980
prominent British intellectuals, including the radical historian E. P. Thompson along with Mary Kaldor, Dan Smith,
and Ken Coates, launched a new group, European Nuclear Disarmament (END), that sought a “nuclear-free Europe
from Poland to Portugal.” Their founding statement impartially laid the blame for growing nuclear tensions within
Europe on both sides in the Cold War, the Western powers and the Soviet bloc. The organization soon won support
from a wide range of West European supporters plus some from the Soviet bloc, including former Hungarian prime
minister András Hegedű s, the dissident Soviet historian Roy Medvedev, and other East European intellectuals.
Many END members were drawn from the West European peace movement and European social democratic and
Eurocommunist parties. END also made great efforts to attract Soviet and East European dissidents and was vocal
in its criticism of Soviet as well as U.S. and West European nuclear policies. In Britain, many Labour and Liberal
members of Parliament belonged to END, together with a few maverick conservatives and communists. Whereas
CND was a mass movement, END concentrated on attracting a small but influential membership, perhaps a thou-
sand in all. The two overlapped, with much of the top leadership of CND drawn from END. At times END’s insis-
tence on condemning many Soviet actions put it at odds with CND, which included a small but extremely vocal
group of communists and leftists. From 1982 to 1991 END held well-publicized annual conventions on nuclear
weapons, attended by a wide range of antinuclear activists and intellectuals. The conclusion of the Intermediate
Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty of 1987 brought the removal over the next three years of the NATO missiles
that had sparked END’s formation. As communist regimes collapsed across Eastern Europe, in 1989 END entered
a new incarnation, renaming itself the European Dialogue, a forum for the continent-wide encouragement of
democracy and civil society. END’s earlier activities had been symptomatic of growing disillusionment with both
superpowers among European intellectuals during the latter Cold War, an outlook that led them to seek to escape
the straitjacket of Soviet-American rivalry and chart a more independent course for their continent.



installs them, reinforce the likelihood of world-wide
proliferation of nuclear weapons, thereby multiplying
the risks of nuclear exchanges.

Over the years, public opinion has pressed for nuclear
disarmament and detente between the contending
military blocs. This pressure has failed. An increasing
proportion of world resources is expended on weapons,
even though mutual extermination is already amply
guaranteed. This economic burden, in both East and
West, contributes to growing social and political strain,
setting in motion a vicious circle in which the arms
race feeds upon the instability of the world economy
and vice versa: a deathly dialectic.

We are now in great danger. Generations have been
born beneath the shadow of nuclear war, and have be-
come habituated to the threat. Concern has given way
to apathy. Meanwhile, in a world living always under
menace, fear extends through both halves of the Euro-
pean continent. The powers of the military and of inter-
nal security forces are enlarged, limitations are placed
upon free exchanges of ideas and between persons,
and civil rights of independent-minded individuals are
threatened, in the West as well as the East.

We do not wish to apportion guilt between the politi-
cal and military leaders of East and West. Guilt lies
squarely upon both parties. Both parties have adopted
menacing postures and committed aggressive actions
in different parts of the world.

The remedy lies in our own hands. We must act
together to free the entire territory of Europe, from
Poland to Portugal, from nuclear weapons, air and
submarine bases, and from all institutions engaged
in research into or manufacture of nuclear weapons.
We ask the two superpowers to withdraw all nuclear
weapons from European territory. In particular, we
ask the Soviet Union to halt production of SS 20
medium-range missiles and we ask the United States
not to implement the decision to develop cruise
missiles and Pershing II missiles for deployment in
Western Europe. We also urge the ratification of the
SALT II agreement, as a necessary step toward the
renewal of effective negotiations on general and com-
plete disarmament.
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At the same time, we must defend and extend the
right of all citizens, East or West, to take part in this
common movement and to engage in every kind of
exchange.

We appeal to our friends in Europe, of every faith and
persuasion, to consider urgently the ways in which
we can work together for these common objectives. We
envisage a European-wide campaign, in which every
kind of exchange takes place; in which representatives
of different nations and opinions confer and coordinate
their activities; and in which less formal exchanges,
between universities, churches, women’s organizations,
trade unions, youth organizations, professional groups,
and individuals, take place with the object of promoting
a common object: to free all of Europe from nuclear
weapons.

We must commence to act as if a united, neutral, and
pacific Europe already exists. We must learn to be loyal,
not to ‘East’ or ‘West,’ but to each other, and we must
disregard the prohibitions and limitations imposed by
any national state.

It will be the responsibility of the people of each nation
to agitate for the expulsion of nuclear weapons and
bases from European soil and territorial waters, and to
decide upon its own means and strategy, concerning its
own territory. These will differ from one country to
another, and we do not suggest that any single strategy
should be imposed. But this must be part of a trans-
continental movement in which every kind of exchange
takes place.

We must resist any attempt by the statesmen of East or
West to manipulate this movement to their own advan-
tage. We offer no advantage to either NATO or the
Warsaw alliance. Our objectives must be to free Europe
from confrontation, to enforce detente between the
United States and the Soviet Union, and, ultimately, to
dissolve both great power alliances.

In appealing to fellow-Europeans, we are not turning
our backs on the world. In working for the peace of
Europe we are working for the peace of the world.
Twice in this century Europe has disgraced its claims
to civilization by engendering world war. This time



we must repay our debts to the world by engendering
peace.

This appeal will achieve nothing if it is not supported
by determined and inventive action, to win more people
to support it. We need to mount an irresistible pressure
for a Europe free of nuclear weapons.

We do not wish to impose any uniformity on the move-
ment nor to pre-empt the consultations and decisions
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of those many organizations already exercising their
influence for disarmament and peace. But the situa-
tion is urgent. The dangers steadily advance. We invite
your support for this common objective, and we shall
welcome both your help and advice.

Source: E. P. Thompson and Dan Smith, eds., Protest and
Survive (Harmondsworth, Middlesex, UK and New York:
Penguin, 1980), 223–226. © E. P. Thompson and Dan
Smith, 1980. Reproduced by permission of Penguin 
Books, Ltd.
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Introduction
During the Cold War, the U.S. government devoted enormous energy to preparations designed to enable Ameri-
cans to survive a nuclear war. Top federal government officials were expected to take refuge in huge shelters hollowed
out in the Catoctin Mountains near Washington, D.C. Businesses, government agencies, and other organizations
were encouraged to include nuclear shelters when constructing new buildings or to adapt existing structures to
include them. The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) also urged individual families to add their
own personal fallout shelters to their homes. To assist in such undertakings, FEMA published a range of pamphlets
giving detailed plans for a variety of shelters designed to suit every family’s and house’s particular circumstances.
The majority were intended to take advantage of existing basements: individuals could choose between two mod-
els of Modified Ceiling Shelter, the Concrete Block Shelter, the Tilt-Up Storage Unit Shelter, and the Lean-To
Shelter. Families without a basement were not forgotten. They could opt for the aboveground home shelter, which
could double “as a tool shed or workshop,” or the outside concrete shelter, whose “roof . . . can be used as an attrac-
tive patio.” Each pamphlet was an illustrated manual giving detailed plans for the appropriate shelter’s construc-
tion, listing the materials that would be needed, describing the topographical situations that a particular shelter was
most advantageously designed to meet, and even mentioning suppliers of suitable ventilators and plumbing. Fur-
ther manuals gave advice as to what supplies should be stored in a given shelter for particular family sizes. The
home shelter program was intended to allay public fears and convince Americans that nuclear war was survivable
but may well have simply contributed to a lurking sense of Cold War insecurity and vulnerability.

Primary Source
Aboveground Home Shelter

General information
This family shelter is intended for persons who prefer
an aboveground shelter or, for some reason such as a
high water table, cannot have a belowground shelter.
In general, belowground shelter is superior and more
economical than an aboveground shelter.

The shelter is designed to meet the standard of pro-
tection against fallout radiation that has been estab-
lished by the Federal Emergency Management Agency
for public fallout shelters. It can also be constructed to
provide significant protection from the blast and fire

effects of a nuclear explosion. It has sufficient space to
shelter six adults.

The shelter can be built of two rows of concrete
blocks, one 12″ and one 8″, filled with sand or grout,
or of poured reinforced concrete. Windows have been
omitted; therefore, electric lights are recommended
for day to day use.

The details and construction methods are considered
typical. If materials other than shown are selected—for
example, concrete block faced with brick—care should
be taken to provide at least the same weight of mate-
rials per square foot: 200 lb. per sq. ft. in the walls and



100 lb. per sq. ft. in the roof. The wood frame roof over
the reinforced concrete ceiling probably would be
blown off by extremely high winds such as caused by a
blast wave or tornado. However the wood frame roof is
intended primarily for appearance; the concrete ceil-
ing provides the protection. When using the shelter for
protection against high winds, DO NOT place the
concrete blocks in the doorway or windows.

This structure has been designed for areas where frost
does not penetrate the ground more than 20 inches. If
20 inches is not a sufficient depth for footings, one or
two additional courses of concrete blocks may be used
to lower the footings. Average soil bearing pressure is
1,500 lb. per sq. ft. Most soils can be assumed to support
this pressure without special testing or investigation.

The baffle wall outside the entrance to the shelter is
extended out 7′4″ to allow storage of lawn equipment
such as wheelbarrows and lawn mowers. If additional
space is desired, extend this dimension.

Before starting to build the shelter, make certain that
the plan conforms to the local building code. Obtain a
building permit if required. If the shelter is to be built
by a contractor, engage a reliable firm that offers pro-
tection from liability or other claims arising from its
construction.

FIRST ALTERNATIVE indicates windows in the work-
shop area. Solid blocks, equal to a thickness of 12 inches,
should be available to fill these openings to provide adequate
fallout protection. Window sizes should be kept small. When
using the shelter for pr   otection against high winds, do not
place the concrete blocks in the doorway or windows.
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SECOND ALTERNATIVE shows the cement block
faced with bricks. Use one course 4-inch brick and two
courses of 8-inch cement block to obtain the required
weight per unit area.

THIRD ALTERNATIVE is to attach the tool shed or
workshop to the house, with a covered area between.
In this case, the facing materials should match the house.

FOURTH ALTERNATIVE is to install built-up roof-
ing of asphalt or tar, or other wearing surface, on top of
the concrete deck.

Source: Federal Emergency Management Agency, Above-
ground Home Shelter, Pamphlet H-12–2 (Washington, DC:
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1980).



Primary Source
Subsequent to consideration of the Twenty-one De-
mands put forward by the workforces striking on the
Coast, the Government Commission and the Inter-
factory Strike Committee have reached the following
decisions:

With regard to Point One: ‘To accept free trade unions,
independent of the Party and employers, in accordance
with ILO Convention 87 concerning free unions, rati-
fied by Poland’, it was established:

1. Trade unions in the Polish People’s Republic
have not lived up to the hopes and expectations
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of employees. It is necessary to form new, self-
governing trade unions, as authentic representa-
tives of the working class. The right to remain
in the present unions is not questioned and we
envisage cooperation between unions.

2. The Interfactory Strike Committee declares that
the new, independent, self-governing trade unions
will accept the bases of the Polish Constitution.
The new trade unions will defend the social and
material interests of employees and do not in-
tend to act as a political party. They accept the
principle of the social ownership of the means of
production on which the existing socialist sys-
tem in Poland is based. While acknowledging the
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Introduction
In Poland, which had a lengthy history of conflict with its Russian neighbor, Soviet control was never welcome. In
the fall of 1956 Soviet military intervention was narrowly avoided. During the 1970s, price increases and poor work-
ing conditions generated serious labor unrest and public demonstrations. In 1976, Polish dissenters took advantage
of their country’s accession to the Helsinki Agreements the previous year to establish a Committee for Social Self-
Defense, demanding that the Polish government respect human rights and condemning the official trade unions
for failing to protect the workers they supposedly represented. In 1980, shortages of consumer goods and price
increases led to a major new wave of strikes, including one called at the Lenin Shipyard in Gda›sk in August 1980.
The strikers demanded independent trade unions, the right to strike, freedom of speech, the release of political
prisoners, and improvements in the workers’ living standards. The shipyard workers established an independent
union, christened Solidarno¥‰ (Solidarity) and headed by Lech Waflêsa, a charismatic electrician. The new organ-
ization set up an Interfactory Strike Committee, which quickly attracted tens of thousands of members from all
over Poland and functioned as a political movement, launching strikes and demonstrations to show their sympathy
with the original activists’ demands. Solidarity’s leaders received quiet encouragement from John Paul II, the for-
mer Archbishop Karol Wôjtyfla of Jraków, a forceful anticommunist who had been selected as pope in 1978 and
retained a special interest in Polish affairs. At the end of August 1980, the government granted the strikers’ demands,
and Solidarity proceeded to organize itself as a nationwide organization. The Gda›sk accords marked the first occa-
sion on which a communist government had made such concessions to its own people. Soviet officials, alarmed that
other East European states might follow Poland’s lead, considered military intervention at that time and again in
December 1980 but rejected that option as overly controversial. Conflicts quickly developed between Solidarity
and the Polish government. After Solidarity held its first congress in September 1981 and issued a message urging
workers around Eastern Europe and in the Soviet Union to establish similar free trade unions, Soviet pressures on
Polish leaders increased, and in December 1981 General Wojciech Jaruzelski, premier and defense minister, imposed
martial law and banned Solidarity, imprisoning Waflêsa and thousands of other Solidarity leaders. The effective
voiding of the Gda›sk accords was only temporary: economic difficulties afflicted Poland, and from 1985 onward a
new Soviet leader, Mikhail Gorbachev, instituted policies that soon led to the dismantling of the Soviet empire.
Released in 1986, Waflêsa openly reestablished Solidarity despite the official ban. As the Soviet Union renounced
control over Eastern Europe in 1989 and labor unrest mounted in Poland, Solidarity held open negotiations with the
government and was formally reinstated in April 1989. In elections held in June 1989, Solidarity candidates trounced
the incumbent Communist Party and established the first democratic government in the former Soviet bloc.



leading role of the Polish United Workers’ Party
in the state and not questioning the established
system of international alliances, their purpose is
to provide working people with appropriate means
for exercising control, expressing their opinions
and defending their own interests.

The Government Commission declares that
the government will guarantee and ensure full re-
spect for the independence and self-government
of the new trade unions, both as to their organi-
sational structure and to their functioning at all
levels of their activity. The government will en-
sure the new trade unions have every opportunity
to fulfill their basic function of defending employ-
ees’ interests and meeting their material, social
and cultural needs. It also guarantees that the new
unions will not be subject to any discrimination.

3. The creation and operation of independent self-
governing trade unions accords with ILO Conven-
tions 87 on Freedom of Association and Protection
of the Right to Organise and 98 on the Right to
Organise and to Collective Bargaining, both rati-
fied by Poland. The increase in the number of
trade unions and other bodies representing em-
ployees, will necessitate changes in legislation. In
particular, the government undertakes to intro-
duce appropriate amendments to the laws on
trade unions and workers’ self-management and
to the Labour Code.

4. The existing strike committees are free to be-
come bodies representing factory employees, such
as: workers’ or employees’ committees, workers’
councils or founding committees of the new, self-
governing trade unions. The Interfactory Strike
Committee, as the Founding Committee of these
unions, has a free choice over which form of a sin-
gle union or association on the Coast to adopt.
The founding committees will continue to func-
tion until elections of new officials under their
statutes. The government undertakes to provide
conditions for registration of the new trade unions
outside the Central Trade Union Council register.

5. The new trade unions should have a genuine
opportunity to express their opinion in public on
the major decisions which determine the living
standards of working people: the division of the
national product between consumption and accu-
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mulation; the allocation of the social fund amongst
various sectors (health, education and culture); the
basic principles for calculation and determination
of wages, including that of automatic increases
to compensate for inflation; long-term economic
planning; the directions of investment and price
changes. The government undertakes to provide
conditions for fulfillment of these functions.

6. The Interfactory Committee is establishing a
centre for social and professional studies. This
will undertake objective research into the cir-
cumstances of employees, welfare conditions of
working people and ways in which employees’
interests can best be represented. It will conduct
detailed research into wage and price indexing
and propose means of compensation. The centre
will publish the results of its investigations. The
new unions will also have their own publications.

7. The government will ensure observance of the
1949 Law on trade unions, which states in Article
One, Paragraph One, that workers and employ-
ees have the right of free association in trade
unions. The newly-created trade unions will not
join the association represented by the Central
Trade Union Council. A new law will incorporate
this principle. Participation by representatives of
the Interfactory Strike Committee or founding
committees of self-governing trade unions and
other bodies representing employees in drawing
up this new law is assured.

With regard to Point Two: ‘To guarantee the right to
strike and personal safety for strikers and their sup-
porters’, it was established:

The right to strike will be guaranteed by the law on
trade unions now in preparation. It should lay down
conditions for declaring and organising a strike, meth-
ods of resolving disputes and liability for breaches of
the law. Articles 52, 64 and 65 of the Labour Code will
not be used against strikers. Prior to adoption of the
law the government guarantees the personal safety of
strikers and their helpers, together with their present
positions at work.

With regard to Point Three: ‘To uphold freedom
of expression and publication as guaranteed by the



Constitution, not to suppress independent publishing,
and to grant access to the mass media for representa-
tives of all denominations’, it was established:

1. The government will submit a draft law to the
Sejm on the control of press and publications
within three months. It will be based on the prin-
ciples that censorship should protect: the state’s
interests, that is preservation of state and eco-
nomic secrets which will be more closely defined
by law; matters of state security and its major
international interests; religious feelings and those
of non-believers; and should prevent dissemina-
tion of morally damaging material. The draft law
will also provide a right of appeal to the Supreme
Administrative Court against decisions taken by
bodies controlling the press and publications.
The right of appeal will also be incorporated into
the Code of Administrative Procedure.

2. Religious associations will be granted access to
the mass media as part of their religious prac-
tice, once various essential and technical ques-
tions have been resolved between the organs of
state and religious associations concerned. The
government will allow the radio transmission of
Sunday mass, in accordance with detailed arrange-
ments to be made with the Episcopate.

3. Broadcasting, the press and publishing should
express a diversity of ideas, opinions and evalua-
tions. They should be subject to social control.

4. The press, like members of society and their
organisations, should have access to public docu-
ments such as administrative acts and social, eco-
nomic or similar plans issued by the government
and its subordinate organs. Exceptions to the prin-
ciple of openness in administrative activity will
be defined by the law, in accordance with sub-
point 1.

[. . .]

With regard to Point Five: ‘To put information in the
mass media about the formation of the Interfactory
Strike Committee and to publish its demands’, it was
established:

This proposal will be met by publishing the present
protocol in the national mass media.
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With regard to Point Six: ‘To take definite steps to lead
the country out of its present crisis by (a) giving the
public full information about the social and economic
situation and (b) enabling all social groups to partici-
pate in discussion of a reform programme’, it was
established:

We consider it vital to speed up work on economic
reform. The authorities will define and publish the
basic assumptions of this reform within the next few
months. There should be wide public participation
in discussing the reform. Trade unions should be in-
volved in the preparation of laws on socialist economic
organisations and workers’ self-management. The re-
form of the economy should be based on a radical in-
crease in the independence of enterprises and genuine
participation by workers’ self-governing institutions in
management. There should be appropriate legislation
to guarantee that trade unions are able to fulfill the
functions defined in Point One of this Agreement.

Only an aware society, well-informed about reality, will
be able to initiate and implement a programme for
putting our economy in order. The government will
radically increase the range of social and economic
information made available to the public, to trade
unions, and to economic and social organisations.

The Interfactory Strike Committee proposes further:
creation of lasting prospects for the development of
private peasant farming, the basis of Polish agriculture;
equal treatment for the private, state and cooperative
sectors of agriculture in access to all the means of pro-
duction, including land; creation of conditions for the
revival of rural self-government.

With regard to Point Seven: ‘To pay all employees
taking part in the strike wages equivalent to vacation
pay for the duration of the strike, out of Central Trade
Union Council funds’, it was established:

Members of the workforces on strike will receive 40
per cent of normal wages for the duration of the strike
and, on return to work, additional amounts equivalent
to 100 per cent of wages for vacation pay, calculated on
the basis of an eight-hour day. The Interfactory Strike
Committee appeals to the workforce to increase pro-



ductivity, to economise on raw materials and energy
and to improve labour discipline at all levels, in coop-
eration with the directors of enterprises, workplaces
and institutions, once the strike has ended.

With regard to Point Eight: ‘To raise the basic pay of
every employee by 2000 zflotys a month, to compensate
for current cost of living increases’, it was established:

The wages of all groups of employees will gradually be
raised, above all those of the lowest paid. It was agreed
in principle that wages will be raised by individual
factories and sectors. They will continue to be imple-
mented as at present, according to specific jobs and
trades, by increases of one point on the scale or its
equivalent in other elements of wage calculation. For
white-collar workers in industry, the increase will con-
sist of one point on the scale. Increases still under
discussion will be agreed according to sector and im-
plemented by the end of September this year.

After analysing all sectors, the government, with the
agreement of trade unions, will present a programme
for increasing the wages of the lowest paid, with par-
ticular attention to large families. This will be put
forward by 31 October 1980 and come into force on
1 January 1981.

With regard to Point Nine: ‘To guarantee automatic
wage increases that keep up with price rises and a fall
in the value of money’, it was established:

It was deemed necessary to halt price increases on
basic goods through greater control over the socialised
and private sectors and in particular by putting a stop
to ‘hidden’ inflation. The government will do research
into determinants of the cost of living. Similar studies
will be conducted by trade unions and research insti-
tutes. The government will work out a method of com-
pensation for cost of living increases by the end of
1980. After public discussion and acceptance, this will
be implemented. The method chosen should take into
account the social minimum.

With regard to the related points: Ten, ‘To supply suf-
ficient food for the domestic market, exporting only and
exclusively the surpluses’, Eleven, ‘To abolish com-
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mercial prices and sales for hard currency in shops for
Internal-Export’; and Thirteen, ‘To introduce ration
cards for meat and meat products—food coupons—
until the market is stabilised’, it was established:

Meat supplies will be improved by 31 December 1980
as the result of greater incentives for agricultural pro-
duction, reduction of meat exports to a minimum,
additional meat imports and other measures. A pro-
gramme for improved meat distribution, including the
possibility of introducing rationing, will be presented
by the same date.

Foreign currency shops (PEWEX) will not stock Pol-
ish products in short supply. Information will be pub-
lished about decisions and measures taken in regard to
market supplies, by the end of the year.

The Interfactory Strike Committee proposes that com-
mercial shops should be closed and the price of meat
and meat products be regulated and standardised at an
average level.

With regard to Point Twelve: ‘To introduce the prin-
ciple that people in leading positions are chosen on the
basis of qualifications rather than Party membership.
To abolish privileges of the militia, security service
and Party apparatus by equalizing family allowances
and closing special shops, etc.’, it was established:

It is accepted that people in leading positions will be
selected on the bases of qualifications and ability,
whether they are Party members, members of allied
parties or unaffiliated. The government will present a
programme for equalising the family allowances of all
professional groups, by 31 December 1980. The Gov-
ernment Commission states that shops and cafeteria
for their employees are identical to those at other
workplaces and offices.

With regard to Point Fourteen: ‘To lower the retirement
age for women to fifty and for men to fifty-five. To allow
retirement of those who have worked continuously in
Poland for thirty years for women and thirty-five years
for men, regardless of age’, it was established:

The Government Commission considers that this pro-
posal cannot be fulfilled in the present economic and



demographic circumstances. It may become a subject
for discussion in the future.

The Interfactory Strike Committee proposes this be
investigated by 31 December 1980. The possibility of
retirement five years early for those working in diffi-
cult or arduous conditions, after thirty years for women
and thirty-five for men, should be considered. In the
case of particularly arduous work, retirement should
be advanced by at least fifteen years. Early retirement
should take place only at the employee’s request.

[. . .]

With regard to Point Sixteen: ‘To improve working con-
ditions in the health service, so that full medical care
can be provided for all employees’, it was established:

It is recognised that an increase in the building capac-
ity available for health service investment, improved
supply of medicines through additional imports of raw
materials, higher wages for health service employees
(a change in the pay-scale for nurses) and implemen-
tation of governmental and regional programmes for
the improvement of public health, are urgently needed.
Other steps in this direction are appended:

1. Introducing a Charter of Rights for health ser-
vice workers.

[. . .]
26. Raising the spending-limits on pharmaceuticals

from 1138 zflotys to 2700 zflotys per hospital
patient since this is the real cost of treatment,
and raising the food allowance.

27. Issuing food coupons for the chronically sick.
28. Doubling the supply of medical vehicles in order

to meet already existing needs.
29. Ensuring clean air, soil and water, especially

along the Coast.
30. Opening new housing estates with health cen-

tres, pharmacies and chreƒhe facilities already
provided.

With regard to Point Seventeen: ‘To provide sufficient
chreƒhe and nursery places for children of working
mothers’, it was established:
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The Commission fully supports this proposal. The
regional authorities will present the necessary pro-
gramme by 30 November 1980.

With regard to Point Eighteen: ‘To grant paid mater-
nity leave for three years while a mother brings up her
child’, it was established:

An analysis of whether the economy can afford this will
be carried out by 31 December 1980, in cooperation
with trade unions. The size and length of paid mater-
nity leave for mothers whose leave is unpaid at present
will be determined.

The Interfactory Strike Committee proposes the
allowance be the equivalent of full pay for the first year
and half pay for the second, but not less than 2000
zflotys a month. The proposal should be implemented
in stages from the first half of 1981.

[. . .]

With regard to Point Twenty-one: ‘To make all Satur-
days work-free. Employees on a three-shift and a four-
brigade system will be compensated for the loss of free
Saturdays by extension of annual leave of other paid
days off ’, it was established:

Ways of introducing a programme for paid work-free
Saturdays, or some other method of regulation to
shorten working hours, will be drawn up and presented
by 31 December 1980. The number of paid, work-free
Saturdays will start to increase in 1981. Other steps in
this direction are included in an appendix.

After the above had been agreed, the government
undertakes:

To guarantee the personal safety and present working
conditions of participants in the present strike and their
helpers; that the ministries concerned will consider
the specific problems of the branches put forward by
the workforces on strike; immediate publication of the
full text of the present Agreement in the mass media
(press, radio and television).



The Interfactory Strike Committee undertakes to end
the strike on 31 August 1980 at 5 P.M.

[. . .]
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Source: A. Kemp-Welch, The Birth of Solidarity: The Gdansk
Negotiations, 1980 (London: Macmillan, 1983), 168–179.

137. Wojciech Jaruzelski: Declaration of Martial Law,
13 December 1981

Introduction
Despite official acceptance of the Gda›sk accords, further conflicts quickly developed between Solidarity and the
Polish government. In September 1981, Solidarity held its first congress and issued a message urging workers
around Eastern Europe and in the Soviet Union to establish similar free trade unions. Soviet Communist Party
General Secretary Leonid Brezhnev demanded that the Polish government introduce martial law. Twice, in August
and December 1980, Soviet officials had contemplated military intervention but, fearing that such direct action
would be counterproductive, preferred to put pressure on General Wojciech Jaruzelski, who had become Polish
minister of defense, prime minister, and Communist Party general secretary in the previous year, to impose martial
law. In December 1981 Jaruzelski did so, banning Solidarity and arresting Waflêsa and thousands of other members
of the union. Martial law was not lifted in Poland until June 1983, and only in 1988, when severe economic prob-
lems had brought the country close to collapse, did the Polish government recognize Solidarity and open talks with
its leaders. Jaruzelski subsequently defended his decision to declare martial law on the grounds that this repre-
sented the lesser of two evils and was preferable to a Soviet intervention. Even so, in 2006 the National Remem-
brance Institute charged him with communist crimes committed in connection with the imposition of martial law.

Primary Source
Citizens of the Polish People’s Republic, I turn to you
today as a soldier and as the head of the Polish Gov-
ernment. I turn to you in matters of supreme impor-
tance. Our country has found itself at the edge of an
abyss. The achievements of many generations, the
house erected from Polish ashes, is being ruined. The
structures of the state are ceasing to function. New
blows are being struck every day at the dying econ-
omy. Our living conditions are imposing on people an
increasingly greater burden. Lines of painful division
are running through every work enterprise and through
many Polish homes. The atmosphere of endless con-
flicts, of misunderstandings and of hatred is sowing
psychological devastation and injuring the traditions of
tolerance. Strikes, strike readiness and protest actions
have become the norm. Even school children are being
dragged into it.

Yesterday evening many public buildings were occu-
pied. Exhortations for a physical settling of accounts
with the “Reds,” with people who hold different views,

are being made. Acts of terrorism, of threats, of mob
trials and also of direct coercion abound. The wave of
impudent crimes, of assaults and break-ins is sweeping
the country. Fortunes amounting to millions are being
accrued by economic underground sharks and are
growing. Chaos and demoralization have assumed the
proportions of a disaster.

The nation has come to the end of its psychological
endurance. Many people are beginning to despair. Now
it is not days but hours that separate us from a national
catastrophe. Honesty compels one to ask the question:
Did things have to come to this?

In assuming the office of chairman of the Council of
Ministers, I believed that we could lift ourselves up.
Have we thus done everything to stop the spiral of the
crisis? History will assess our activities. There have
been errors, and we are drawing conclusions from them.
Above all, however, the past months have been a busy
time for the government, a time of wrestling with
enormous difficulties.



Unfortunately, however, the national economy has been
turned into an arena for political struggle. A deliberate
torpedoing of government activities has brought about
a situation in which results are not commensurate with
the work put in with our efforts. We cannot be said to
lack good will, moderation and patience. Sometimes
there has been, perhaps, even too much of it. . . . 

The self-preservation instinct of the nation must be
heard. Adventurists must have their hands tied before
they push the homeland into the abyss of fratricide.

Citizens. Great is the burden of responsibility that falls
on me at this dramatic moment in Polish history. It is
my duty to take this responsibility. Poland’s future is at
stake—the future for which my generation fought and
for which it gave the best years of its life.

I announce that today a Military Council of National
Salvation has been established. Today at midnight, the
Council of State, in accordance with the Constitution,
introduced martial law throughout the country. I want
everyone to understand the motives and the aims of
our action. We are not striving for a military coup, for a
military dictatorship. The nation has enough strength,
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enough wisdom to develop an efficient democratic
system of socialist rule. In such a system the Armed
Forces will be able to remain where they belong—in
the barracks. No Polish problem can, in the long run,
be solved through force. The Military Council for
National Salvation is not replacing constitutional organs
of power. Its sole task is the protection of legal order in
the country and the creation of executive guarantees
that will make it possible to restore order and disci-
pline. This is the last path we can take to initiate the
extrication of the country from the crisis, to save the
country from disintegration. . . . 

In this difficult moment I address myself to our social-
ist allies and friends. We greatly value their trust and
constant aid. The Polish-Soviet alliance is, and will
remain, the cornerstone of the Polish raison d’etat, the
guarantee of the inviolability of our borders.

Poland is, and will remain, a lasting link in the Warsaw
Pact, an unfailing member of the socialist community
of nations. . . . 

Source: Wojciech Jaruzelski, Warsaw Radio, 13 December
1981, Translation by the Foreign Broadcast Information
Service, FBIS-Daily Report Soviet Union (1981).

138. Ronald Reagan: The “Evil Empire,” 8 March 1983

Introduction
In 1981, the former Hollywood actor and governor of California Ronald Reagan, a staunch conservative from the
right wing of the Republican Party, became president. Unlike his more pragmatic predecessors, he was a fierce anti-
communist who felt a deep ideological antipathy toward the Soviet Union and did not hesitate to express this
antagonism. Alarmed that during the late 1970s the Soviet Union had become more assertive in Latin America,
Africa, and the Middle East, Reagan launched a major defense buildup, improving on the increases in military
spending already projected by his predecessor, Jimmy Carter. Reagan consciously sought to restore the national
confidence of the United States after the demoralizing 1970s. He repeatedly proclaimed the superiority of capital-
ism, democracy, and free institutions over the Soviet Union and sought to encourage free enterprise, reduce the
role of government, and cut taxes by curtailing spending on welfare and other social programs. Excessive interven-
tion by the government, he proclaimed, was the problem, not the solution. One of Reagan’s closest international
allies was Margaret Thatcher, the equally conservative and ideologically driven prime minister of Great Britain,
who shared his anticommunist and free market outlook. Reagan did not hesitate to use undiplomatic language to
describe the Soviet Union. In June 1982 he made a state visit to Britain. Speaking in the British House of Com-
mons, he relegated Soviet totalitarianism to the “ash heap of history.” He deliberately drew on memories of Win-
ston Churchill, the towering British politician who had sounded the alarm against Adolf Hitler’s Germany during
the 1930s, served as an inspiring prime minister during World War II, and warned in 1946 that the Soviet Union had



Primary Source
[. . .]

Especially in this century, America has kept alight the
torch of freedom, but not just for ourselves but for mil-
lions of others around the world.

And this brings me to my final point today. During my
first press conference as President, in answer to a direct
question, 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 guid-
ing spirit, who said in 1920 that they repudiate all
morality that proceeds from supernatural ideas—that’s
their name for religion-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, exploiting
social order and for uniting the proletariat.

Well, I think the refusal of many influential people to
accept this elementary fact of Soviet doctrine illus-
trates an historical reluctance to see totalitarian powers
for what they are. We saw this phenomenon in the
1930’s. We see it too often today.

This doesn’t mean we should isolate ourselves and
refuse to seek an understanding with them. I intend to
do everything I can to persuade them of our peaceful
intent, to remind them that it was the West that re-
fused to use its nuclear monopoly in the forties and
fifties for territorial gain and which now proposes 50-
percent cut in strategic ballistic missiles and the elimi-
nation of an entire class of land-based, intermediate-
range nuclear missiles.

138. Ronald Reagan: The “Evil Empire” 2731

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 genuine 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 danger-
ous fraud, for that is merely the illusion of peace. The
reality is that we must find peace through strength.

I would agree to a freeze if only we could freeze the
Soviets’ global desires. A freeze at current levels of
weapons would remove any incentive for the Soviets
to negotiate seriously in Geneva and virtually end our
chances to achieve the major arms reductions which
we have proposed. Instead, they would achieve their
objectives through the freeze.

A freeze would reward the Soviet Union for its enor-
mous and unparalleled military buildup. It would pre-
vent the essential and long overdue modernization of
United States and allied defenses and would leave our
aging forces increasingly vulnerable. And an honest
freeze would require extensive prior negotiations on
the systems and numbers to be limited and on the
measures to ensure effective verification and compli-
ance. And the kind of a freeze that has been suggested
would be virtually impossible to verify. Such a major
effort would divert us completely from our current
negotiations on achieving substantial reductions.

A number of years ago, I heard a young father, a very
prominent young man in the entertainment world, ad-
dressing a tremendous gathering in California. It was
during the time of the cold war, and communism and

drawn an “iron curtain” across Europe. In the original draft of this speech, Reagan referred to the Soviet Union as
“the focus of evil in the modern world” and a “militaristic empire,” passages that were later cut as too provocative.
Reagan did, however, proclaim his mission to “preserve freedom as well as peace” and described the conflict between
totalitarianism and democracy as a battle between good and evil, optimistically stating that good would prevail.
Nine months later, he recycled his uncompromising “evil empire” description of the Soviet Union when address-
ing the National Association of Evangelicals, a forum in which he also emphasized the antireligious aspects of com-
munism. On this occasion, Reagan was particularly concerned to counter growing pressures in both the United
States and Europe for a nuclear freeze agreement that would have halted deployments of additional short- and
intermediate-range missiles in Western Europe.



our own way of life were very much on people’s minds.
And he was speaking to that subject. And suddenly,
though, I heard him saying, “I love my little girls more
than anything “And I said to myself, “Oh, no, don’t.
You can’t—don’t say that.” But I had underestimated
him. He went on: “I would rather see my little girls die
now, still believing in God, than have them grow up
under communism and one day die no longer believ-
ing in God.”

There were thousands of young people in that audi-
ence. They came to their feet with shouts of joy. They
had instantly recognized the profound truth in what he
had said, with regard to the physical and the soul and
what was truly important.

Yes, let us pray for the salvation of all of those who live
in that 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, de-
clare its omnipotence over individual man, and predict
its eventual domination of all peoples on the Earth,
they are the focus of evil in the modern world.

It was C. S. Lewis who, in his unforgettable “Screw-
tape Letters,” wrote: “The greatest evil is not done
now in those sordid ‘dens of crime’ that Dickens loved
to paint. It is not even done in concentration camps
and labor camps. In those we see its final result. But it
is conceived and ordered (moved, seconded, carried
and minuted) in clear, carpeted, warmed, and well-
lighted offices, by quiet men with white collars and cut
fingernails and smooth-shaven cheeks who do not need
to raise their voice.”

Well, because these “quiet men” do not “raise their
voices,” because they sometimes speak in soothing
tones of brotherhood and peace, because, like other
dictators before them, they’re always making “their
final territorial demand,” some would have us accept
them at their word and accommodate ourselves to
their aggressive impulses. But if history teaches any-
thing, it teaches that simple-minded appeasement or
wishful thinking about our adversaries is folly. It
means the betrayal of our past, the squandering of our
freedom.
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So, I urge you to speak out against those who would
place the United States in a position of military and
moral inferiority. You know, I’ve always believed that
old Screwtape reserved his best efforts for those of you
in the church. So, in your discussions of the nuclear
freeze proposals, I urge you to beware the temptation
of pride—the temptation of blithely declaring your-
selves 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 and good and evil.

I ask you to resist the attempts of those who would
have you withhold your support for our efforts, this
administration’s efforts, to keep America strong and
free, while we negotiate real and verifiable reductions
in the world’s nuclear arsenals and one day, with God’s
help, their total elimination.

While America’s military strength is important, let me
add here that I’ve always maintained that the struggle
now going on for the world will never be decided by
bombs or rockets, by armies or military might. The real
crisis we face today is a spiritual one; at root, it is a test
of moral will and faith.

Whittaker Chambers, the man whose own religious
conversion made him a witness to one of the terrible
traumas of our time, the Hiss-Chambers case, wrote that
the crisis of the Western World exists to the degree in
which the West is indifferent to God, the degree to
which it collaborates in communism’s attempt to make
man stand alone without God. And then he said, for
Marxism-Leninism is actually the second oldest faith,
first proclaimed in the Garden of Eden with the words
of temptation, “Ye shall be as gods.”

The Western World can answer this challenge, he wrote,
“but only provided that its faith in God and the freedom
He enjoins is as great as communism’s faith in Man.”

I believe we shall rise to the challenge. I believe that
communism is another sad, bizarre chapter in human
history whose last pages even now are being written. I
believe this because the source of our strength in the



quest for human freedom is not material, but spiritual.
And because it knows no limitation, it must terrify and
ultimately triumph over those who would enslave their
fellow man. For in the words of Isaiah: “He giveth
power to the faint; and to them that have no might He
increased strength. . . . But they that wait upon the Lord
shall renew their strength; they shall mount up with
wings as eagles; they shall run, and not be weary. . . .”
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Yes, change your world. One of our Founding Fathers,
Thomas Paine, said, “We have it within our power to
begin the world over again.” We can do it, doing to-
gether what no one church could do by itself.

Source: Ronald Reagan, Public Papers of the Presidents of the
United States: Ronald Reagan, 1983, Bk. 1 (Washington, DC:
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1984), 359–364.

139. Ronald Reagan: Address to the Nation on Defense and
National Security, 23 March 1983

Introduction
The centerpiece of President Ronald Reagan’s defense buildup became the Strategic Defensive Initiative (SDI), or
“Star Wars” program. Proposed by the president in March 1983, this ambitious initiative envisaged the development
of a system of antimissile defenses of lasers based on satellites in space, which would make the United States impreg-
nable to nuclear attack. So long as it was genuinely impervious to incoming missiles, the construction of such a shield
would make Soviet nuclear missiles useless against the United States while leaving the Soviets vulnerable to nuclear
blackmail by their rival unless they embarked on the immensely expensive task of developing similar defenses of
their own. One of Reagan’s purposes in announcing this scheme was almost certainly to persuade Soviet leaders to
negotiate in earnest to cut nuclear armaments, although not until 1985, after Mikhail Gorbachev came to power in the
Soviet Union, did this occur. Reagan’s admirers subsequently suggested that his intention in launching this initiative
was to force the Soviet Union to launch a counterprogram that would strain the weak Soviet economy to the point of
collapse, but at the time the president was apparently unaware of the gravity of Soviet economic problems. Scientists
working on SDI had only limited success in developing reliable interceptors. After 1987, successive arms control
agreements made a full-scale Soviet attack increasingly unlikely, and SDI’s emphasis shifted to smaller-scale ground-
based systems that could counter accidental or limited launches. In the early 2000s, President George W. Bush
revived the space-based SDI program in the guise of National Missile Defense, a shield intended to defend the
United States and its European and Asian allies against nuclear attack by hostile powers. Even though it remained
unclear precisely when any such scheme might be implemented, China resented the fact that Japan and Taiwan
might be included under the new defense umbrella, thereby negating its own nuclear arsenal, while Russia con-
demned proposals to locate antimissile installations in former Warsaw Pact countries that had since joined NATO.

Primary Source
The calls for cutting back the defense budget come in
nice, simple arithmetic. They’re the same kind of talk
that led the democracies to neglect their defenses in
the 1930’s and invited the tragedy of World War II. We
must not let that grim chapter of history repeat itself
through apathy or neglect.

This is why I’m speaking to you tonight—to urge you
to tell your Senators and Congressmen that you know
we must continue to restore our military strength. If
we stop in midstream, we will send a signal of decline,

of lessened will, to friends and adversaries alike. Free
people must voluntarily, through open debate and
democratic means, meet the challenge that totalitari-
ans pose by compulsion. It’s up to us, in our time, to
choose and choose wisely between the hard but neces-
sary task of preserving peace and freedom and the
temptation to ignore our duty and blindly hope for the
best while the enemies of freedom grow stronger day
by day.

The solution is well within our grasp. But to reach it,
there is simply no alternative but to continue this year,



in this budget, to provide the resources we need to
preserve the peace and guarantee our freedom.

Now, thus far tonight I’ve shared with you my thoughts
on the problems of national security we must face
together. My predecessors in the Oval Office have ap-
peared before you on other occasions to describe the
threat posed by Soviet power and have proposed steps
to address that threat. But since the advent of nuclear
weapons, those steps have been increasingly directed
toward deterrence of aggression through the promise
of retaliation.

This approach to stability through offensive threat has
worked. We and our allies have succeeded in prevent-
ing nuclear war for more than three decades. In recent
months, however, my advisers, including in particular
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, have underscored the neces-
sity to break out of a future that relies solely on offen-
sive retaliation for our security.

Over the course of these discussions, I’ve become more
and more deeply convinced that the human spirit must
be capable of rising above dealing with other nations
and human beings by threatening their existence. Feel-
ing this way, I believe we must thoroughly examine
every opportunity for reducing tensions and for intro-
ducing greater stability into the strategic calculus on
both sides.

One of the most important contributions we can make
is, of course, to lower the level of all arms, and particu-
larly nuclear arms. We’re engaged right now in several
negotiations with the Soviet Union to bring about a
mutual reduction of weapons. I will report to you a
week from tomorrow my thoughts on that score. But
let me just say, I’m totally committed to this course.

If the Soviet Union will join with us in our effort to
achieve major arms reduction, we will have succeeded
in stabilizing the nuclear balance. Nevertheless, it will
still be necessary to rely on the specter of retaliation,
on mutual threat. And that’s a sad commentary on the
human condition. Wouldn’t it be better to save lives
than to avenge them? Are we not capable of demon-
strating our peaceful intentions by applying all our abil-
ities and our ingenuity to achieving a truly lasting
stability? I think we are. Indeed, we must.
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After careful consultation with my advisers, 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 technol-
ogy 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?

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 sophisti-
cation where it’s reasonable for us to begin this 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.

In the meantime, we will continue to pursue real
reductions in nuclear arms, negotiating from a position
of strength that can be ensured only by modernizing
our strategic forces. At the same time, we must take
steps to reduce the risk of a conventional military con-
flict escalating to nuclear war by improving our non-
nuclear capabilities.

America does possess—now—the technologies to at-
tain very significant improvements in the effectiveness
of our conventional, nonnuclear forces. Proceeding
boldly with these new technologies, we can signifi-
cantly reduce any incentive that the Soviet Union may
have to threaten attack against the United States or its
allies.

As we pursue our goal of defensive technologies, we
recognize that our allies rely upon our strategic offen-
sive power to deter attacks against them. Their vital



interests and ours are inextricably linked. Their safety
and ours are one. And no change in technology can or
will alter that reality. We must and shall continue to
honor our commitments.

I clearly recognize that defensive systems have limita-
tions and raise certain problems and ambiguities. If
paired with offensive systems, they can be viewed as
fostering an aggressive policy, and no one wants that.
But with these considerations firmly in mind, I call
upon the scientific community in our country, those
who gave us nuclear weapons, to turn their great tal-
ents 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 of the ABM
treaty and recognizing the need for closer consultation
with our allies, I’m taking an important first step. I am
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directing a comprehensive and intensive effort to de-
fine 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.

My fellow Americans, tonight we’re launching an effort
which holds the promise of changing the course of
human history. There will be risks, and results take
time. But I believe we can do it. As we cross this
threshold, I ask for your prayers and your support.

Source: Ronald Reagan, Public Papers of the Presidents of the
United States: Ronald Reagan, 1983, Bk. 1 (Washington, DC:
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1984), 437–443.

140. Ronald Reagan: Address to the Nation on Events in
Lebanon and Grenada, 27 October 1983

Introduction
On 23 October 1983, suicide-bombers drove trucks loaded with explosives into the barracks of peacekeeping forces
of U.S. Marines and French troops stationed in Beirut, the capital of Lebanon. These troops had been deployed
there since late 1982 as part of an international peacekeeping force that was trying to maintain order in Beirut after
Israeli forces intent on driving out the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO) had invaded, triggering a compli-
cated civil war among various Lebanese political factions. The bombing killed 241 American servicemen, 58 French
paratroopers, and some civilians. The episode was one of the first suicide bombings in the Middle East. Address-
ing the nation four days later, U.S. President Ronald Reagan affirmed his country’s commitment to maintaining
order in the Middle East, particularly in Lebanon, and claimed that the attacks were themselves evidence that the
Marines were succeeding in their mission of restoring stability and normal conditions in Beirut. In practice,
nonetheless, shortly afterward the U.S. government, reluctant to face the prospect of further major casualties in
such episodes, proclaimed that the Marines had accomplished their mission and withdrew them from Lebanon, a
decision that hawks later criticized as proof that terrorist tactics were effective. In the same address, Reagan also
highlighted the American invasion of the Caribbean island of Grenada, an operation launched two days earlier to
overthrow a Marxist government that had murdered socialist Prime Minister Maurice Bishop and seized power the
previous week. Cuban troops and construction workers were present on the island building an airport that it was
feared would be used for military purposes, and 1,000 American students were believed to be in danger. In con-
junction with forces from seven other Caribbean countries, 5,000 United States Marines invaded the island and,
after some heavy fighting, subdued the Grenadian ground and air forces and the Cuban contingents. They also
found a cache of heavy weapons sufficient to arm 10,000 troops. Nineteen American soldiers died and 119 were
wounded, while Grenadian casualties were 45 dead and 337 wounded. By mid-December 1983 most resistance had
ended, except for some rebels who fled to the hills, and American forces were withdrawn. Parliamentary elections



Primary Source
Some 2 months ago we were shocked by the brutal
massacre of 269 men, women, and children, more than
60 of them Americans, in the shooting down of a
Korean airliner. Now, in these past several days, vio-
lence has erupted again, in Lebanon and Grenada.

In Lebanon, we have some 1,600 marines, part of a
multinational force that’s trying to help the people of
Lebanon restore order and stability to that troubled
land. Our marines are assigned to the south of the city
of Beirut, near the only airport operating in Lebanon.
Just a mile or so to the north is the Italian contingent
and not far from them, the French and a company of
British soldiers.

This past Sunday, at 22 minutes after 6 Beirut time,
with dawn just breaking, a truck, looking like a lot of
other vehicles in the city, approached the airport on a
busy, main road. There was nothing in its appearance
to suggest it was any different than the trucks or cars
that were normally seen on and around the airport. But
this one was different. At the wheel was a young man
on a suicide mission.

The truck carried some 2,000 pounds of explosives, but
there was no way our marine guards could know this.
Their first warning that something was wrong came
when the truck crashed through a series of barriers,
including a chain-link fence and barbed wire entangle-
ments. The guards opened fire, but it was too late.
The truck smashed through the doors of the head-
quarters building in which our marines were sleeping
and instantly exploded. The four-story concrete build-
ing collapsed in a pile of rubble.

More than 200 of the sleeping men were killed in that
one hideous, insane attack. Many others suffered injury
and are hospitalized here or in Europe.

[. . .]
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And now many of you are asking: Why should our young
men be dying in Lebanon? Why is Lebanon important
to us?

Well, it’s true, Lebanon is a small country, more than
five-and-a-half thousand miles from our shores on the
edge of what we call the Middle East. But every Pres-
ident who has occupied this office in recent years has
recognized that peace in the Middle East is of vital
concern to our nation and, indeed, to our allies in
Western Europe and Japan. We’ve been concerned
because the Middle East is a powderkeg; four times in
the last 30 years, the Arabs and Israelis have gone to
war. And each time, the world has teetered near the
edge of catastrophe.

The area is key to the economic and political life of the
West. Its strategic importance, its energy resources,
the Suez Canal, and the well-being of the nearly 200
million people living there—all are vital to us and to
world peace. If that key should fall into the hands of a
power or powers hostile to the free world, there would
be a direct threat to the United States and to our allies.

We have another reason to be involved. Since 1948 our
Nation has recognized and accepted a moral obligation
to assure the continued existence of Israel as a nation.
Israel shares our democratic values and is a formidable
force an invader of the Middle East would have to
reckon with.

[. . .]

In the year that our marines have been there, Lebanon
has made important steps toward stability and order.
The physical presence of the marines lends support to
both the Lebanese Government and its army. It allows
the hard work of diplomacy to go forward. Indeed,
without the peacekeepers from the U.S., France, Italy,
and Britain, the efforts to find a peaceful solution in
Lebanon would collapse.

held in 1984 returned the noncommunist New National Party to power. The two near-simultaneous episodes
encapsulated the degree to which Reagan’s bold rhetoric belied his pragmatic caution in international affairs. Like
most American presidents and military men in the aftermath of the Vietnam War, he preferred to keep American
military interventions brief and limited and to pick conflicts in which victory would be relatively quick and easy.



As to that narrower question—what exactly is the
operational mission of the marines—the answer is, to
secure a piece of Beirut, to keep order in their sector,
and to prevent the area from becoming a battlefield.
Our marines are not just sitting in an airport. Part of
their task is to guard that airport. Because of their pres-
ence, the airport has remained operational. In addition,
they patrol the surrounding area. This is their part—
a limited, but essential part—in the larger effort that
I’ve described.

If our marines must be there, I’m asked, why can’t we
make them safer? Who committed this latest atrocity
against them and why?

Well, we’ll do everything we can to ensure that our
men are as safe as possible. We ordered the battleship
New Jersey to join our naval forces offshore. Without
even firing them, the threat of its 16-inch guns silenced
those who once fired down on our marines from the
hills, and they’re a good part of the reason we suddenly
had a cease-fire. We’re doing our best to make our
forces less vulnerable to those who want to snipe at
them or send in future suicide missions.

[. . .]

Now then, where do we go from here? What can we do
now to help Lebanon gain greater stability so that our
marines can come home? Well, I believe we can take
three steps now that will make a difference.

First, we will accelerate the search for peace and sta-
bility in that region. Little attention has been paid to
the fact that we’ve had special envoys there working,
literally, around the clock to bring the warring factions
together. This coming Monday in Geneva, President
Gemayel of Lebanon will sit down with other factions
from his country to see if national reconciliation can be
achieved. He has our firm support. . . . 

Second, we’ll work even more closely with our allies in
providing support for the Government of Lebanon and
for the rebuilding of a national consensus.

Third, we will ensure that the multinational peace-
keeping forces, our marines, are given the greatest pos-
sible protection. . . . 
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Beyond our progress in Lebanon, let us remember
that our main goal and purpose is to achieve a broader
peace in all of the Middle East. The factions and bit-
terness that we see in Lebanon are just a microcosm of
the difficulties that are spread across much of that
region. A peace initiative for the entire Middle East,
consistent with the Camp David accords and U.N. res-
olutions 242 and 338, still offers the best hope for
bringing peace to the region.

Let me ask those who say we should get out of
Lebanon: If we were to leave Lebanon now, what mes-
sage would that send to those who foment instability
and terrorism? If America were to walk away from
Lebanon, what chance would there be for a negotiated
settlement, producing a unified democratic Lebanon?

If we turned our backs on Lebanon now, what would
be the future of Israel? At stake is the fate of only the
second Arab country to negotiate a major agreement
with Israel. That’s another accomplishment of this past
year, the May 17th accord signed by Lebanon and
Israel.

[. . .]

We’re a nation with global responsibilities. We’re not
somewhere else in the world protecting someone else’s
interests; we’re there protecting our own.

[. . .]

With patience and firmness, we can help bring peace
to that strifetorn region—and make our own lives more
secure. Our role is to help the Lebanese put their
country together, not to do it for them.

Now, I know another part of the world is very much on
our minds, a place much closer to our shores: Grenada.
The island is only twice the size of the District of
Columbia, with a total population of about 110,000
people.

[. . .]

In 1979 trouble came to Grenada. Maurice Bishop,
a protege of Fidel Castro, staged a military coup and



overthrew the government which had been elected
under the constitution left to the people by the British.
He sought the help of Cuba in building an airport,
which he claimed was for tourist trade, but which
looked suspiciously suitable for military aircraft, includ-
ing Soviet-built long-range bombers.

The six sovereign countries and one remaining colony
are joined together in what they call the Organization
of Eastern Caribbean States. The six became increas-
ingly alarmed as Bishop built an army greater than all
of theirs combined. Obviously, it was not purely for
defense.

In this last year or so, Prime Minister Bishop gave indi-
cations that he might like better relations with the
United States. He even made a trip to our country and
met with senior officials of the White House and the
State Department. Whether he was serious or not, we’ll
never know. On October 12th, a small group in his
militia seized him and put him under arrest. They were,
if anything, more radical and more devoted to Castro’s
Cuba than he had been.

Several days later, a crowd of citizens appeared before
Bishop’s home, freed him, and escorted him toward
the headquarters of the military council. They were
fired upon. A number, including some children, were
killed, and Bishop was seized. He and several mem-
bers of his cabinet were subsequently executed, and a
24-hour shoot-to-kill curfew was put in effect. Grenada
was without a government, its only authority exercised
by a self-proclaimed band of military men.

There were then about 1,000 of our citizens on
Grenada, 800 of them students in St. George’s Univer-
sity Medical School. Concerned that they’d be harmed
or held as hostages, I ordered a flotilla of ships, then on
its way to Lebanon with marines, part of our regular
rotation program, to circle south on a course that would
put them somewhere in the vicinity of Grenada in case
there should be a need to evacuate our people.

Last weekend, I was awakened in the early morning
hours and told that six members of the Organization of
Eastern Caribbean States, joined by Jamaica and Bar-
bados, had sent an urgent request that we join them in
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a military operation to restore order and democracy to
Grenada. They were proposing this action under the
terms of a treaty, a mutual assistance pact that existed
among them.

These small, peaceful nations needed our help. Three
of them don’t have armies at all, and the others have
very limited forces. The legitimacy of their request,
plus my own concern for our citizens, dictated my
decision. I believe our government has a responsibility
to go to the aid of its citizens, if their right to life and
liberty is threatened. The nightmare of our hostages in
Iran must never be repeated.

[. . .]

Two hours ago we released the first photos from
Grenada. They included pictures of a warehouse of
military equipment—one of three we’ve uncovered so
far. This warehouse contained weapons and ammuni-
tion stacked almost to the ceiling, enough to supply
thousands of terrorists. Grenada, we were told, was a
friendly island paradise for tourism. Well, it wasn’t. It
was a Soviet-Cuban colony, being readied as a major
military bastion to export terror and undermine demo-
cracy. We got there just in time.

I can’t say enough in praise of our military—Army
rangers and paratroopers, Navy, Marine, and Air Force
personnel—those who planned a brilliant campaign
and those who carried it out. Almost instantly, our mil-
itary seized the two airports, secured the campus where
most of our students were, and are now in the mop-
ping-up phase.

It should be noted that in all the planning, a top prior-
ity was to minimize risk, to avoid casualties to our
own men and also the Grenadian forces as much as
humanly possible. But there were casualties, and we
all owe a debt to those who lost their lives or were
wounded. They were few in number, but even one is a
tragic price to pay.

It’s our intention to get our men out as soon as possi-
ble. . . . 

The events in Lebanon and Grenada, though oceans
apart, are closely related. Not only has Moscow assisted



and encouraged the violence in both countries, but it
provides direct support through a network of surro-
gates and terrorists. It is no coincidence that when the
thugs tried to wrest control over Grenada, there were
30 Soviet advisers and hundreds of Cuban military and
paramilitary forces on the island. At the moment of our
landing, we communicated with the Governments of
Cuba and the Soviet Union and told them we would
offer shelter and security to their people on Grenada.
Regrettably, Castro ordered his men to fight to the
death, and some did. The others will be sent to their
homelands.

You know, there was a time when our national security
was based on a standing army here within our own bor-
ders and shore batteries of artillery along our coasts, and,
of course, a navy to keep the sea lanes open for the
shipping of things necessary to our well-being. The
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world has changed. Today, our national security can be
threatened in faraway places. It’s up to all of us to be
aware of the strategic importance of such places and to
be able to identify them.

Sam Rayburn once said that freedom is not something
a nation can work for once and win forever. He said it’s
like an insurance policy; its premiums must be kept up
to date. In order to keep it, we have to keep working
for it and sacrificing for it just as long as we live. If we
do not, our children may not know the pleasure of work-
ing to keep it, for it may not be theirs to keep.

[. . .]

Source: Ronald Reagan, Public Papers of the Presidents of the
United States: Ronald Reagan, 1983, Bk. 2 (Washington, DC:
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1985), 1517–1522.

141. Ronald Reagan: Radio Address to the Nation on
Nuclear Weapons, 29 October 1983

Introduction
Among the more controversial actions of Ronald Reagan’s presidency was the installation of intermediate-range
Pershing II and cruise missiles in Britain, Germany, Italy, Belgium, and the Netherlands. The North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO) made the initial decision to upgrade these missiles in December 1979 as a means of coun-
tering the 1977 Soviet deployments of SS-20 intermediate-range missiles in European Russia. In the early 1980s,
Soviet-American arms control discussions on such weapons brought proposals that the European powers refrain
from installing these missiles in exchange for the removal of their Soviet counterparts, but these proved unavailing.
The apparent readiness of Reagan and several of his top advisors to contemplate nuclear warfare as a serious possi-
bility alarmed many in both the United States and Europe, and in the early 1980s significant popular antinuclear
protests and demonstrations occurred in all the potential host countries. Reagan firmly supported installation of the
new missiles unless the Soviet Union made concessions on its own weapons, a stance he explained to the American
people shortly before their deployment was scheduled to begin. NATO’s announcement in November 1983 that
installation of the new cruise and Pershing missiles was about to begin triggered further but unavailing demonstra-
tions. The Soviet delegation promptly walked out of ongoing Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) talks and
did not return until March 1985. Ultimately, the conclusion of the INF Treaty in 1987 brought the removal of both
the SS-20s and their NATO counterparts.

Primary Source
[. . .]

Now today, I’d like to talk about a very important deci-
sion that was made Thursday by the Defense Ministers
of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, or NATO,
as it’s commonly called. This decision has great impor-

tance for us and for the NATO Alliance as a whole,
because it addresses the future size and composition of
our shorter range nuclear forces in Europe.

As you know, we’re negotiating with the Soviets in
Geneva on the longer range missiles. The current im-
balance on those systems is over 350 to 0 in their favor.



But with regard to the shorter range missiles, the tacti-
cal missiles, I think you’ll be very pleased with today’s
news. But first, a little background.

The nuclear forces in Europe are fundamental to our
overall strategy of deterrence and to protecting our allies
and ourselves. The weapons strengthen NATO and
protect the peace because they show that the alliance
is committed to sharing the risks and the benefits of
mutual defense. Just by being there, these weapons
deter others from aggression and, thereby, serve the
cause of peace. Unfortunately, we must keep them
there until we can convince the Soviets and others that
the best thing would be a world in which there is no
further need for nuclear weapons at all.

The alliance’s goal, as General Rogers, NATO’s Su-
preme Allied Commander for Europe, has so often
said, is to maintain no more military forces than are
absolutely necessary for deterrence and defense.

In December of 1979 NATO reached a decision to re-
duce immediately the number of shorter range nuclear
weapons stationed in Europe. In 1980 we carried out
that decision by removing 1,000 of these weapons.
The same decision also committed the alliance to a
further review of the remaining systems of this cate-
gory, and that brings us to our decision of Thursday.

Drawing on the recommendation put forward by a spe-
cial, high-level study group, the NATO Defense Min-
isters decided that in addition to the 1,000 nuclear
weapons which we withdrew in 1980, the overall size
of the NATO nuclear stockpile could be reduced by an
additional 1,400 weapons.

When these 2,400 weapons have been withdrawn, the
United States will have reduced its nuclear weapons in
Europe by over one-third from 1979 levels, and NATO
will have the lowest number of nuclear weapons in 20
years. What this means is that the alliance will have
removed at least five nuclear weapons for every new
missile warhead we will deploy if the negotiations in
Geneva don’t lead to an agreement.

This step, taken by the alliance as a whole, stands in
stark contrast to the actions of the Soviet Union. The
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Soviet leaders have so far refused to negotiate in good
faith at the Geneva talks. Since our 1979 decision to
reduce nuclear forces, the Soviet Union has added
over 600 SS-20 warheads to their arsenal. Coupled with
this, they offer threats and the acceleration of previous
plans, which they now call countermeasures, if NATO
carries through with its deployment plan intended to
restore the balance.

The comparison of Soviet actions with NATO’s reduc-
tions and restraint clearly illustrates once again that
the so-called arms race has only one participant—the
Soviet Union.

On Thursday NATO took a dramatic and far-reaching
decision, a decision that puts us a giant step along the
path toward increased stability in Europe and around
the world. As we reduce our nuclear warheads in
Europe and, of equal importance, take the necessary
actions to maintain the effectiveness of the resulting
force, we will continue in the future what we’ve accom-
plished so well in the past—to deter Soviet aggression.
We seek peace and we seek security, and the NATO
decision serves both.

Now, let me bring you up to date on the negotiations in
Geneva. Progress toward an equitable, verifiable agree-
ment on the reduction of intermediate-range nuclear
missiles has been slow to come. Most recently, I pro-
posed three initiatives which go a long way toward
meeting important concerns expressed by the Soviet
Union. By our actions on the talks we have ensured
that all of the elements of a mutually advantageous
agreement are on the table. The Soviet Union has now
advanced some additional proposals of its own. We’ll
study these proposals, and we’ll address them in the
talks in Geneva.

Unfortunately, the Soviet proposals permit them to
retain SS-20 missiles while not allowing NATO to
deploy its own. The proposals are also coupled with an
explicit threat to break off the Geneva talks. I hope
that the Soviet Union is truly interested in achieving
an agreement. The test will be whether the Soviets,
having advanced their latest proposals, decide finally
to negotiate seriously in Geneva.



For our part, we continue to seek an equitable and ver-
ifiable agreement as quickly as possible. We will stay at
the negotiating table for as long as necessary to achieve
such an agreement.
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Source: Ronald Reagan, Public Papers of the Presidents of the
United States: Ronald Reagan, 1983, Bk. 2 (Washington, DC:
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1985), 1524–1525.

142. The Mining of Nicaraguan Harbors, 9 April 1984

Introduction
The fiercely anticommunist administration of U.S. President Ronald Reagan felt justified in taking every possible
measure within its power to try to overthrow the radical Sandinista government headed by Daniel Ortega Saavedra
that come to power in 1979 after the overthrow of dictator Anastasio Somoza Debayle. Among these was the secret
mining of Nicaraguan harbors in an effort to interdict commerce and prevent the movement of all shipping. In early
1984, the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), based in nearby Honduras, repeatedly laid mines around
Nicaraguan harbors and in some cases also attacked oil storage facilities and Nicaraguan vessels. On 28 February
1984 and again on 8 March, Nicaraguan Foreign Minister Miguel D’Escoto Brockmann wrote to U.S. Secretary of
State George Shultz and formally complained of several incidents in which Nicaraguan fishing boats and assorted
Dutch, Soviet, Panamanian, and Cuban vessels suffered serious damage. Brockmann also complained to the United
Nations (UN) Security Council. On 9 April 1984, the Nicaraguan government took its complaint to the International
Court of Justice at The Hague seeking a temporary restraining order until the case was heard, whereby the United
States would “immediately cease and refrain from any action restricting, blocking or endangering access to or from
Nicaraguan ports, and, in particular, the laying of mines.” On 10 May the Court issued this order. The U.S. gov-
ernment, however, refused to observe it and had already stated, on 6 April, that it would decline to recognize any
International Court decisions relating to Latin American affairs. The State Department argued that these operations
were justified, as the Sandinista government was assisting leftist rebels in San Salvador. Influential congressmen,
including Senator Daniel Moynihan of New York, publicly criticized this stance, charging that it weakened the
international institutions on which the United States itself often relied. Senator Barry Goldwater, chairman of the
Senate Select Committee on Intelligence, was particularly annoyed that the CIA director had not informed him
before proceeding to mine Nicaraguan harbors. The mining was probably undertaken in defiance of the December
1982 Boland Amendment banning the use of government funding for operations intended to overthrow the Nica-
raguan government, including payments to the anti-Sandinista Contra paramilitary forces of Nicaraguan exiles.
The UN Security Council condemned U.S. sabotage operations against Nicaraguan harbors. In November 1984 the
International Court ruled that it did possess jurisdiction over the matter, whereupon the U.S. government with-
drew from the case. U.S. reluctance to accept the authority of international institutions seemed to many observers
another instance of its characteristic arrogance of power and double standards, as American officials exhorted other
nations to honor their undertakings to these organizations but itself refused to show respect for such bodies.

Primary Source
Communiqué Dated 20 March 1984 Issued by the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of
Nicaragua
The Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of
Nicaragua announces the following:

At 1.40 P.M. today, the Soviet vessel Lugansk, which was
carrying oil to our country, was damaged while heading
past buoy No. 1 towards Puerto Sandino by an explo-

sion caused by a device placed in that sector by merce-
naries in the service of the United States Government.
Five Soviet seamen were wounded as a result of that
criminal action. Despite the above-mentioned terrorist
action, this vessel is unloading the oil in the installa-
tions at Puerto Sandino.

This latest criminal attack is to be added to those per-
petrated at Bluefields and Corinto in the Atlantic and
Pacific Oceans of Nicaragua, which together constitute



the de facto blockade which the United States Govern-
ment is applying against Nicaragua, as part of its un-
declared war against the Nicaraguan people.

It also once again confirms the aggressive and criminal
character of the policy of State terrorism pursued by
the Reagan administration in its desire to restore its
domination over our country.

As well as deploring the fact that Soviet seamen, in
addition to the Dutch and Central American seamen
affected previously, have fallen victim to the senseless
policy of the United States Government, the Govern-
ment of Nicaragua denounces the danger which the
indiscriminate laying of mines and explosive charges
poses to international shipping along the coasts of
Central America.

The Government of Nicaragua reiterates its readiness
to continue to struggle for peace in the Central Ameri-
can area and again appeals to the international commu-
nity to provide Nicaragua with the necessary technical
and military means to defend itself against the State
terrorism unleashed by the United States Government.

Letter to CIA Director Casey from Sen. Barry
Goldwater, Chairman of the Senate Select Committee
on Intelligence
April 9, 1984.
Hon. William J. Casey,
Director of Central Intelligence,
Central Intelligence Agency, Washington, DC.

Dear Bill:

All this past weekend, I’ve been trying to figure out
how I can most easily tell you my feelings about the
discovery of the President having approved mining
some of the harbors of Central America.

It gets down to one, little, simple phrase: I am pissed
off!

I understand you had briefed the House on this mat-
ter. I’ve heard that. Now, during the important debate
we had all last week and the week before, on whether
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we would increase funds for the Nicaragua program,
we were doing all right, until a Member of the Com-
mittee charged that the President had approved the
mining. I strongly denied that because I had never
heard of it. I found out the next day that the CIA had,
with the written approval of the President, engaged in
such mining, and the approval came in February!

Bill, this is no way to run a railroad and I find myself in
a hell of a quandary. I am forced to apologize to the
Members of the Intelligence Committee because I did
not know the facts on this. At the same time, my coun-
terpart in the House did know.

The President has asked us to back his foreign policy.
Bill, how can we back his foreign policy when we don’t
know what the hell he is doing? Lebanon, yes, we all
knew that he sent troops over there. But mine the har-
bors in Nicaragua? This is an act violating international
law. It is an act of war. For the life of me, I don’t see
how we are going to explain it.

My simple guess is that the House is going to defeat
this supplemental [aid request] and we will not be in
any position to put up much of an argument after we
were not given the information we were entitled to
receive; particularly, if my memory serves me correctly,
when you briefed us on Central America just a couple
of weeks ago. And the order was signed before that.

I don’t like this. I don’t like it one bit from the Presi-
dent or from you. I don’t think we need a lot of lengthy
explanations. The deed has been done and, in the
future, if anything like this happens, I’m going to raise
one hell of a lot of fuss about it in public.

Sincerely,

Barry Goldwater, Chairman.

Source: “Communiqué Dated 20 March 1984 Issued by the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Nicaragua,”
Warlaw, http://homepage.ntlworld.com/jksonc/docs/
US-mining-nicaragua-harbors.html, and Congressional
Record, 102 Cong., 1st sess., 5 November 1991, 
p. S15923, Library of Congress, Thomas, http://thomas
.loc.gov/.



Primary Source
Since the defeat of the Gang of Four and the convo-
cation of the Third Plenary Session of the Party’s
Eleventh Central Committee, we have formulated the
correct ideological, political and organizational lines as
well as a series of principles and policies. What is the
ideological line? To adhere to Marxism and to Marxist
dialectical and historical materialism, or in other words,
to seek truth from facts as advocated by Comrade Mao
Zedong. Adherence to Marxism is vital to China and
so is adherence to socialism. For more than a century
since the Opium War, China was subjected to aggres-
sion and humiliation. It is because the Chinese people
embraced Marxism and kept to the road leading from
New Democracy to socialism that the Chinese revolu-
tion was victorious.

People may ask: If China had taken the capitalist in-
stead of the socialist road, could the Chinese people
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have liberated themselves and could China have finally
stood up? The Kuomintang took that road for more
than 20 years and proved that it does not work. By con-
trast, the Chinese Communists, by adhering to Marx-
ism and integrating Marxism with actual conditions in
China in accordance with Mao Zedong Thought, took
their own road and succeeded in the revolution by en-
circling the cities from the countryside. Conversely, if
we had not been Marxists, or if we had not integrated
Marxism with Chinese conditions and followed our own
road, China would have remained fragmented, with
neither independence nor unity. China simply had to
adhere to Marxism. If we had not fully believed in
Marxism, the Chinese revolution would never have
succeeded. That belief was the motive force. After
the founding of the People’s Republic, if we had taken
the capitalist rather than the socialist road, we would
not have ended the chaos in the country or changed
its conditions—inflation, unstable prices, poverty and

143. Deng Xiaoping: “Build Socialism with Chinese Characteristics,” 
30 June 1984

Introduction
After the death in 1976 of China’s paramount leader, Communist Party Chairman Mao Zedong, a power struggle
ensued within the Politburo between radicals, notably the Gang of Four centering around Mao’s widow, Jiang
Qing, and pragmatists led by Deng Xiaoping, a veteran revolutionary leader then in his early seventies. The Gang
of Four was quickly ousted, arrested, and put on trial, and after several years of maneuvering Deng eventually rel-
egated Hua Guofeng, Mao’s handpicked successor, to the political sidelines. From 1976 onward as Deng engi-
neered his ascent to political power, he skillfully discredited the extremist Cultural Revolution and those associated
with it. Putting a new emphasis on effective economic reform and development, from the late 1970s he broke with
Mao’s ideological purity and encouraged what he termed “socialism with Chinese characteristics,” a phrase that
covered a wide variety of quasi-capitalist practices. Deng aimed to modernize China’s agriculture, industry, science
and technology, and military institutions through a socialist market economy, one that represented an amalgam of
statism and capitalism and ensured that the entire population shared in the benefits of economic development. He
sought to quadruple China’s gross national product by the year 2000. He expected reform to begin in the cities and
eventually revitalize the more backward rural areas. Such practices were, he argued, best suited to China’s particu-
lar conditions. Reforms were often devised by local leaders, drawing on their knowledge of conditions in their areas
and, if they were successful, were gradually extended beyond their place of origin. Market mechanisms became
increasingly important, and efficient management was valued more highly than ideological correctness, a major
change from the years of Mao. Deng promoted a major Chinese rapprochement with Western powers, seeking
access to their technological and scientific expertise. Whereas in the Soviet Union during the 1980s economic
reform went hand in hand with a new openness and the weakening of communist rule, in China the Communist
Party still exercised strict control over political and intellectual life and was determined to maintain its monopoly
of power. This became brutally apparent in 1989 when students and workers mounted a major challenge to the
party’s rule and on Deng’s orders were ruthlessly suppressed.



backwardness. We started from a backward past. There
was virtually no industry for us to inherit from old
China, and we did not have enough grain for food.
Some people ask why we chose socialism. We answer
that we had to because capitalism would get China
nowhere. We must solve the problems of feeding and
employing the population and of reunifying China.
That is why we have repeatedly declared that we shall
adhere to Marxism and keep to the socialist road. But
by Marxism we mean Marxism that is integrated with
Chinese conditions, and by socia1ism we mean social-
ism that is tailored to Chinese conditions and has
Chinese characteristics.

What is socialism and what is Marxism? We were not
quite clear about this before. Marxism attaches utmost
importance to developing the productive forces. We
advocate communism. But what does that mean? It
means the principle of from each according to his abil-
ity and to each according to his needs, which calls for
highly developed productive forces and overwhelming
material wealth. Therefore, the fundamental task for
the socialist stage is to develop the productive forces.
The superiority of the socialist system is demonstrated
by faster and greater development of the productive
forces than under the capitalist system. One of our
shortcomings since the founding of the People’s Repub-
lic was that we neglected the development of the pro-
ductive forces. Socialism means eliminating poverty.
Pauperism is not socialism, still less communism. The
superiority of the socialist system lies above all in its
ability to increasingly develop the productive forces
and to improve the people’s material and cultural life.
The problem facing us now is how China, which is
still backward, is to develop the productive forces and
improve the people’s living standards. This brings us
back to the point of whether to continue on the social-
ist road or to stop and turn onto the capitalist road. The
capitalist road can only enrich less than 10 per cent of
the Chinese population; it can never enrich the 90 per
cent. That is why we must adhere to socialism. The
socialist principle of distribution to each according to
his work will not create an excessive gap in wealth.
Consequently, no polarization will occur as our pro-
ductive forces become developed over the next 20 to
30 years.
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The minimum target of our four modernizations is to
achieve a comparatively comfortable standard of living
by the end of the century. I first mentioned this with
former prime minister Masayoshi Ohira of Japan dur-
ing his visit here in December 1979. By a comfortable
standard we mean that per capita GNP will reach U.S.
$800. That is a low level for you, but it is really ambi-
tious for us. China has a population of 1 billion now
and it will reach 1.2 billion by then. If, when the GNP
reaches $1,000 billion, we applied the capitalist prin-
ciple of distribution, it wouldn’t amount to much and
couldn’t help to eliminate poverty and backwardness.
Less than 10 per cent of the population would enjoy a
better life, while over 90 per cent remained in poverty.
But the socialist principle of distribution can enable all
the people to become relatively comfortable. This is
why we want to uphold socialism. Without socialism,
China can never achieve that goal.

However, only talking about this is not enough. The
present world is an open one. China’s past backward-
ness was due to its closed-door policy. After the found-
ing of the People’s Republic, we were blockaded by
others, and so the country remained closed to some
extent, which created difficulties for us. Some “Left”
policies and the “cultural revolution” in particular were
disastrous for us. In short, the experience of the past
30 years or more proves that a closed-door policy
would hinder construction and inhibit development.
Therefore, the ideological line formulated at the Third
Plenary Session of the Party’s Eleventh Central Com-
mittee is to adhere to the principles of integrating
Marxism with Chinese conditions, seeking truth from
facts, linking theory with practice and proceeding from
reality. In other words, the line is to adhere to the
essence of Comrade Mao Zedong’s thought. Our polit-
ical line focuses on the four modernizations, on contin-
uing to develop the productive forces. Nothing short
of a world war would make us release our grip on this
essential point. Even should world war break out, we
would engage in reconstruction after the war. A closed-
door policy would not help construction. There are two
kinds of exclusion: one is directed against other coun-
tries; the other is directed against China itself, with one
region or department closing its doors to the others.
We are suggesting that we should develop a little faster



—just a little, because it would be unrealistic to go too
fast. To do this, we have to invigorate the domestic
economy and open up to the outside. We must first of
all solve the problem of the countryside, which con-
tains 80 per cent of the population. China’s stability
depends on the stability of the countryside with this
80 per cent—this is the reality of China from which we
should proceed. No matter how successful our work
in the cities is, it won’t mean much without the stable
base of the countryside. Therefore, we must first of all
solve the problem of the countryside by invigorating
the economy and adopting an open policy so as to bring
the initiative of 80 per cent of the population into full
play. We adopted this policy at the end of 1978, and
after several years in operation it has produced the
desired results.

The recent Second Session of the Sixth National
People’s Congress decided to shift the focus of reform
from the countryside to the cities. The urban reform
includes not only industry and commerce but science,
education and all other professions as well. In short, we
shall continue the reform at home. As for our relations
with foreign countries, we shall pursue the policy of
opening up still wider to the outside world. We have
opened 14 medium and large coastal cities. We welcome
foreign investment and advanced techniques. Manage-
ment is also a kind of technique. Will they undermine
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our socialism? Not likely, because the socialist econ-
omy is our mainstay. Our socialist economic base is so
huge that it can absorb tens and hundreds of billions of
dollars’ worth of foreign funds without shaking the
socialist foundation. Besides, we adhere to the socialist
principle of distribution and do not tolerate economic
polarization. Thus, foreign investment will doubtless
serve as a major supplement to the building of social-
ism in our country. And as things stand now, this sup-
plement is indispensable. Naturally, some problems will
arise in the wake of foreign investment. But the nega-
tive aspects are far less significant than the positive use
we can make of it to accelerate our development. It
may entail a slight risk, but not much.

Well, those are our plans. We shall accumulate experi-
ence and try new solutions as new problems arise. In
general, we believe the road we have chosen—building
socialism with Chinese characteristics—is the right one
and will work. We have followed this road for five and
a half years and have achieved satisfactory results. We
want to quadruple China’s GNP by the end of the cen-
tury. The pace of development has so far exceeded our
projections. And so I can tell our friends that we are
even more confident now.

Source: Deng Xiaoping, Fundamental Issues in Present-Day
China (Beijing: Foreign Languages Press, 1987), 53–58.

144. Summary of the Comprehensive Anti-Apartheid Act,
2 October 1986

Introduction
During the Cold War, the U.S. government often tolerated undemocratic and illiberal behavior so long as the states
in question were anticommunist and could therefore be considered allies, whether formal or informal. Successive
presidential administrations chose to largely ignore the racist policies the Union of South Africa adopted after
World War II, when the country established a system of segregation dividing people into three categories: blacks,
whites, and coloreds. Only whites had full political and economic rights, social interactions among races were dis-
couraged and sexual relations forbidden, and blacks were forbidden to live in white-only areas and relegated to
menial occupations. From the 1950s onward as increasing numbers of African states won independence from their
former colonial overlords and were able to express their views in the United Nations (UN), the British Common-
wealth, and similar forums, international resentment and condemnation of South Africa’s racial policies intensified.
In 1961 South Africa withdrew from the British Commonwealth, many of whose other member states were strongly
advocating the imposition of sanctions against South Africa. The Organization of African Unity (OAU), established
in 1963, likewise called on other nations to impose economic sanctions against South Africa and break diplomatic



Primary Source
Comprehensive Anti-Apartheid Act of 1986—Title I:
Policy of the United States with respect to ending
apartheid—Requires U.S. policy toward South Africa
to be designed to bring about the establishment of a
nonracial democracy in South Africa. Sets forth actions
that the United States shall encourage South Africa to
take, including releasing Nelson Mandela and estab-
lishing a timetable for the elimination of apartheid
laws. Requires the United States to adjust its actions
toward South Africa to reflect the progress made by
South Africa in establishing a nonracial democracy.

Declares that U.S. policy toward the African National
Congress, the Pan African Congress, and their affiliates
shall be designed to bring about a suspension of vio-
lence that will lead to the start of negotiations. Requires
the United States to work toward this goal by encour-
aging such organizations, through diplomatic and
political measures, to: (1) suspend terrorist activities;
(2) make known their commitment to a free and demo-
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cratic post-apartheid South Africa; (3) agree to enter
into negotiations for the peaceful solution to South
Africa’s problems; and (4) reexamine their ties to the
South African Communist Party. Requires the United
States to adjust its actions toward South Africa not only
to reflect progress or lack of progress made by South
Africa in establishing a nonracial democracy but also to
reflect progress or lack of progress made by such organ-
izations in bringing about a suspension of violence.

Declares that U.S. policy toward the victims of apart-
heid is to use economic, political, diplomatic, and other
means to remove the apartheid system and to assist the
victims of apartheid to overcome the handicaps im-
posed on them by apartheid. Sets forth actions the
United States will take to help the victims of apartheid.

Declares that U.S. policy toward the other countries in
the region shall be designed to encourage democratic
forms of government, respect for human rights, politi-
cal independence, and economic development. Sets

relations with it. In 1976 hundreds of black South Africans died in riots in Soweto protesting inequalities in educa-
tion. In November 1977 the UN imposed an arms embargo on South Africa. By the late 1970s numerous states
refused to trade with or recognize South Africa, many U.S. companies refused to do business or invest there, and
South African athletes were banned from international sports events. When Ronald Reagan became president in
1981, his administration announced that it did not favor economic sanctions on South Africa and would follow a pol-
icy of constructive engagement. The State Department initiated substantial relaxations of sanctions and other
controls imposed by previous administrations, measures that attracted strong criticism from black South African
nationalists, including Nobel Peace Prize winner Bishop Desmond Tutu in 1984. In 1985 major racial violence and
protests erupted in the South African townships, causing the government to declare a state of emergency. France
introduced a UN resolution calling on member states to impose voluntary sanctions against South Africa, and later
that year Reagan announced limited economic sanctions against South Africa. Congress remained unsatisfied and,
despite strong opposition from the Reagan administration, in October 1986 overrode a presidential veto and passed
the Comprehensive Anti-Apartheid Act. Although less strict than the House of Representatives had initially pro-
posed, the act banned loans and new investment in South Africa by American firms, prohibited trade in major cat-
egories of exports and imports, broke air links, forbade American banks to accept South African government
deposits, and outlawed cooperation between U.S. government agencies and South Africa in military affairs, trade,
and tourism. The act represented a major defeat for the Reagan administration, and the president issued a brief
statement warning that “punitive sanctions” would only cause “violence and more repression.” Reagan’s successor,
George H. W. Bush, left the sanctions in place despite pressure from British Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher to
lift them. Antiapartheid activists in South Africa as well as South African Central Bank Governor Gerhard de Kock
subsequently suggested that international economic sanctions played an appreciable role in weakening the South
African government to the point that in 1989 it opened negotiations with African National Congress (ANC) leaders,
talks that eventually led to the dismantling of apartheid and the establishment in 1993 of a multiracial South
African state.



forth actions the United States will take toward such
countries.

Expresses the sense of the Congress that the President
should discuss with the African “frontline” states the
effects of disruptions in economic links through South
Africa.

Declares that it is U.S. policy to promote negotiations
among representatives of all citizens of South Africa to
determine a future political system.

Expresses the sense of the Congress that high-level
U.S. officials should meet with leaders of opposition
organizations in South Africa and should, in concert
with other interested parties, try to bring together oppo-
sition political leaders with South African Government
leaders for negotiations to achieve a transition to the
post-apartheid democracy envisioned in this Act.

Declares that the United States will encourage all par-
ticipants in the negotiations to respect the right of all
South Africans to participate in the political process
without fear of retribution. Requires the United States
to work for an agreement to suspend violence and
begin negotiations through coordinated actions with
the major Western allies and with the governments of
the countries in the region.

Expresses the sense of the Congress that the achieve-
ment of such an agreement could be promoted if the
United States and its major allies would meet to
develop a plan to provide multilateral assistance for
South Africa in return for South Africa implementing:
(1) an end to the state of emergency and the release of
political prisoners; (2) the unbanning of groups willing
to suspend terrorism and to participate in negotiations
and a democratic process; (3) a revocation of the Group
Areas Act and the Population Registration Act and the
granting of universal citizenship to all South Africans,
including homeland residents; and (4) the use of a third
party to bring about negotiations to establish power-
sharing with the black majority.

Urges the President to seek cooperation among all
individuals, groups, and nations to end apartheid.
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[. . .]

Expresses the sense of the Senate that the U.S. Ambas-
sador should request a meeting with Nelson Mandela.

Expresses the sense of the Congress that U.S. employ-
ers operating in South Africa are obliged both gener-
ally to oppose apartheid and specifically to recruit and
train black and colored South Africans for management
responsibilities.

Title II: Measures to Assist Victims of Apartheid—
Amends the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 to earmark
a specified amount of the education and human re-
sources development assistance funds for each of FY
1987 through 1989 to finance education, training, and
scholarships for the victims of apartheid. Authorizes the
use of Economic Support Fund monies for such pur-
poses in lieu of an equal amount made through the edu-
cation and human resources development assistance.

Requires the use of Economic Support Fund monies,
in addition to the funds used for purposes described in
the preceding paragraph, to finance scholarships for
students pursuing secondary school education in South
Africa. Requires the selection of such scholarship recip-
ients to be by a nationwide panel or by regional panels
appointed by the U.S. chief of diplomatic mission to
South Africa. Authorizes the use of up to $1,000,000 of
Economic Support Fund assistance for such purposes
for each of FY 1987 through FY 1989.

Requires assistance to be provided for inservice teacher
training programs in South Africa through nongovern-
mental organizations. Authorizes the use of up to
$500,000 for FY 1987 and up to $1,000,000 for FY 1988
for such purposes.

Requires priority to be given, in providing assistance
for disadvantaged South Africans, to working with and
through South African nongovernmental organizations
whose leadership and staff are selected on a nonracial
basis and which have the support of the disadvantaged
communities being served.

[. . .]



Requires the Secretary of State (the Secretary) and any
other head of a Federal agency carrying out activities
in South Africa to try, in procuring goods and services,
to assist businesses having more than 50 percent ben-
eficial ownership by nonwhite South Africans.

Amends the Export-Import Bank Act of 1945 to require
the Export-Import Bank to take active steps to en-
courage the use of its guarantee, insurance, and credit
facilities in connection with South African businesses
that are majority owned by nonwhite South Africans.
Exempts from a specified certification requirement
exports to or purchases from such businesses.

Expresses the sense of the Congress that the labor
practices used by the U.S. Government in South Africa
should represent the best of U.S. labor practices and
should serve as a model for U.S. nationals in South
Africa. Requires the Secretary and the heads of other
agencies carrying out activities in South Africa to en-
sure that the labor practices used in South Africa are
governed by a specified Code of Conduct.

[. . .]

Requires any U.S. national who employs more than 25
persons in South Africa to insure that the Code of Con-
duct is implemented. Prohibits U.S. intercession with
any foreign government or foreign nation on behalf of
any U.S. national employing more than 25 persons in
South Africa if such U.S. national does not implement
the Code of Conduct.

Declares that the Code of Conduct is as follows: (1) de-
segregating employment facilities; (2) providing equal
employment opportunity for all employees; (3) assur-
ing that the pay system is applied to all employees;
(4) establishing a minimum wage and salary structure;
(5) increasing the number of persons in managerial,
supervisory, administrative, clerical, and technical jobs
who are disadvantaged by apartheid; (6) taking reason-
able steps to improve the quality of employees’ lives
outside the work environment; and (7) implementing
fair labor practices by recognizing the right of all em-
ployees to unionize.

[. . .]
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Title III: Measures by the United States to Undermine
Apartheid—Prohibits importing from South Africa:
(1) any gold coin minted in South Africa or sold by its
Government; and (2) arms, ammunition, or military
vehicles or any manufacturing data for such articles.
Prohibits the importation of any article grown, pro-
duced, or manufactured by a South African parastatal
organization (an organization owned or controlled by
the South African Government other than an organiza-
tion that received start-up funding from the South
African Industrial Development Corporation but is now
privately owned) except for: (1) agricultural products
during the 12 months following enactment; (2) certain
strategic minerals; and (3) articles to be imported pur-
suant to a contract entered into before August 15, 1986,
provided no shipments may be received by a U.S.
national under such contract after April 1, 1987.

Prohibits exporting computers, computer software, or
computer technology to or for the use of: (1) the South
African military, police, prison system, national secu-
rity agencies; (2) ARMSCOR and its subsidiaries or
the weapons research activities of the South African
Council for Scientific and Industrial Research; (3) the
administering authorities for apartheid; (4) any apart-
heid enforcing agency; or (5) any governmental entity
which performs any of the above functions.

Permits exports of computers, computer software and
technology to South Africa for other purposes only if a
system of end use verification is in effect to ensure that
the computers involved will not be used for any func-
tion of any of the entities listed above.

Prohibits any U.S. national from making or approv-
ing any loan to the South African Government or to
any entity owned or controlled by such government.
Exempts from such prohibition: (1) loans for any edu-
cation, housing, or humanitarian benefit which is avail-
able to all persons on a nondiscriminatory basis or is
available in a geographic area accessible to all popula-
tion groups; or (2) loans entered into before enactment
of this Act.

[. . .]

Prohibits, unless the Secretary certifies to the Speaker
of the House and the chair of the Senate Foreign Rela-



tions Committee that South Africa maintains certain
international nuclear safeguards: (1) the Nuclear Regu-
latory Commission from issuing a license for the export
to South Africa of certain nuclear facilities, material,
technology, or components; (2) the Secretary of Com-
merce from issuing a license for the export to South
Africa of certain goods or technology that may be of
significance for nuclear explosive purposes; (3) the
Secretary of Energy from authorizing any person to
engage in the production of special nuclear material
in South Africa; and (4) any executive branch agency
or the NRC from approving the retransfer of nuclear
goods or technology to South Africa. Exempts certain
exports, retransfers, or other activities from such prohi-
bition if specified conditions are met.

Prohibits a U.S. depository institution from accepting,
receiving, or holding a deposit account from the South
African Government or from any entity owned or con-
trolled by South Africa.

Prohibits importing into the United States from South
Africa any uranium ore, uranium oxide, coal, or textiles.

Prohibits any U.S. national from making any new in-
vestment in South Africa, effective 45 days after enact-
ment of this Act. Exempts firms owned by black South
Africans.

Terminates the sanctions contained in title III of this
Act and certain sanctions contained in title V of this
Act if South Africa: (1) releases political prisoners and
Nelson Mandela from prison; (2) repeals the state of
emergency and releases all detainees held under such
state of emergency; (3) unbans political parties and
permits political freedom for all races; (4) repeals the
Group Areas Act and the Population Registration Act
and institutes no other measures with the same pur-
poses; and (5) agrees to enter into good faith negotia-
tions with truly representative members of the black
majority without preconditions.

Authorizes the President, unless the Congress enacts
a joint resolution of disapproval, to suspend or modify
such sanctions after the President determines and re-
ports to the Speaker of the House and the chair of the
Senate Foreign Relations committee that South Africa
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has: (1) released Nelson Mandela and other political
prisoners; (2) taken three of the four actions listed in
phrases (2) through (5) in the preceding paragraph; and
(3) made substantial progress toward dismantling apart-
heid and establishing a nonracial democracy.

Declares that it is U.S. policy to support negotiations
with the representatives of all communities. Declares
that the United States will support negotiations which
do not include the African National Congress, the Pan
African Congress, or other organizations if the: (1) South
African Government agrees to enter into negotiations
without preconditions, abandons unprovoked violence
against its opponents, commits itself to a free and
democratic post-apartheid South Africa; and (2) African
National Congress, the Pan African Congress, or other
organizations refuse to participate or if such organiza-
tions refuse to abandon unprovoked violence during
such negotiations and refuse to commit themselves to
a free and democratic post-apartheid South Africa.

Declares that U.S. policy toward violence in South
Africa shall be designed to end such violence and to
promote negotiations. Declares that the United States
shall work through diplomatic and other measures, to
isolate those who promote terrorist attacks on un-
armed civilians and those who provide assistance to
such individuals.

[. . .]

Title IV: Multilateral Measures to Undermine Apartheid
—Declares that it is U.S. policy to seek international
cooperative agreements with other industrialized dem-
ocracies to end apartheid. Declares that: (1) negotia-
tions to reach such agreements should begin promptly
and should be concluded within 180 days of enact-
ment of this Act; and (2) the President should convene
an international conference of the other industrialized
democracies in order to reach such agreements. Re-
quires the President to report to the Congress on such
efforts.

Authorizes the President to modify specified sanctions
imposed under title III of this Act to conform with
such an agreement. Declares that each such agreement
shall enter into force and effect if: (1) the President, at



least 30 days before entering into such agreement,
notifies the Congress of the intention to enter into
such agreement and publishes such notice; (2) after
entering into the agreement, the President sends a
copy of the agreement and certain other materials to
the Congress; and (3) the Congress does not adopt a
joint resolution of disapproval within 30 days of trans-
mittal of such documents.

Expresses the sense of the Congress that the President
should propose that the United Nations impose the
same type of measures against South Africa as are im-
posed by this Act.

Authorizes the President to limit the importation into
the United States of any product or service of a foreign
country to the extent that such country benefits from
restrictions imposed on U.S. nationals by this Act.

Creates a private right of action for U.S. nationals who
are required to terminate or curtail business in South
Africa against anyone who benefits or takes commer-
cial advantage of such termination or curtailment.

Title V: Future Policy Toward South Africa—Declares
that it is U.S. policy to impose additional measures
against South Africa if substantial progress has not been
made within 12 months of enactment of this Act in end-
ing apartheid and establishing a nonracial democracy.

Requires the President to report annually to the Speaker
of the House and the chair of the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee beginning one year after enactment
of this Act on the extent to which significant progress
has been made toward ending apartheid. Requires
the report to contain a recommended additional mea-
sure if the President determines that South Africa has
not made significant progress in ending apartheid and
establishing a nonracial democracy. Provides for expe-
dited congressional consideration of a joint resolution
which would enact such additional measures.
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Authorizes the President to lift any prohibition against
South Africa contained in this Act if the President
reports to the Congress, after six months from the date
of the imposition of such prohibition, that such prohi-
bition would increase U.S. dependence upon member
or observer countries of the Council for Mutual Eco-
nomic Assistance for coal or any strategic and critical
material by a specified amount. Requires the Secretary
of Commerce to report to the Congress on the imports
of such coal and materials. Requires the President to
submit periodic reports on such imports to the Congress.

Requires the Secretary to report to the Congress by
December 1, 1986, on the health condition and extent
of starvation and malnutrition in the “homelands” areas
of South Africa.

Requires the President to report to the Congress,
within 90 days of enactment of this Act, on the extent
to which the United States is dependent on imports
from South Africa of chromium, cobalt, manganese,
platinum group metals, ferroalloys, and other strategic
and critical materials. Requires the President to develop
a program which reduces the U.S. dependence on such
imports.

[. . .]

Requires the President to submit to specified congres-
sional officials, within 90 days of enactment of this Act,
a report on the activities of the Communist Party in
South Africa.

Prohibits any person from importing any gold coin
minted in, or offered for sale by, the Soviet Union.

[. . .]

Source: “Summary of the Comprehensive Anti-Apartheid
Act,” International Labour Organization, http://www
.itcilo.it/english/actrav/telearn/global/ilo/guide/antia.htm.



Primary Source
[. . .]

Our gathering today is being broadcast throughout
Western Europe and North America. I understand that
it is being seen and heard as well in the East. To those
listening throughout Eastern Europe, a special word:
Although I cannot be with you, I address my remarks
to you just as surely as to those standing here before
me. For I join you, as I join your fellow countrymen
in the West, in this firm, this unalterable belief: Es gibt
nur ein Berlin. [There is only one Berlin.]

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 totalitarian state. Yet it is here in Berlin
where the wall emerges most clearly; here, cutting
across your city, where the news photo and the televi-
sion 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, sepa-
rated from his fellow men. Every man is a Berliner,
forced to look upon a scar.
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President von Weizsacker has said, “The German
question is open as long as the Brandenburg Gate
is closed.” Today I say: As long as the 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.

[. . .]

In the Reichstag a few moments ago, I saw a display
commemorating this 40th anniversary of the Marshall
plan. I was struck by the sign on a burnt-out, gutted
structure that was being rebuilt. I understand that
Berliners of my own generation can remember seeing
signs like it dotted throughout the Western sectors of
the city. The sign read simply: “The Marshall plan is
helping here to strengthen the free world.” A strong,
free world in the West, that dream became real. Japan
rose from ruin to become an economic giant. Italy,
France, Belgium—virtually every nation in Western
Europe saw political and economic rebirth; the Euro-
pean Community was founded.

In West Germany and here in Berlin, there took place
an economic miracle, the Wirtschaftswunder. Adenauer,
Erhard, Reuter, and other leaders understood the prac-
tical importance of liberty—that just as truth can
flourish only when the journalist is given freedom of

145. Ronald Reagan: Remarks on East-West Relations at the
Brandenburg Gate in West Berlin, 12 June 1987

Introduction
After Mikhail Gorbachev became general secretary of the Communist Partyof the Soviet Union (CPSU) in 1985,
Soviet relations with the West gradually improved. Gorbachev initially sought to reform rather than destroy com-
munism in the Soviet Union through policies of economic restructuring (perestroika) and openness (glasnost). He
also began to rein back Soviet military spending and overseas interventions, and he made serious overtures for cuts
in nuclear and conventional forces. While responding to such overtures with growing enthusiasm, U.S. President
Ronald Reagan remained a staunch anticommunist and was as unwilling as ever to appear to countenance Soviet
domination of Eastern Europe. Speaking at the Brandenburg Gate in 1987, the symbolic heart of Berlin, Reagan
urged Gorbachev to “tear down this wall” and allow the people of East Germany to choose their own destiny. Less
than three years later, in November 1989, Reagan’s hopes were fulfilled, as Gorbachev relaxed Soviet control of
Eastern Europe and the people of Berlin demolished the Berlin Wall themselves.



speech, so prosperity can come about only when the
farmer and businessman enjoy economic freedom. The
German leaders reduced tariffs, expanded free trade,
lowered taxes. From 1950 to 1960 alone, the standard
of living in West Germany and Berlin doubled.

Where four decades ago there was rubble, today in
West Berlin there is the greatest industrial output of
any city in Germany—busy office blocks, fine homes
and apartments, proud avenues, and the spreading
lawns of park land. Where a city’s culture seemed to
have been destroyed, today there are two great uni-
versities, orchestras and an opera, countless theaters,
and museums. Where there was want, today there’s
abundance—food, clothing, automobiles—the wonder-
ful goods of the Ku’damm. From devastation, from
utter ruin, you Berliners have, in freedom, rebuilt a
city that once again ranks as one of the greatest on
earth. The Soviets may have had other plans. But my
friends, there were a few things the Soviets didn’t count
on—Berliner Herz, Berliner Humor, ja, und Berliner
Schnauze. [Berliner heart, Berliner humor, yes, and a
Berliner Schnauze.]

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 un-
precedented in all human history. In the Communist
world, we see failure, technological backwardness, de-
clining 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 prosper-
ity. Freedom replaces the ancient hatreds among the
nations with comity and peace. Freedom is the victor.

And 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 being jammed. Some economic enterprises have
been permitted to operate with greater freedom from
state control. Are these the beginnings of profound
changes in the Soviet state? Or are they token ges-
tures, intended to raise false hopes in the West, or to
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strengthen the Soviet system without changing it? We
welcome change and openness; for we believe that
freedom and security go together, that the advance of
human liberty can only strengthen the cause of world
peace.

There is one sign the Soviets can make that would
be unmistakable, that would advance dramatically the
cause of freedom and peace. General Secretary Gor-
bachev, if you seek peace, if you seek prosperity for
the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe, if you seek lib-
eralization: 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—and I pledge to you 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 unassailable strength.
Yet we seek peace; so we must strive to reduce arms on
both sides. Beginning 10 years ago, the Soviets chal-
lenged the Western alliance with a grave new threat,
hundreds of new and more deadly SS-20 nuclear mis-
siles, capable of striking every capital in Europe. The
Western alliance responded by committing itself to a
counter-deployment unless the Soviets agreed to nego-
tiate 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 counter-deploy-
ment, there were difficult days—days of protests like
those during my 1982 visit to this city—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. And because we
remained strong, today we have within reach the pos-
sibility, not merely 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. As I speak,
NATO ministers are meeting in Iceland to review the
progress of our proposals for eliminating these weapons.
At the talks in Geneva, we have also proposed deep cuts
in strategic offensive weapons. And the Western allies
have likewise made far-reaching proposals to reduce



the danger of conventional war and to place a total ban
on chemical weapons.

[. . .]

In Europe, only 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 will become obsolete. Today
thus represents a moment of hope. We in the West
stand ready to cooperate with the East to promote true
openness, to break down barriers that separate people,
to create a safe, freer world.

And surely there is no better place than Berlin, the
meeting place of East and West, to make a start. Free
people of Berlin: Today, as in the past, the United
States stands for the strict observance and full imple-
mentation of all parts of the Four Power Agreement of
1971. Let us use this occasion, the 750th anniversary
of this city, to usher in a new era, to seek a still fuller,
richer life for the Berlin of the future. Together, let us
maintain and develop the ties between the Federal
Republic and the Western sectors of Berlin, which is
permitted by the 1971 agreement.

[. . .]

In these four decades, as I have said, you Berliners
have built a great city. You’ve done so in spite of
threats—the Soviet attempts to impose the East-mark,
the blockade. Today the city thrives in spite of the
challenges implicit in the very presence of this wall.
What keeps you here? Certainly there’s a great deal to
be said for your fortitude, for your defiant courage. But
I believe there’s something deeper, something that
involves Berlin’s whole look and feel and way of life—
not mere sentiment. No one could live long in Berlin
without being completely disabused of illusions. Some-
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thing instead, that has seen the difficulties of life in
Berlin but chose to accept them, that continues to build
this good and proud city in contrast to a surrounding
totalitarian presence that refuses to release human
energies or aspirations. Something that speaks with a
powerful voice of affirmation, that says yes to this city,
yes to the future, yes to freedom. In a word, I would
submit that what keeps you in Berlin is love—love
both profound and abiding.

Perhaps this gets to the root of the matter, to the most
fundamental distinction of all between East and West.
The totalitarian world produces backwardness because
it does such violence to the spirit, thwarting the human
impulse to create, to enjoy, to worship. The totalitarian
world finds even symbols of love and of worship an
affront. Years ago, before the East Germans began
rebuilding their churches, they erected a secular struc-
ture: the television tower at Alexander Platz. Virtually
ever since, the authorities have been working to correct
what they view as the tower’s one major flaw, treating
the glass sphere at the top with paints and chemicals of
every kind. Yet even today when the sun strikes that
sphere—that sphere that towers over all Berlin—the
light makes the sign of the cross. There in Berlin, like
the city itself, symbols of love, symbols of worship,
cannot be suppressed.

As I looked out a moment ago from the Reichstag, that
embodiment of German unity, I noticed words crudely
spray-painted upon the wall, perhaps by a young Ber-
liner: “This wall will fall. Beliefs become reality.” Yes,
across Europe, this wall will fall. For it cannot with-
stand faith; it cannot withstand truth. The wall cannot
withstand freedom.

[. . .]

Source: Ronald Reagan, Public Papers of the Presidents of the
United States: Ronald Reagan, 1987, Bk. 1 (Washington, DC:
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1989), 634–638.

146. Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty, 8 December 1987

Introduction
The installation of short-range and intermediate-range cruise missiles in several West European North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO) allies—Great Britain, Italy, Germany, Belgium, and the Netherlands—in 1983 was one of
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TREATY BETWEEN THE UNITED

STATES OF AMERICA AND THE UNION

OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS ON

THE ELIMINATION OF THEIR

INTERMEDIATE-RANGE AND

SHORTER-RANGE MISSILES

The United States of America and the Union of So-
viet Socialist Republics, hereinafter referred to as the
Parties,

Conscious that nuclear war would have devastating
consequences for all mankind,

Guided by 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, and

Mindful of their obligations under Article VI of the
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons,

Have agreed as follows:

ARTICLE I
In accordance with the provisions of this Treaty which
includes the Memorandum of Understanding and Pro-
tocols which form an integral part thereof, each Party
shall eliminate its intermediate-range and shorter-
range missiles, not have such systems thereafter, and
carry out the other obligations set forth in this Treaty.

[. . .]
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ARTICLE IV
1. Each Party shall eliminate all its intermediate-range
missiles and launchers of such missiles, and all support
structures and support equipment of the categories
listed in the Memorandum of Understanding associ-
ated 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 sup-
port 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:
(i) the number of deployed launchers of inter-

mediate-range missiles for each Party shall
not exceed the number of launchers that
are capable of carrying or containing at one
time missiles considered by the Parties to
carry 171 warheads;

(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;

(iii) the aggregate number of deployed and non-
deployed launchers of intermediate-range

the most visible signs that the administration of U.S. President Ronald Reagan was sincere in adopting more
assertive policies toward Soviet communism. The new missile deployments gave rise to extensive antinuclear
protests throughout Western Europe and fueled fears that the bellicose Reagan was eager to provoke outright war
with the Soviet Union. Ironically, a few years later the controversial missiles would be removed. After Mikhail Gor-
bachev came to power in the Soviet Union in 1985, he sought new disarmament agreements with the United States.
At a summit meeting in Washington, D.C., on 8 December 1987, Reagan and Gorbachev signed a treaty eliminating
all intermediate- and short-range nuclear missiles, the first time any such agreement had removed entire classes of
nuclear weapons. The signing of this treaty, which entered into force on 1 June 1988, offered dramatic proof that
the warming of relations between the Soviet Union and the United States was genuine and significant.



missiles for each Party shall not exceed the
number of launchers that are capable of car-
rying or containing at one time missiles con-
sidered by the Parties to carry 200 warheads;

(iv) the aggregate number of deployed and non-
deployed intermediate-range missiles for
each Party shall not exceed the number of
such missiles considered by the Parties to
carry 200 warheads; and

(v) the ratio of the aggregate number of de-
ployed and non-deployed intermediate-
range GLBMs of existing types for each
Party to the aggregate number of deployed
and non-deployed intermediate-range
missiles of existing types possessed by that
Party shall not exceed the ratio of such
intermediate-range GLBMs to such inter-
mediate-range missiles for that Party as of
November 1, 1987, as set forth in the Mem-
orandum of Understanding; and

(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, launchers of such missiles and all support
structures and support equipment of the cate-
gories listed in the Memorandum of Under-
standing associated with such missiles and
launchers, shall be eliminated.

ARTICLE V
1. Each Party shall eliminate all its shorter-range mis-
siles and launchers of such missiles, and all support
equipment of the categories listed in the Memoran-
dum of Understanding associated with such missiles
and launchers, so that no later than 18 months after
entry into force of this Treaty and thereafter no such
missiles, launchers or support equipment shall be pos-
sessed by either Party.

2. No later than 90 days after entry into force of this
Treaty, each Party shall complete the removal of all
its deployed shorter-range missiles and deployed and
non-deployed launchers of such missiles to elimina-
tion facilities and shall retain them at those locations
until they are eliminated in accordance with the proce-
dures set forth in the Protocol on Elimination. No later
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than 12 months after entry into force of this Treaty,
each Party shall complete the removal of all its non-
deployed shorter-range missiles to elimination facili-
ties and shall retain them at those locations until they
are eliminated in accordance with the procedures set
forth in the Protocol on Elimination.

3. Shorter-range missiles and launchers of such mis-
siles shall not be located at the same elimination facil-
ity. Such facilities shall be separated by no less than
1000 kilometers.

ARTICLE VI
1. Upon entry into force of this Treaty and thereafter,
neither Party shall:

(a) produce or flight-test any intermediate-range
missiles or produce any stages of such missiles
or any launchers of such missiles; or

(b) produce, flight-test or launch any shorter-range
missiles or produce any stages of such missiles
or any launchers of such missiles.

2. Notwithstanding paragraph 1 of this Article, each
Party shall have the right to produce a type of GLBM
not limited by this Treaty which uses a stage which is
outwardly similar to, but not interchangeable with, a
stage of an existing type of intermediate-range GLBM
having more than one stage, providing that that Party
does not produce any other stage which is outwardly
similar to, but not interchangeable with, any other stage
of an existing type of intermediate-range GLBM.

[. . .]

ARTICLE XI
1. For the purpose of ensuring verification of compli-
ance with the provisions of this Treaty, each Party shall
have the right to conduct on-site inspections. The Par-
ties shall implement on-site inspections in accordance
with this Article, the Protocol on Inspection and the
Protocol on Elimination.

2. Each Party shall have the right to conduct inspec-
tions provided for by this Article both within the ter-
ritory of the other Party and within the territories of
basing countries.



[. . .]

ARTICLE XII
1. For the purpose of ensuring verification of compli-
ance 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. Neither Party shall:

(a) interfere with national technical means of ver-
ification of the other Party operating in accor-
dance with paragraph 1 of this Article; or

(b) use concealment measures which impede veri-
fication of compliance with the provisions of this
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Treaty by national technical means of verifica-
tion carried out in accordance with paragraph 1
of this Article. This obligation does not apply to
cover or concealment practices, within a de-
ployment area, associated with normal training,
maintenance and operations, including the use
of environmental shelters to protect missiles and
launchers.

[. . .]

Source: “Treaty between the United States of America and
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Elimination
of Their Intermediate-Range and Shorter-Range Missiles,”
8 December 1987, Senate Treaty Document 100-11, 100th
Congress, 2nd sess.

147. Mikhail Gorbachev: Statement on Afghanistan, 9 February 1988

Introduction
Intervention in Afghanistan in December 1979 embroiled the Soviet Union in a lengthy, costly, and ultimately
unwinnable war in rugged mountainous terrain against tribal Afghan guerrilla forces, the fundamentalist Islamic
mujahideen. Although equipped with armored cars, tanks, and heavy artillery, the Soviet Army had little training
in guerrilla warfare, and much of its weaponry proved ineffective against these opponents. The war was fought with
great brutality on both sides, with the Soviets using helicopters, fighter-bombers, and bombers in a scorched-earth
policy designed to raze enemy territory, regardless of civilian casualties. The military situation nonetheless
remained one of stalemate. Internationally, the Soviet action attracted severe condemnation, as the United Nations
(UN) General Assembly, although unable to take any concrete action due to the Soviet veto power on the Security
Council, voted repeatedly for resolutions that “strongly deplored” the invasion and called on the Soviets to with-
draw, while the foreign ministers of the Organization of the Islamic Conference almost immediately demanded the
removal of Soviet forces. The Afghan resistance movement received funding, weaponry (notably FIM-92 Stinger
antiaircraft missile systems), and training from the United States, and its members were able to take shelter in
camps in neighboring Pakistan. Pakistani special forces quietly took part in the war, and British and U.S. special
services were also believed to be involved. China, Saudi Arabia, and other Muslim states also contributed funds
to the mujahideen. By 1987, resistance forces were launching rocket attacks on the Afghan capital of Kabul and
seemed likely to take it and overthrow the government in the near future. The war was expensive and highly
unpopular in the Soviet Union, as more than 15,000 young soldiers died in combat and many more were wounded.
Nobel Peace Prize winner Andrei Sakharov publicly denounced Soviet policies in Afghanistan and called for peace
negotiations. In November 1986 a new Afghan government, headed by Mohammad Najibullah, former chief of
the Afghan secret police, took office and announced policies of national reconciliation. Peace talks were opened
between Afghanistan and Pakistan, and in March 1988 Soviet President Mikhail Gorbachev publicly stated that
effective 15 May 1988, a withdrawal of Soviet troops would begin, to be completed by March 1989. The future of
Afghanistan would, he said, now belong to the Afghans, and he would be happy if Afghanistan chose to become “an
independent, nonaligned and neutral state.” Gorbachev’s declaration effectively represented a defeat for the
Soviet Union. In April 1988 Afghanistan and Pakistan finally reached agreement on peace terms, with the Soviet
Union and the United States acting as joint guarantors. Soviet troops left on schedule, with the last departing in



Primary Source
The military conflict in Afghanistan has been going on
for a long time now. It is one of the most severe and
most painful regional conflicts. Now, from all indica-
tions, definite prerequisites have been created for its
political settlement. In this connection, the Soviet
leadership deems it necessary to express its views and
to completely clarify its position.

The next round of talks between Afghanistan and
Pakistan, through the personal representative of the
UN Secretary-General, will take place in Geneva in
the near future. There is a significant chance that the
coming round will be the final one.

At present, the drafting of documents covering all
aspects of a settlement has almost been completed at
the Geneva talks. Among these documents are Afghan-
Pakistani agreements on noninterference in each other’s
internal affairs and on the return of Afghan refugees
from Pakistan; international guarantees of noninter-
ference in the internal affairs of the Republic of
Afghanistan; and a document on the interrelationship
of all elements of a political settlement. There is also
an accord on creating a verification mechanism.

What remains to be done? A timetable for the with-
drawal of Soviet troops from Afghanistan that is
acceptable to all sides must be established. Yes, a
timetable, since we, in accord with the Afghan leader-
ship, adopted a fundamental political decision on the
withdrawal of Soviet troops some time ago, something
that was announced at the time.

[. . .]

Seeking to promote a rapid and successful conclusion
of the Afghan-Pakistani talks in Geneva, the govern-
ments 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 over a period of 10 months.
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This date has been set based on the assumption that
the agreements on a settlement will be signed no later
than March 15, 1988, and, accordingly, that they will
all go into effect simultaneously two months later. If
the agreements are signed before March 15, the troop
withdrawal will, accordingly, begin earlier.

[. . .]

Any armed conflict, including an internal one, is ca-
pable of poisoning the atmosphere in an entire region
and of creating a situation of uneasiness and alarm for
the neighbors of the country involved, not to mention
the sufferings of and casualties among the people of
the country itself. That is why we are opposed to all
armed conflicts. We know that the Afghan leadership
holds the same position.

As is known, all this led the Afghan leadership, headed
by President Najibullah, to a profound rethinking of its
political course, a process that resulted in a patriotic and
realistic policy of national reconciliation. We are talking
about a very bold and courageous action: It is not merely
a call to end armed clashes but a proposal to create
a coalition government and to share power with the
opposition, including those who are waging an armed
struggle against the government, and even with those
who are abroad directing the actions of the rebels and
supplying them with weapons and combat equipment
obtained from foreign states. This has been proposed
by a government that is invested with constitutional
authority and wields real power in the country.

The policy of national reconciliation is an expression
of new political thinking on the Afghan side. It shows
not weakness but the strength of spirit, wisdom and
dignity of free, honest and responsible political leaders
who are concerned about their country’s present and
future.

The success of the policy of national reconciliation has
already made it possible to begin the withdrawal of

March 1989, but bitter civil war continued in Afghanistan. Ultimately, the country would fall under the control of
the radical Islamic Taliban and provide a haven for the Muslim terrorists linked with the al-Qaeda organization that
mounted the successful airborne attacks of 11 September 2001 on landmark American buildings in Washington,
D.C., and New York.



Soviet troops from parts of Afghan territory. At present,
there are no Soviet troops in 13 Afghan provinces,
because armed clashes there have stopped. It is com-
pletely possible to say that the sooner peace is estab-
lished on Afghan soil, the easier it will be for Soviet
troops to leave.

The policy of national reconciliation has provided a
political platform for all those who want peace in
Afghanistan. What kind of peace? The kind that the
Afghan people want. The proud, freedom-loving and
valiant Afghan people, whose history of struggle for
freedom and independence goes back many centuries,
have been, are and will be the masters of their country,
which is based, as President Najibullah has said, on the
principles of multiple parties in the political field and
multiple structures in the economic field.

The Afghans themselves will determine the ultimate
status of their country among other states. Most often,
it is said that the future, peaceful Afghanistan will be
an independent, nonaligned and neutral stare. Well,
we will be nothing but happy to have such a neighbor
on our southern borders.

[. . .]

Now about our boys, our fighting men in Afghanistan.
They have honestly fulfilled and are continuing to ful-
fill their duty, in the process showing selflessness and
heroism.

Our people deeply respect those who performed their
military service in Afghanistan. The state provides
them with priority opportunities to obtain a good edu-
cation and interesting, suitable work.

The memory of those who died the death of the brave
in Afghanistan is sacred to us. Party and Soviet agen-
cies are obliged to see to it that the families of the dead
and their relatives and loved ones are surrounded with
concern, attention and kindness.
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One final point. When the Afghan knot is untied, this
will have a very profound effect on other regional con-
flicts as well.

If the arms race, which we are so insistently seeking
to halt—and with some success—is mankind’s insane
rush to the abyss, then regional conflicts are bleeding
wounds capable of causing spots of gangrene on the
body of mankind.

The earth is literally pockmarked with danger spots of
this kind. Each of them means pain not only for the
peoples directly involved but for everyone, whether in
Afghanistan, in the Middle East, in connection with
the Iran-Iraq war, in southern Africa, in Kampuchea or
in Central America.

Who gains from these conflicts? No one, except arms
merchants and various reactionary, expansionist circles
who are accustomed to taking advantage of and turn-
ing a profit on the misfortunes of peoples.

Carrying through a political settlement in Afghanistan
to conclusion will be an important break in the chain of
regional conflicts.

Just as the accord on the elimination of medium- and
shorter-range missiles sets up a sequence of further
major steps in the field of disarmament, steps on which
negotiations are under way or are in the planning stage,
so behind a political settlement in Afghanistan looms
the question: Which conflict will be overcome next? It
is certain that more resolutions will follow.

States and peoples have sufficient potential in terms of
responsibility, political will and determination to put
an end to all regional conflicts within a few years. This
is something worth working for. The Soviet Union will
spare no effort in this highly important cause.

Source: Mikhail Gorbachev, “Gorbachev: Afghan Exit
Could Start May 15,” Current Digest of the Soviet Press 40(6)
(1988): 1–3.
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Speech at the Meeting of the Board of governors of the
Asian Development Bank, 4 May 1989
I believe the basic attitude of the great majority of the
student demonstrators is one of both satisfaction and
dissatisfaction with the Communist Party and the gov-
ernment. These students do not oppose our under-
lying system, but they do demand that we eliminate the
flaws in our work. They are satisfied with our achieve-
ments in reform and construction over the past decade,

148. Zhao Ziyang: Documents on Student Protests 2759

as well as with the nation’s general development. But
they are irritated by mistakes we have made along the
way. They are calling on us to correct those mistakes
and to improve our work style, and these calls in fact
correspond nicely with positions of the Party and the
government, which are also to affirm our accomplish-
ments and to correct our mistakes.

Are there attempts to exploit the student movement,
and is such exploitation going on now? China is so

148. Zhao Ziyang: Documents on Student Protests, May 1989

Introduction
In the spring of 1989, youthful student protestors in Beijing demanded that the Communist Party regenerate itself
and allow political changes to accompany the major economic reforms it had introduced since 1978. In massive
demonstrations, students called for greater democracy in their universities and in the political system, requested a
dialogue with the central government, urged the eradication of corruption, and demanded a press law and media
freedom. Although an official People’s Daily editorial of 23 April directed the students to disperse, some political
leaders were far more receptive. On 4 May, Communist Party General Secretary Zhao Ziyang publicly endorsed
many of the students’ criticisms, saying that the Communist Party should meet their “reasonable demands.” He
spoke particularly favorably of their opposition to corruption, a problem that he felt had spiraled out of control,
something he ascribed at least in part to China’s “flawed legal system” that, with the “lack of democratic supervi-
sion” and the “lack of openness and transparency,” allowed corruption to rage largely unchecked. Zhao hoped that
the authorities would take a conciliatory and nonconfrontational line toward the students and other protestors,
opening a dialogue whereby they could “exchange ideas and promote mutual understanding through democracy
and law in an atmosphere of reason and order.” In conversations on 4 May and again on 13 May with other Polit-
buro members, including Premier Li Peng, top Chinese leader Deng Xiaoping, and president and Chinese Mili-
tary Commission head Yang Shangkun, Zhao argued that only a very small minority of the protestors were trying to
use the demonstrations to attack the government. Using policies of divide and rule, these few should, he thought,
be isolated from the broader majority and discredited. The Communist Party should, he reiterated, “adjust to new
times and situations,” become more transparent and democratic, and move decisively against corruption. Despite
Zhao’s continuing support for a moderate line against the students, by 13 May it was clear that his colleagues, while
ready to launch an anticorruption campaign, were becoming increasingly impatient to end the student protests.
Shortly afterward, Zhao made an official visit to Pyongyang, the North Korean capital. By the time he returned, his
colleagues were preparing to take military action against the demonstrators, and on 18 May Zhao cast the only dis-
senting Politburo vote against this. Early in the morning of 19 May he visited the protestors in Tiananmen Square,
begging them to disperse but praising their youthful enthusiasm. This was to be Zhao’s last public appearance. By
the end of May he had been removed from all his official positions and placed under house arrest, living in Beijing
in comfortable conditions but under tight supervision until his death in January 2005. At least twice, he reportedly
wrote to the Chinese government requesting an official reassessment of the Tiananmen Square protests, but his
petitions were refused or ignored. Fearing that his death might spark popular protests, the mainland authorities
kept Zhao’s funeral extremely low-key, and several of his close associates were kept under house arrest until the
ceremonies were over. Commemorative ceremonies and vigils for Zhao were nonetheless held in many venues
around the world. Even posthumously, his memory continued to embarrass the Chinese authorities, as friends and
disciples gradually divulged his sometimes critical opinions and writings on their conduct of Chinese political
affairs during his final years.



huge that there are always going to be at least some
people who want to see us in turmoil. There will al-
ways be people ready to exploit our students, and they
will miss no opportunity to do so. Such people are very
few, but we must always be on guard against them. I
am confident that the great majority of the students
will see this point. Demonstrations are continuing
in Beijing and elsewhere, but I have no doubt that
the situation is going to calm down gradually and that
China will be spared any major turmoil.

We should meet the students’ reasonable demands
through democracy and law, should be willing to reform,
and should use rational and orderly methods. Let us
put this more concretely: What most bothers the stu-
dents right now is the scourge of corruption. But the
Party and government have been working on this prob-
lem in recent years, so why are there so many voices of
complaint, and why are they so loud? There are two
reasons, I believe. One is that our flawed legal system
and our lack of democratic supervision allow corrup-
tion to rage out of control. The other is that our lack of
openness and transparency leads to rumors, inaccurate
accusations, wild exaggerations, and outright fabrica-
tions about what the Party and government are doing.
Most Party and government workers in fact live on low
wages and have no income beyond their fixed salaries,
let alone any legally sanctioned privileges. Yes, there
are people who skirt the law, who grab special privi-
leges; but there are fewer of them, and they do less
harm, than people think. Of course the problem of cor-
ruption has to be solved, but that has to happen—can
only happen—through reforms such as perfecting the
legal system, improving democratic supervision, and
increasing transparency.

And these same principles apply to how we should deal
with the student demonstrations themselves. We need
to use democracy and law and to reason in an atmo-
sphere of order. We need to use dialogue to consult
broadly with students, workers, intellectuals, members
of the democratic parties, and citizens from all parts of
society. We must exchange ideas and promote mutual
understanding through democracy and law in an atmo-
sphere of reason and order, working together to solve
problems that concern everyone.
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What we need most right now is calm, reason, self-
restraint, and order as we move to solve problems
through democracy and law. If the Party and govern-
ment are willing to proceed in this way, I am confident
that students and other segments of society will also
find this to be the best way.

Li Peng and Zhao Ziyang Discuss Speech Later in
the Day
Li Peng: “That was an excellent speech, Comrade
Ziyang, and the response has been very positive. I’ll
echo you when I meet with the Asian Development
Bank delegates tomorrow.”

Zhao Ziyang: “I tried to set a mild tone. I hope it’ll do
some good in quieting the student movement down
and in strengthening foreign investors’ confidence in
China’s stability. . . . Comrade Li Peng, when I got back
from North Korea I heard about the strong reactions
to the April 26 editorial in the People’s Daily. It seems
to have turned into a real sore point that has the stu-
dents all stirred up. Do you see any way to turn things
around and calm them down?”

Li Peng: “Comrade Ziyang, as you know, the editorial
reflected the spirit of the April 24 Politburo meeting,
particularly the views of Comrade [Deng] Xiaoping.
There may be problems of tone here and there, but we
can’t possibly change the core message.”

Zhao Ziyang: “Let me tell you how I see all this. I
think the student movement has two important char-
acteristics. First, the students’ slogans call for things
like supporting the Constitution, promoting demo-
cracy, and fighting corruption. These demands all echo
positions of the Party and the government. Second, a
great many people from all parts of society are out there
joining the demonstrations and backing the students.
And it’s not just Beijing that’s flooded with protesters;
it’s the same story in Shanghai, Tianjin, and other major
cities. This has grown into a nationwide protest. I think
the best way to bring the thing to a quick end is to
focus on the mainstream views of the majority. My prob-
lem with the April 26 editorial is that it sets the main-
stream aside and makes a general, all-encompassing
pronouncement that the majority just can’t accept; it



generates an us-versus-them mentality. I have no
quarrel with the view that a handful of people oppose
the Four Basic Principles and are fishing in troubled
waters. I said that in my speech today. But it’s hard to
explain, and also hard to believe, how hundreds of
thousands of people all over the country could be
manipulated by a tiny minority. The students feel stig-
matized by the April 26 editorial, and that’s the main
thing that’s set them off. I think we should revise the
editorial, soften its tone a bit.”

Li Peng: “The origins of this protest are complex,
Comrade Ziyang. The editorial did not accuse the vast
majority of students of creating turmoil. When Yuan
Mu had his dialogue with the students, and again when
he spoke with journalists, he explained the govern-
ment’s position several times over. The students should
be quite clear about this by now. The trouble is, there’s
no sign the protests are subsiding. In fact, quite the
opposite: Now we have illegal student organizations
that are openly pressuring the government. You’ve read
the petition from that ‘AFS,’ so you know they’re try-
ing to squeeze out the legal student organizations. And
not just that: They want to negotiate with the Party
and government as equals. They even add a lot of con-
ditions, as if they’re above the government. That peti-
tion of theirs was itself a threat. The elder comrades
like Xiaoping, Chen Yun, and [Li] Xiannian are all
convinced that a tiny minority of people are manipu-
lating this protest from behind the scenes. Their pur-
pose is quite clear: They want to negate the leadership
of the CCP and negate the entire socialist system. I
agree with our Elder comrades. And that’s why I hold
to the view that the April 26 editorial is accurate and
cannot be changed.”

Zhao Ziyang: “I’m not opposed to the term ‘turmoil’ in
the editorial. But I believe that this refers only to the
scale of the protest and to the degree to which it has
affected social order and that it does not foreclose the
question of the political nature of the protest—I mean
whether it’s spontaneous or antagonistic. I think we
should publish another editorial distinguishing the
majority of students and sympathizers from the tiny
minority who are using the movement to fish in trou-
bled waters, to create conflicts, and to attack the Party
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and socialism. That way we can avoid a sweeping char-
acterization of the protests as an antagonistic conflict.
We can concentrate on policies of persuasion and guid-
ance and avoid the sharpening of conflict. This kind of
approach is the best way to help calm the situation.”

Li Peng: “I disagree, Comrade Ziyang.”

Zhao Ziyang, Deng Xiaoping, and Yang Shangkun
Meet on 13 May 1989
Zhao Ziyang: “Comrade Xiaoping, first I’d like to
report to you on some of my thinking since the student
movement and turmoil began. The student movement
has mushroomed since mid-April; what all of us, in-
cluding me, have been trying to do is to settle it down
as quickly as possible. But I’ve noticed that this move-
ment has two particular features we need to pay atten-
tion to: First, the student slogans all support the
Constitution; they favor democracy and oppose cor-
ruption. These demands are basically in line with what
the Party and government advocate, so we cannot reject
them out of hand. Second, the number of demonstra-
tors and supporters is enormous, and they include peo-
ple from all parts of society. So I think we have to keep
an eye on the majority and give approval to the main-
stream view of the majority if we want to calm this
thing down.”

Deng Xiaoping: “It was obvious from the start that a
tiny minority was stirring up the majority, fanning the
emotions of the great majority.”

Zhao Ziyang: “That’s why I think we have to separate
the broad masses of students and their supporters from
the tiny minority who’re using the movement to fish in
troubled waters, stir up trouble, and attack the Party
and socialism. We have to rely on guidance. We have to
pursue multilevel, multichannel dialogue, get in touch
with people, and build understanding. We mustn’t let
the conflicts get nasty if we expect things to settle
down quickly.”

Deng Xiaoping: “Dialogue is fine, but the point is to
solve the problem. We can’t be led around by the nose.
This movement’s dragged on too long, almost a month
now. The senior comrades are getting worried. Chen



Yun, Peng Zhen, Xiannian, Wang Zhen, and Sister
Deng—and me too—are all worried. We have to be
decisive. I’ve said over and over that we need stability
if we’re going to develop. How can we progress when
things are in an utter mess?”

Yang Shangkun: “Gorbachev will be here in two days,
and today I hear that the students are going to an-
nounce a hunger strike. They obviously want to turn
up the heat and get a lot of international attention.”

Deng Xiaoping: “Tiananmen is the symbol of the
People’s Republic of China. The Square has to be
in order when Gorbachev comes. We have to maintain
our international image. What do we look like if the
Square’s a mess?”

Yang Shangkun: “The protests keep going, and now
the students are starting a hunger strike. I’m afraid this
major state event is going to get disrupted. Visits by
heads of state are big events; all countries take them
seriously. And the two sides have gone over every
detail of Gorbachev’s visit in advance. We must ask
the students and the residents of Beijing to help us be
sure everything goes forward as planned. That’s some-
thing anybody with the slightest amount of patriotism
should be able to accept. But I do wonder if it’s going
to be possible to have this welcoming ceremony as
we planned it—there in the open Square, at the east
entrance of the Great Hall of the People.”

Zhao Ziyang: “To welcome Gorbachev in the right
place and the right way involves the country’s honor. I
think the vast majority of students will realize this, see
the big picture, and not disrupt the welcoming cere-
mony. I think these young students can understand
this. The Beijing government and the SEC have
already explained its importance to them.”

Deng Xiaoping: “But if the students get carried away
with extremism, they won’t think of all this.”

Yang Shangkun: “Still, we’ll proceed as planned.”

Zhao Ziyang: “I’ll stress the importance of the Gor-
bachev visit one more time in the media this afternoon.”
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Deng Xiaoping: “As I’ve said before, the origins of this
incident are not so simple. The opposition is not just
some students but a bunch of rebels and a lot of riffraff,
and a tiny minority who are utterly against opposing
bourgeois liberalization. These people want to over-
throw our Party and state. With this small handful
mixed in with so many students and masses our work
becomes much harder. We have to understand the com-
plexities here; this is not just between the students
and the government.”

Zhao Ziyang: “The consensus in the Politburo has been
to use the policies of guiding and dividing, winning
over the great majority of students and intellectuals
while isolating the tiny minority of anticommunist
troublemakers, thereby stilling the movement through
democratic and legal means. In order to get things
going, Politburo members have already begun dia-
logues with various groups. This morning Li Peng is
going to Capital Iron and Steel, and this afternoon I’m
meeting with representatives of Beijing workers. In
the next few days Hu Qili’s people will be talking with
journalists, and—”

Deng Xiaoping: “What do the ordinary people in so-
ciety think?”

Zhao Ziyang: “The protests are widespread but lim-
ited to cities that have universities. The rural areas
aren’t affected, and the farmers are docile. So are urban
workers, basically. The workers are unhappy about
certain social conditions and like to let off steam from
time to time, so they sympathize with the protesters.
But they go to work as usual and they aren’t striking,
demonstrating, or traveling around like the students.”

Yang Shangkun: “The thinking in the army is fully
in line with the Central Committee and the Central
Military Commission. These protests are not going to
spread to officers or soldiers in the military.”

Deng Xiaoping: “This whole outbreak should lead us
to think about things, to take a hard look at the past.
I’ve told foreigners that our biggest mistakes of the
past ten years have been in education. What I meant,
mainly, was political education—not just in schools or



for the young but for society in general. We haven’t
done enough in this area, and that was a huge over-
sight. These last few days I’ve been thinking. We’ve
been right all along that the Four Basic Principles and
the policies of reform and opening are mutually bene-
ficial. If there’s been a mistake, it’s that we’ve been lax
about the Four Basic Principles. We haven’t used them
as the foundation in educating the people, the students,
and all the Party members and officials. We have to
insist on both things at once; we can’t ignore the polit-
ical side. We must not give an inch on the basic prin-
ciple of upholding Communist Party rule and rejecting
a Western multiparty system. At the same time, the
Party must resolve the issue of democracy and address
the problems that arise when corruption pops up in the
Party or government.”

Zhao Ziyang: “The Party has to adjust to new times
and situations. We have to do a good job with political
education but then use the methods of democracy and
law to solve actual problems. You have always empha-
sized the need for more transparency in political life,
for a full use of the NPC’s supervisory role, for more
and better use of the system of political consultation
and Communist-led cooperation with the democratic
parties, for more popular oversight of the Party and the
government, and so on. These principles are extremely
important, especially now. When we allow some demo-
cracy, things might look ‘chaotic’ on the surface; but
these little ‘troubles’ are normal inside a democratic
and legal framework. They prevent major upheavals
and actually make for stability and peace in the long
run.”

Yang Shangkun: “We have to separate legitimate de-
mands for democracy, including proper exercise of
democratic rights, from bourgeois liberalization. We
can’t let people promote bourgeois liberalization under
the banner of democracy; and on the other hand, when
we crack down on bourgeois liberalization, we have to
be sure we don’t squash democracy.”

Zhao Ziyang: “When you raise the banner of democ-
racy and law, you win the hearts of the people. It has
great appeal to the masses and brings them together. I
remember Comrade Xiaoping saying in 1984 that it’s an
important task of Party leadership to lead the people
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in building democracy and a legal system, so that our
socialist country can be justified in calling itself a
nation of laws. I think we should grab the chance to
build a socialist democratic system that suits China’s
unique circumstances. We should do it in a planned,
paced, and orderly fashion, under Party leadership and
based on the Four Principles.”

Yang Shangkun: “We’re just going to have to do every-
thing we possibly can to beat corruption, to get rid of
it. The people are gnashing their teeth at the very men-
tion of corruption these days. They can’t wait to see
another embezzler get exposed.”

Zhao Ziyang: “No doubt about it, getting rid of cor-
ruption is the most urgent task before us. The people
are watching us, waiting to see if we really mean what
we say. The Politburo’s been considering whether to
make clean government a major goal in the political
reform plans—tying it in with democracy, a legal sys-
tem, openness, transparency, supervision by the masses,
and mass participation-and adopting some specific mea-
sures and procedures that really will solve the problem
once and for all. The fight for clean government and
against corruption has to start with the Politburo, and
I’ve already asked the Politburo to kick things off by
investigating my children. If they’ve been corrupt,
then they must submit to the laws of the state. Wan Li
has also proposed that the Standing Committee of the
National People’s Congress set up a special ‘clean gov-
ernment committee.’”

Deng Xiaoping: “We need to tackle the corruption issue
head-on, take on at least ten or twenty major cases, and
handle them with a high degree of transparency. We
must seize this chance to solve the corruption prob-
lem. Recently I’ve been thinking about why we’ve had
such a hard time solving this problem so far, and I’ve
concluded that it’s probably because so many high-
ranking officials and their families are involved. This
may well be the reason why so little has been accom-
plished, even though we’ve been talking about it for
years. We can’t put this off any longer. In this move-
ment, there haven’t been any slogans opposing reform
or opening up. Most have homed in on corruption. Of
course, this could be a smoke screen for inciting the
people to other things. But that doesn’t change the



fact that we need to rectify the Party and achieve our
strategic goals. If we don’t punish corruption, es-
pecially when it’s in the Party, we’re really courting
disaster. . . . The Standing Committee has got to be
decisive, and it has to stick with principle, when we’re
faced with a political crisis like this. And of course we
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must do everything possible to resolve this student
movement peacefully.”

Source: The Tiananmen Papers, Copyright © 2001 by Zhang
Liang, Perry Link, and Andrew J. Nathan. Reprinted by
permission of PublicAffairs, a member of the Perseus Books
Group.
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Introduction
Although economic liberalization and political reform went hand in hand in Soviet Russia, this was not the case in
China. A decade after Deng Xiaoping embarked on market reforms and opened China to the West, the Commu-
nist Party still retained strict control. In the spring of 1989, popular discontent mounted as rampant inflation and
growing unemployment provoked protests among workers, while extensive corruption at every level undercut the
government’s authority and credibility. Students also resented the restrictions they faced in terms of lack of choice
as to their careers once they graduated. The sudden death in April 1989 of former Communist Party Secretary Gen-
eral Hu Yaobang, who had the reputation of favoring greater democracy and rapid reform, became the occasion for
major student demonstrations in Tiananmen Square in Beijing, the symbolic political heart of China. Initially held
to commemorate and mourn the dead Hu, these gatherings soon metamorphosed into a broader protest campaign
demanding greater democracy, media freedom, and an end to governmental corruption. Students also called for
a strike in all Beijing universities. An official and clearly government-inspired People’s Daily editorial of 26 April
demanding that students disperse further inflamed the situation, and three days later 50,000 students demon-
strated in Beijing demanding that this be withdrawn. Discontented urban workers also joined the students, drawn
by their condemnations of corruption, and on 4 May 1989, the seventieth anniversary of the famous 1919 student
protest movement often regarded as a key moment in China’s twentieth-century national regeneration, 100,000
students and workers demonstrated in Beijing. The protestors demanded that the government open a dialogue
with them. Harking back to the earlier protests, the student leader Wuer Kaixi read out a manifesto demanding that
the government speed up democratic political reform, respect the rule of law, allow media freedom, and eradicate
corruption. The Chinese leadership was divided as to how to respond, with some, notably General Secretary Zhao
Ziyang, sympathetic to the students’ demands, while others, led by Premier Li Peng, favored a much tougher line.
Meanwhile, students from around the country were flocking to Beijing to participate in the demonstrations, while
similar protests by students and workers occurred in major cities around China. On 13 May, thousands of students
occupied Tiananmen Square and began a hunger strike that attracted worldwide media attention, in part because
this coincided with a state visit by Soviet President Mikhail Gorbachev. The students displayed banners in Eng-
lish as well as Chinese demanding democracy, which were shown internationally on television screens overseas,
and constructed a “Goddess of Democracy” statue closely resembling the American Statue of Liberty. As the situ-
ation reached an impasse, on 20 May the Chinese government declared a state of emergency and imposed martial
law. Public demonstrations initially blocked the entry of troops into Beijing, and these relatively untried forces
withdrew, to be replaced two weeks later by more experienced troops. Meanwhile, Zhao was forced from office. On
4 June 1989, the 27th and 38th Armies of the People’s Liberation Army (PLA) entered Beijing, encountering con-
siderable resistance from crowds of Beijing citizens, which they met with tear gas, bullets, and flame throwers. Stu-
dents were cleared from the square. The precise number of casualties on each side during this operation is still
disputed. The Chinese Red Cross estimated that 2,600 people died and 30,000 were injured, while the authorities
claimed that 36 students and more than 100 soldiers died, with 3,000 soldiers and 6,000 civilians injured. Foreign
reporters estimated that at least 3,000 people died. Many workers were subsequently arrested and executed,
although students generally received lighter sentences, and many of their leaders succeeded in escaping abroad.



Primary Source
Fellow students, fellow countrymen:

Seventy years ago today, a large group of illustrious
students assembled in front of Tiananmen, and a new
chapter in the history of China was opened. Today, we
are once again assembled here, not only to commem-
orate that monumental day but more importantly, to
carry forward the May Fourth spirit of science and
democracy. Today, in front of the symbol of the Chinese
nation, Tiananmen, we can proudly proclaim to all the
people in our nation that we are worthy of the pioneers
of seventy years ago.

For over one hundred years, the pioneers of the Chi-
nese people have been searching for a path to modern-
ize an ancient and beleaguered China. Following the
Paris Peace Conference, they did not collapse in the
face of imperialist oppression, but marched boldly for-
ward. Waving the banners of science and democracy,
they launched the mighty May Fourth Movement. May
Fourth and the subsequent New Democratic Revolu-
tion were the first steps in the patriotic democracy
movement of Chinese students. From this point on,
Chinese history entered a completely new phase. Due
to the socioeconomic conditions in China and the short-
comings of intellectuals, the May Fourth ideals of sci-
ence and democracy have not been realized. Seventy
years of history have taught us that democracy and sci-
ence cannot be established in one fell swoop and that
impatience and despair are of no avail. In the context
of China’s economy and culture, the Marxism espoused
by the Chinese Communist Party cannot avoid being
influenced by remnants of feudal ideology. Thus, while
New China has steadily advanced toward moderniza-
tion, it has greatly neglected building a democracy.
Although it has emphasized the role of science, it has
not valued the spirit of science—democracy. At pres-
ent, our country is plagued with problems such as a
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bloated government bureaucracy, serious corruption,
the devaluation of intellectual work, and inflation, all of
which severely impede us from intensifying the reforms
and carrying out modernization. This illustrates that if
the spirit of science and democracy, and their actual
processes, do not exist, numerous and varied feudal
elements and remnants of the old system, which are
fundamentally antagonistic to large-scale socialist pro-
duction, will reemerge in society, and modernization
will be impossible. For this reason, carrying on the May
Fourth spirit, hastening the reform of the political sys-
tem, protecting human rights, and strengthening rule
by law have become urgent tasks of modernization that
we must undertake.

Fellow students, fellow countrymen, a democratic spirit
is precisely the absorption of the collective wisdom of
the people, the true development of each individual’s
ability, and the protection of each individual’s inter-
ests; a scientific spirit is precisely respect for individual
nature, and the building of the country on the basis of
science. Now more than ever, we need to review the
experiences and lessons of all student movements since
May Fourth, to make science and rationalism a system,
a process. Only then can the tasks the May Fourth
Movement set before us be accomplished, only then
can the spirit of May Fourth be carried forward, and
only then can our wish for a strong China be realized.

Fellow students, fellow countrymen, the future and
fate of the Chinese nation are intimately linked to each
of our hearts. This student movement has but one
goal, that is, to facilitate the process of modernization
by raising high the banners of democracy and science,
by liberating people from the constraints of feudal
ideology, and by promoting freedom, human rights, and
rule by law. To this end, we urge the government to
accelerate the pace of political reform, to guarantee the
rights of the people vested in the law, to implement a

The authorities also cracked down fiercely on protestors elsewhere in China. The episode was a ferocious demon-
stration that the Chinese Communist Party (CCP) had no intention of loosening its hold on power and was pre-
pared to use military force to maintain its position and prevent social disorder. Chinese leaders, many of whom,
including Deng Xiaoping, had suffered severe persecution during the Cultural Revolution, placed a very high
value on social stability. The events in and around Tiananmen Square also had a major impact on the West’s previ-
ously favorable image of China, convincing both liberals and conservatives that despite its embrace of economic
reform, Mainland China remained an authoritarian dictatorship with little respect for human rights.



press law, to permit privately run newspapers, to
eradicate corruption, to hasten the establishment of an
honest and democratic government, to value educa-
tion, to respect intellectual work, and to save the
nation through science. Our views are not in conflict
with those of the government. We only have one goal:
the modernization of China.

. . . Our present tasks are: first, to take the lead in carry-
ing out experiments in democratic reform at the birth-
place of the student movement, the university campus,
democratizing and systematizing campus life; second,
to participate actively in politics, to persist in our
request for a dialogue with the government, to push
democratic reforms of our political system, to oppose
graft and corruption, and to work for a press law. We
recognize that these short-term objectives are only the
first steps in democratic reform; they are tiny, unsteady
steps. But we must struggle for these first steps, we
must cheer for these first steps.
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Fellow students, fellow countrymen, prosperity for our
nation is the ultimate objective of our patriotic stu-
dent movement. Democracy, science, freedom, human
rights, and rule by law are the ideals that we hundreds
of thousands of university students share in this strug-
gle. Our ancient, thousand-year civilization is waiting,
our great people, one billion strong, are watching. What
qualms can we possibly have? What is there to fear?
Fellow students, fellow countrymen, here at richly
symbolic Tiananmen, let us once again search together
and struggle together for democracy, for science, for
freedom, for human rights, and for rule by law.

Let our cries awaken our young Republic!

Source: Han Minzhu, ed., Cries for Democracy: Writings and
Speeches from the 1989 Chinese Democracy Movement. © 1990
Princeton University Press. Reprinted by permission of
Princeton University Press.

150. George H. W. Bush: Press Conference,
Reaction to Tiananmen Square, 8 June 1989

Introduction
U.S. leaders faced a quandary in deciding how to react to the Chinese government’s repression of students and
workers in Beijing and elsewhere in China on and after 4 June 1989. At a news conference with President George
H. W. Bush four days later, reporters repeatedly returned to the subject of their government’s China policies. Bush,
who had served from 1974 to 1975 as the second head of the newly opened U.S. Liaison Office in Beijing, had
already imposed an embargo on sales of all military equipment to China, and shortly afterward he announced that
all top-level governmental and military exchanges would be suspended for the indefinite future and the United
States would veto all loans to China by U.S. institutions or international organizations to which it belonged. Bush
felt it necessary to take a stand on human rights and express his administration’s strong opposition to the brutal mil-
itary suppression of dissent. As a staunch supporter of Chinese leader Deng Xiaoping’s reformist policies, Bush did
not, however, wish to break off all relations with China, a policy that he feared would merely weaken Deng and
encourage reactionary elements within the Politburo. Bush reminded reporters that Deng himself had twice been
purged during the Cultural Revolution. At this juncture, Bush was clearly still uncertain precisely who was in
charge in China. He refused to recall the U.S. ambassador from Beijing or impose a total trade embargo, measures
that, he argued, would simply be counterproductive. He also declined to offer Chinese students already in the
United States blanket political asylum, although he promised to consider individual cases sympathetically. Con-
gress and human rights advocates criticized the gradual relaxation of many of these sanctions over the next six
months. The reluctance of the Bush administration to isolate China was demonstrated when, in July 1989, National
Security Advisor Brent Scowcroft and Deputy Secretary of State Lawrence Eagleburger made a secret trip to China
to consult with top officials there, a visit that was only made public when the two men made a second such visit the
following December. Although the Bush administration soon sought to restore relatively normal relations with Deng’s
government, public opinion in the United States shifted dramatically against China, a downturn from which Sino-



Primary Source
Q. Mr. President, cutting off military sales to China does
not seem to have made an impression on the rulers
there, and they’ve become more repressive. What else
are you going to do to express this nation’s outrage?
And do you have any other plans?

The President. I think that the position we took, aiming
not at the Chinese people but at the military arrange-
ments, was well received around the world and was
followed by many countries. Right after we did that,
many of the European countries followed suit. The
events in China are such that we, obviously, deplore
the violence and the loss of life, urge restoration of
order with recognition of the rights of the people. And
I’m still hopeful that China will come together, respect-
ing the urge for democracy on the part of the people.
And what we will do in the future, I will announce at
appropriate times; but right now, other countries are
doing the same thing. And let’s hope that it does have
an ameliorating effect on this situation.

[. . .]

Q. Mr. President, can the United States ever have
normal relations with China as long as the hardliners
believed responsible for the massacre, such as Deng
Xiaoping [Chairman of the Central Military Commit-
tee] and Premier Li Peng, remain in power? In other
words, what will it take to get U.S.-Chinese relations
back to normal?

The President. It will take a recognition of the rights of
individuals and respect for the rights of those who dis-
agree. And you have cited two leaders, one of whom I
might tell you is—you mentioned Deng Xiaoping. I’m
not sure the American people know this: He was
thrown out by the Cultural Revolution crowd back in
the late sixties; came back in 1976, was put out again
because he was seen as too forward looking. And all
I’m saying from that experience is: Let’s not jump at
conclusions as to how individual leaders in China feel
when we aren’t sure of that.
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But the broad question that you ask—we can’t have
totally normal relations unless there’s a recognition of
the validity of the students’ aspirations. And I think that
that will happen. We had a visit right here, upstairs in
the White House, with Mr. Wan Li [Chairman of the
Standing Committee of the National People’s Con-
gress]. Now, I don’t know whether he’s in or out, but
he said something to me that I think the American
people would be interested in. He said, “The army
loves the people.” And then you’ve seen soldiers from
the 27th Army coming in from outside of Beijing and
clearly shooting people. But having said that, I don’t
think we ought to judge the whole People’s Liberation
Army of China by that terrible incident.

What I want to do is preserve this relationship as best I
can, and I hope the conditions that lie ahead will per-
mit me to preserve this relationship. I don’t want to
pass judgment on individual leaders, but I want to make
very clear to those leaders and to the rest of the world
that the United States denounces the kind of brutality
that all of us have seen on our television. . . . 

Q. Mr. President, I’d like to return to China for a
moment. You mentioned that your goal is to reserve our
relationship with the Chinese Government. But what
do you say to the American people who might wonder
why we are not more forceful in being the world’s lead-
ing advocate of democracy? And are we not living up to
that responsibility in this situation?

The President. Well, some have suggested, for example,
to show our forcefulness, that I bring the American
Ambassador back. I disagree with that 180 degrees.
And we’ve seen, in the last few days, a very good rea-
son to have him there. In fact, one of your colleagues,
Richard Roth of CBS, was released partially because of
the work of our Embassy, of Jim Lilley, our very able
Ambassador.

Some have suggested, well, you’ve got to go full sanc-
tions on economic side. I don’t want to cut off grain,
and we’ve just sold grain to the People’s Republic of

American relations found it difficult to recover. For the American people and most of Congress, China’s once favor-
able image was for many years tarnished by the widely and repeatedly televised scenes of tanks and soldiers moving
against unarmed protestors in Beijing.



China. I think that would be counterproductive and
would hurt the people.

What I do want to do is take whatever steps are most
likely to demonstrate the concern that America feels.
And I think I’ve done that, and I’ll be looking for other
ways to do it if we possibly can.

Q. Mr. President, Chinese dissident Fang Lizhi has
taken refuge in the U.S. Embassy, apparently fearing
for his own safety. The Chinese Government has called
that a wanton interference in internal affairs and a vio-
lation of international law. What is your reaction to that?
And will the United States grant Fang political asylum
in the United States?

The President. First, let me remind the audience here
that we do not discuss asylum. It’s almost like a public
discussion of intelligence matters. But in terms of your
question, we have acted in compliance with the inter-
national law as an extraordinary measure for humani-
tarian reasons. His personal safety was involved here,
he felt. And then we try, historically, to work these
things out in consultation with the sovereign state. So,
we are not violating international law, in the opinion of
our attorneys. And it is awful hard for the United
States when a man presents himself—a person who is
a dissident—and says that his life is threatened, to turn
him back. And that isn’t one of the premises upon
which the United States was founded. So, we have a
difference with them on that, you’re right, but I hope
it can be resolved. . . . 

[. . .]

Q. Earlier, sir, you made reference to Deng Xiaoping,
suggesting that he may, if I read you right, not neces-
sarily have been responsible for the actions. You said
that he was a reformer, twice out, back in. What were
you trying to say? Do you have information that he
is not—

The President. I was trying to say that I don’t know. And
I’m trying to say you don’t know, and he doesn’t know,
and she doesn’t know. And nobody knows—outside.
And that’s the way the Chinese system works. So, for
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us to read every day some new name out there—it just
isn’t right. And I don’t want to misrepresent this to the
American people, but what I do know is that there’s
events over there that—it doesn’t matter who’s in
charge—we condemn. And there’s a relationship over
there that is fundamentally important to the United
States that I want to see preserved. And so, I’m trying
to find a proper, prudent balance, not listening to the
extremes that say, take your Ambassador out; cut off
all food to the Chinese people so you show your con-
cern. And I think we found a proper avenue there, but
I cannot—and you ask a good question—I simply can-
not tell you with authority who is calling the shots
there today.

Q. Let me follow by asking you this, then: When you
were in China earlier in the year, you met with Li
Peng, and I believe you told him that China was ex-
empted from your policy review because you knew
China, you understood China. Have you been let
down personally? Have you been misled in any way?

The President. I feel a certain sense of personal dis-
appointment. But they weren’t exempt from the norms
of behavior that are accepted internationally in terms
of armed people don’t shoot down unarmed students.
Nobody suggested that.

There was an interesting point in there—and I don’t
want to delve into the detail of private conversations—
but one of the Chinese leaders, a very prominent name,
told me, “We want change, but people have to under-
stand it’s very complicated here, how fast we move on
these reforms. We’ve come a long way.” And indeed,
they did move dramatically faster on economic reforms
than I think any of us in this room would have thought
possible.

But what hasn’t caught up is the political reforms and
reforms in terms of freedom of expression. The free-
dom of press caught up a little bit; but it hadn’t gone,
obviously, near far enough, and now there’s martial law
and censorship. But we were cautioned on that visit
about how fast China could move. Some of it was eco-
nomic, and clearly, some of the message had to do with
how fast they could move politically. . . . 



Q. Mr. President, back to China. There are reports to-
night that the Government there has begun rounding
up the student leaders, who face at the very least, per-
secution; at the most, possibly charges of treason and
whatever punishment that will bring. You have talked
tonight about your strong desire to keep this relation-
ship going and to keep the dialog and all our business
as usual moving forward. If the—

The President. Not all of them. Excuse the interruption—

Q. Well, except for the military—

The President. Yes.

Q. Except for the military, sir. If we find out that the
people who perpetrated the killings in Tiananmen
Square and who were rounding up these students are
running the Government, can the United States main-
tain fairly normal relationships with them, given our
aim to foster human rights and promote democracy?

The President. It would make it extraordinarily difficult;
but the question is so hypothetical that I’m going to
avoid answering it directly. But anything that codifies
the acceptance of brutality or lack of respect for human
rights will make things much more difficult—there’s
no question about that.

Q. I have one followup. There are 20,000 Chinese stu-
dents in the United States.

The President. Yes.
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Q. Many of them have spoken out. Are you prepared
to grant them political asylum in this country, should
these—

The President. They’re not seeking asylum. I’ll tell you
why I answer the question that way. They’re not seek-
ing asylum. We had four of them in the other day. And
the first thing that one of them—Jia Hao said, “I love
my country.” And he wants to go back to his country.
But what I have done is extend the visas so that people
are not compelled to go back to our country. He’s not
seeking asylum. This man is not going to turn his back
on his own country. He wants to change things; but he
also wants to know that he is going to be safe, and I
don’t blame him for that. So, it’s not a question of all
these people—asylum is a legal status, and that’s not
what they’re looking for.

Q.—in light of the student roundups. I mean, if they
face—

The President. I think it’s appalling, and so I would
simply say that what we’ve already done would say to
these people, you don’t have to go back. But I’m not
going to ask them to turn down the flag that they love
and turn their back on China. These are patriotic
young people who fear because of seeing their own
brothers and sisters gunned down, but they’re not seek-
ing asylum. They don’t want to flee China; they want
to help change China.

Source: George H. W. Bush, Public Papers of the Presidents of
the United States: George Bush, 1989, Vol. 1 (Washington, DC:
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1990), 695–702.
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Introduction
Although Mainland China embarked on major market-oriented economic reforms in 1978, this did not necessarily
imply that the People’s Republic of China (PRC) had embraced political liberalization. Chinese leaders had all
lived through the chaos of the Cultural Revolution, and most had in some way fallen victim to it, experiences that
probably intensified their determination to maintain social stability in future. Deng Xiaoping, who although for-
mally only a vice premier had directed China’s course from 1978 onward, had himself twice been purged during the
Cultural Revolution, spending several years working in a factory, and he thought himself lucky to have survived.



Primary Source
Comrades, you have been working very hard. First, I
express my profound condolences to the commanders
and fighters of the People’s Liberation Army [PLA],
commanders and fighters of the armed police force,
and public security officers and men who died a heroic
death; my cordial sympathy to the several thousand
commanders and fighters of the PLA, commanders and
fighters of the armed police force, and public security
officers and men who were injured in this struggle; and
cordial regards to all commanders and fighters of the
PLA, commanders and fighters of the armed police
force, and public security officers and men who took
part in this struggle. I propose that we all rise and stand
in silent tribute to the martyrs.

I would like to take this opportunity to say a few
words.

This storm was bound to come sooner or later. This
is determined by the major international climate and
China’s own minor climate. It was bound to happen
and is independent of man’s will. It was just a matter of
time and scale. It is more to our advantage that this
happened today. What is most advantageous to us is that
we have a large group of veteran comrades who are still
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alive. They have experienced many storms and they
know what is at stake. They support the use of res-
olute action to counter the rebellion. Although some
comrades may not understand this for a while, they
will eventually understand this and support the deci-
sion of the Central Committee.

[. . .]

The incident became very clear as soon as it broke
out. They have two main slogans: One is to topple the
Communist Party, and the other is to overthrow the
socialist system. Their goal is to establish a totally
Westernized vassalage bourgeois republic [xi fang fu
yong hua de zi chan jie ji gong he guo]. The people
want to combat corruption. This, of course, we accept.
We should also take the so-called anticorruption slo-
gans raised by people with ulterior motives as good
advice and accept them accordingly. Of course, these
slogans are just a front: The heart of these slogans is to
topple the Communist Party and overthrow the social-
ist system.

In the course of quelling this rebellion, many of our
comrades were injured or even sacrificed their lives.
Their weapons were also taken from them. Why was

When students and workers demonstrated in Beijing in the spring of 1989, eventually occupying Tiananmen Square,
China’s symbolic political heart, Deng responded fiercely, declaring martial law and ordering the army to disperse
the protestors. One reason for his draconian attitude may have been that due in considerable part to Soviet Presi-
dent Mikhail Gorbachev’s reforms, throughout 1989 revolutions and popular demonstrations were overturning
communist regimes throughout Eastern Europe, while the Communist Party of the Soviet Union’s (CPSU) posi-
tion was also becoming untenable. Five days after the Chinese People’s Liberation Army (PLA) moved against the
protestors on 4 June 1989, causing hundreds and perhaps thousands of deaths among the students and sympathetic
citizens of Beijing, Deng addressed its leaders, praising them for defending the Communist Party, which, he
charged, the demonstrators had sought to topple. He nonetheless took the opportunity to emphasize that his eco-
nomic reform policies remained unchanged, although political reeducation of dissenters was clearly badly needed.
Deng’s resort to military suppression of unarmed protestors undoubtedly permanently tarnished China’s image
overseas. The Western media and politicians, who had previously regarded his country as being in the process of
liberalization, now characterized it as a brutal, authoritarian dictatorship. Most countries, including the United
States, as well as numerous international financial agencies imposed economic and military sanctions on China, and
its human rights record attracted new scrutiny. The ending of the Soviet-American Cold War also meant that China
was less important to the Western alliance as a counterbalance to Soviet Russia, so that strategic self-interest no
longer dictated Western tolerance of domestic repression. Even so, by the early 1990s Deng, despite opposition
from hard-line ideologues within the Politburo who had hoped that the events of 1989 might enable them to
reverse the country’s promarket direction, had successfully reaffirmed and even accelerated China’s commitment
to the path of economic reform.



this? It also was because bad people mingled with the
good, which made it difficult to take the drastic mea-
sures we should take.

Handling this matter amounted to a very severe politi-
cal test for our army, and what happened shows that
our PLA passed muster. If we had used tanks to roll
across, it would have created a confusion of fact and
fiction across the country. That is why I have to thank
the PLA commanders and fighters for using this atti-
tude to deal with the rebellion. Even though the losses
are regrettable, this has enabled us to win over the
people and made it possible for those people who can’t
tell right from wrong to change their viewpoint. This
has made it possible for everyone to see for themselves
what kind of people the PLA are, whether there was a
bloodbath at Tiananmen, and who were the people who
shed blood.

[. . .]

The fact that this incident broke out as it did is very
worthy of our pondering. It prompts us cool-headedly
to consider the past and the future. Perhaps this bad
thing will enable us to go ahead with reform and the
open policy at a steadier and better—even a faster—
pace, more speedily correct our mistakes, and better
develop our strong points. Today I cannot elaborate
here. I only want to raise a point.

The first question is: Are the line, principles and poli-
cies adopted by the 3rd Plenary Session of the 11th
CPC Central Committee, including our three-step
development strategy, correct? Is it the case that be-
cause of this rebellion the correctness of the line, prin-
ciples, and policies we have laid down will be called
into question? Are our goals leftist ones? Should we
continue to use them as the goals for our struggle in
the future? We must have clear and definite answers to
these important questions.

We have already accomplished our first goal, doubling
the GNP. We plan to take twelve years to attain our
second goal of again doubling the GNP. In the next 50
years we hope to reach the level of a moderately devel-
oped nation. A 2 to 2.9 percent annual growth rate is
sufficient. This is our strategic goal.
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Concerning this, I think that what we have arrived at is
not a “leftist” judgment. Nor have we laid down an
overly ambitious goal. That is why, in answering the
first question, we cannot say that, at least up to now, we
have failed in the strategic goals we laid down. After
61 years, a country with 1.5 billion people will have
reached the level of a moderately developed nation.
This would be an unbeatable achievement. We should
be able to realize this goal. It cannot be said that our
strategic goal is wrong because this happened.

The second question is: Is the general conclusion of
the 13th Party Congress of one center, two basic points
correct? Are the two basic points—upholding the four
cardinal principles and persisting in the open policy
and reforms—wrong?

In recent days, I have pondered these two points. No,
we have not been wrong. There is nothing wrong with
the four cardinal principles. If there is anything amiss,
it is that these principles have not been thoroughly
implemented: They have not been used as the basic
concept to educate the people, educate the students,
and educate all the cadres and Communist Party
members.

The nature of the current incident is basically the
confrontation between the four cardinal principles and
bourgeois liberalization. It is not that we have not
talked about such things as the four cardinal principles,
work on political concepts, opposition to bourgeois lib-
eralization, and opposition to spiritual pollution. What
we have not done is that there has been no continuity
in these talks, and there has been no action—or even
that there has been hardly any talk.

What is wrong does not lie in the four cardinal princi-
ples themselves, but in wavering in upholding these
principles, and in very poor work in persisting with
political work and education.

In my CPPCC talk on New Year’s Day in 1980, I talked
about four guarantees, one of which was the enterpris-
ing spirit in hard struggle and plain living. Hard strug-
gle and plain living are our traditions. From now on
we should firmly grasp education in plain living, and
we should grasp it for the next 60 to 70 years. The



more developed our country becomes, the more im-
portant it is to grasp the enterprising spirit in plain liv-
ing. Promoting the enterprising spirit in plain living
will also be helpful toward overcoming corruption.

After the founding of the People’s Republic, we pro-
moted the enterprising spirit in plain living. Later on,
when life became a little better, we promoted spend-
ing more, leading to waste everywhere. This, together
with lapses in theoretical work and an incomplete legal
system, resulted in breaches of the law and corruption.

I once told foreigners that our worst omission of the
past 10 years was in education. What I meant was polit-
ical education, and this does not apply to schools and
young students alone, but to the masses as a whole. We
have not said much about plain living and enterprising
spirit, about the country China is now and how it is
going to turn out. This has been our biggest omission.

Is our basic concept of reform and openness wrong?
No. Without reform and openness, how could we have
what we have today? There has been a fairly good rise
in the people’s standard of living in the past 10 years,
and it may be said that we have moved one stage fur-
ther. The positive results of 10 years of reforms and
opening to the outside world must be properly assessed,
even though such issues as inflation emerged. Natu-
rally, in carrying out our reform and opening our coun-
try to the outside world, bad influences from the West
are bound to enter our country, but we have never
underestimated such influences.

In the early 1980s, when we established special eco-
nomic zones, I told our Guangdong comrades that they
should conduct a two-pronged policy: On the one hand,
they should persevere in reforms and openness, and the
other they should severely deal with economic crimes,
including conducting ideological-political work. This
is the doctrine that everything has two aspects.

However, looking back today, it appears that there
were obvious inadequacies. On the one hand, we have
been fairly tough, but on the other we have been fairly
soft. As a result, there hasn’t been proper coordination.
Being reminded of these inadequacies would help us
formulate future policies. Furthermore, we must con-
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tinue to persist in integrating a planned economy with
a market economy. There cannot be any change in this
policy. In practical work we can place more emphasis
on planning in the adjustment period. At other times,
there can be a little more market regulation, so as to
allow more flexibility. The future policy should still
be an integration of a planned economy and a market
economy.

What is important is that we should never change
China into a closed country. There is not even a good
flow of information. Nowadays, do we not talk about
the importance of information? Certainly, it is impor-
tant. If one who is involved in management doesn’t
have information, he is no better than a man whose
nose is blocked and whose ears and eyes are shut. We
should never again go back to the old days of trampling
the economy to death. I put forward this proposal for
the Standing Committee’s consideration. This is also a
fairly urgent problem, a problem we’ll have to deal
with sooner or later.

This is the summation of our work in the past decade:
Our basic proposals, ranging from our development
strategy to principles and policies, including reform and
opening to the outside world, are correct. If there is
any inadequacy to talk about, then I should say our re-
forms and openness have not proceeded well enough.

The problems we face in the course of reform are far
greater than those we encounter in opening our country
to the outside world. In reform of the political system,
we can affirm one point: We will persist in implement-
ing the system of people’s congresses rather than the
American system of the separation of three powers. In
fact, not all Western countries have adopted the Amer-
ican system of the separation of three powers.

America has criticized us for suppressing students. In
handling its internal student strikes and unrest, didn’t
America mobilize police and troops, arrest people, and
shed blood? They are suppressing students and the
people, but we are quelling a counterrevolutionary re-
bellion. What qualifications do they have to criticize
us? From now on, we should pay attention when han-
dling such problems. As soon as a trend emerges, we
should not allow it to spread.



What do we do from now on? I would say that we should
continue to implement the basic line, principles, and
policies we have already formulated. We will continue
to implement them unswervingly. Except where there
is a need to alter a word or phrase here and there, there
should be no change in the basic line and basic prin-
ciples and policies. Now that I have raised this ques-
tion, I would like you all to consider it thoroughly.

As to how to implement these policies, such as in
the areas of investment, the manipulation of capital,
etcetera, I am in favor of putting the emphasis on basic
industry and agriculture. Basic industry includes the
raw material industry, transportation, and energy. There
should be more investment in this area, and we should
persist in this for 10 to 20 years, even if it involves
debts. In a way, this is also openness. We need to be
bold in this respect. There can not be serious mistakes.
We should work for more electricity, more railway
lines, more public roads, and more shipping. There’s a
lot we can do. As for steel, foreigners think we’ll need
some 120 million metric tons in the future. We are now
capable of producing about 60 million metric tons, about
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half that amount. If we were to improve our existing
facilities and increase production by 20 million metric
tons, we would reduce the amount of steel we need to
import. Obtaining foreign loans to improve this area is
also an aspect of reform and openness. The question
now confronting us is not whether or not the reform
and open policies are correct or whether we should
continue with these policies. The question is how to
carry out these policies: Where do we go and which area
should we concentrate on?

We must resolutely implement the series of line, prin-
ciples, and policies formulated since the 3rd Plenary
Session of the 11th CPC Central Committee. We should
conscientiously sum up our experiences, persevere with
what is correct, correct what is wrong, and do a bit more
where we have lagged behind. In short, we should sum
up the experiences of the present and look forward to
the future.

Source: Deng Xiaoping, Speech, Broadcast on Beijing
Domestic Television Service, 27 June 1989, Translation by
the Foreign Broadcast Information Service, FBIS-Daily
Report China 122 (1989): 8–10.
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Introduction
As the Soviet Union under Mikhail Gorbachev turned to free market reforms and dismantled its empire and armed
forces, intellectuals, political philosophers, and diplomats tried to discern the shape of the post–Cold War world.
One controversial effort to do so was an article by Francis Fukuyama, a youthful U.S. diplomat who was deputy
director of the State Department’s Policy Planning Staff. To preserve his anonymity Fukuyama wrote under the
pseudonym “X,” deliberately chosen to remind readers of the immensely influential 1947 article “The Sources of
Soviet Conduct” that laid out the Cold War strategy of containment and was published in Foreign Affairs by Policy
Planning Staff Director George F. Kennan. Writing in the journal The National Interest in a fifteen-page article, sub-
sequently expanded into a book, Fukuyama suggested that the world had come to “the end of history,” a concept
he derived from the philosopher George Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel. Although relatively small-scale conflicts and
terrorist actions might still occur, ideological and strategic battles between major states, notably the United States,
the European powers, Russia, and China, were, he thought, at an end, as liberal democracy and free-market capi-
talism triumphed around the globe. Fukuyama’s article was widely perceived as a celebration of the triumph of
Western values in the Cold War, and during the 1990s many governments, particularly those of the United States
and most of Europe, tended to accept its assumptions. Many political commentators, however, felt that Fuku-
yama’s analysis was somewhat simplistic and postulated a very static international system, ignoring the possibility,
for example, of future conflicts over scarce resources or other goods among major state actors.

Primary Source
[. . .]

The triumph of the West, of the Western idea, is
evident first of all in the total exhaustion of viable



systematic alternatives to Western liberalism. In the
past decade, there have been unmistakable changes
in the intellectual climate of the world’s two largest
communist countries, and the beginnings of significant
reform movements in both. But this phenomenon ex-
tends beyond high politics and it can be seen also in
the ineluctable spread of consumerist Western cul-
ture in such diverse contexts as the peasants’ markets
and color television sets now omnipresent throughout
China, the cooperative restaurants and clothing stores
opened in the past year in Moscow, the Beethoven
piped into Japanese department stores, and the rock
music enjoyed alike in Prague, Rangoon, and Tehran.

What we may be witnessing is not just the end of the
Cold War, or the passing of a particular period of post-
war history, but the end of history as such: that is,
the end point of mankind’s ideological evolution and
the universalization of Western liberal democracy as the
final form of human government. This is not to say that
there will no longer be events to fill the pages of For-
eign Affairs’ yearly summaries of international relations,
for the victory of liberalism has occurred primarily in
the realm of ideas or consciousness and is as yet in-
complete in the real or material world. But there are
powerful reasons for believing that it is the ideal that
will govern the material world in the long run. To
understand how this is so, we must first consider some
theoretical issues concerning the nature of historical
change.

I
The notion of the end of history is not an original one.
Its best known propagator was Karl Marx, who believed
that the direction of historical development was a pur-
poseful one determined by the interplay of material
forces, and would come to an end only with the achieve-
ment of a communist utopia that would finally resolve
all prior contradictions. But the concept of history as a
dialectical process with a beginning, a middle, and an
end was borrowed by Marx from his great German
predecessor, Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel.

[. . .]

III
[. . .]
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In the past century, there have been two major chal-
lenges to liberalism, those of fascism and of communism.
The former saw the political weakness, materialism,
anomie, and lack of community of the West as funda-
mental contradictions in liberal societies that could only
be resolved by a strong state that forged a new “people”
on the basis of national exclusiveness. Fascism was
destroyed as a living ideology by World War II. This
was a defeat, of course, on a very material level, but it
amounted to a defeat of the idea as well. What de-
stroyed fascism as an idea was not universal moral
revulsion against it, since plenty of people were willing
to endorse the idea as long as it seemed the wave of
the future, but its lack of success. . . . 

The ideological challenge mounted by the other great
alternative to liberalism, communism, was far more
serious. Marx, speaking Hegel’s language, asserted that
liberal society contained a fundamental contradiction
that could not be resolved within its context, that be-
tween capital and labor, and this contradiction has
constituted the chief accusation against liberalism ever
since. But surely, the class issue has actually been suc-
cessfully resolved in the West. As Kojève (among others)
noted, the egalitarianism of modern America repre-
sents the essential achievement of the classless society
envisioned by Marx. This is not to say that there are
not rich people and poor people in the United States,
or that the gap between them has not grown in recent
years. But the root causes of economic inequality do
not have to do with the underlying legal and social
structure of our society, which remains fundamentally
egalitarian and moderately redistributionist, so much as
with the cultural and social characteristics of the groups
that make it up, which are in turn the historical legacy
of premodern conditions. Thus black poverty in the
United States is not the inherent product of liberalism,
but is rather the “legacy of slavery and racism” which
persisted long after the formal abolition of slavery.

As a result of the receding of the class issue, the appeal
of communism in the developed Western world, it is
safe to say, is lower today than any time since the end
of the First World War. . . . 

One may argue that the socialist alternative was never
terribly plausible for the North Atlantic world, and was



sustained for the last several decades primarily by its
success outside of this region. But it is precisely in the
non-European world that one is most struck by the
occurrence of major ideological transformations. Surely
the most remarkable changes have occurred in Asia.
Due to the strength and adaptability of the indige-
nous cultures there, Asia became a battleground for a
variety of imported Western ideologies early in this
century. Liberalism in Asia was a very weak reed in
the period after World War I; it is easy today to forget
how gloomy Asia’s political future looked as recently
as ten or fifteen years ago. It is easy to forget as well
how momentous the outcome of Asian ideological
struggles seemed for world political development as a
whole.

The first Asian alternative to liberalism to be deci-
sively defeated was the fascist one represented by
Imperial Japan. Japanese fascism (like its German ver-
sion) was defeated by the force of American arms in
the Pacific war, and liberal democracy was imposed on
Japan by a victorious United States. Western capital-
ism and political liberalism when transplanted to Japan
were adapted and transformed by the Japanese in such
a way as to be scarcely recognizable. Many Americans
are now aware that Japanese industrial organization is
very different from that prevailing in the United States
or Europe, and it is questionable what relationship the
factional maneuvering that takes place with the gov-
erning Liberal Democratic Party bears to democracy.
Nonetheless, the very fact that the essential elements
of economic and political liberalism have been so suc-
cessfully grafted onto uniquely Japanese traditions and
institutions guarantees their survival in the long run.
More important is the contribution that Japan has made
in turn to world history by following in the footsteps of
the United States to create a truly universal consumer
culture that has become both a symbol and an under-
pinning of the universal homogenous state. V. S. Nai-
paul traveling in Khomeini’s Iran shortly after the
revolution noted the omnipresent signs advertising
the products of Sony, Hitachi, and JVC, whose appeal
remained virtually irresistible and gave the lie to the
regime’s pretensions of restoring a state based on the
rule of the Shariah. Desire for access to the consumer
culture, created in large measure by Japan, has played
a crucial role in fostering the spread of economic liber-
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alism throughout Asia, and hence in promoting politi-
cal liberalism as well.

The economic success of the other newly industrializ-
ing countries (NICs) in Asia following on the example
of Japan is by now a familiar story. What is important
from a Hegelian standpoint is that political liberalism
has been following economic liberalism, more slowly
than many had hoped but with seeming inevitability.
Here again we see the victory of the idea of the uni-
versal homogenous state. South Korea had developed
into a modern, urbanized society with an increasingly
large and well-educated middle class that could not
possibly be isolated from the larger democratic trends
around them. Under these circumstances it seemed
intolerable to a large part of this population that it
should be ruled by an anachronistic military regime
while Japan, only a decade or so ahead in economic
terms, had parliamentary institutions for over forty
years. Even the former socialist regime in Burma,
which for so many decades existed in dismal isolation
from the larger trends dominating Asia, was buffeted
in the past year by pressures to liberalize both its econ-
omy and political system. It is said that unhappiness
with strongman Ne Win began when a senior Burmese
officer went to Singapore for medical treatment and
broke down crying when he saw how far socialist Burma
had been left behind by its ASEAN neighbors.

But the power of the liberal idea would seem much
less impressive if it had not infected the largest and
oldest culture in Asia, China. The simple existence
of communist China created an alternative pole of ide-
ological attraction, and as such constituted a threat
to liberalism. But the past fifteen years have seen an
almost total discrediting of Marxism-Leninism as an
economic system. Beginning with the famous third
plenum of the Tenth Central Committee in 1978, the
Chinese Communist party set about decollectivizing
agriculture for the 800 million Chinese who still lived
in the countryside. The role of the state in agriculture
was reduced to that of a tax collector, while production
of consumer goods was sharply increased in order to
give peasants a taste of the universal homogenous state
and thereby an incentive to work. The reform doubled
Chinese grain output in only five years, and in the
process created for Deng Xiaoping a solid political base



from which he was able to extend the reform to other
parts of the economy. Economic Statistics do not begin
to describe the dynamism, initiative, and openness
evident in China since the reform began.

China could not now be described in any way as a lib-
eral democracy. At present, no more than 20 percent
of its economy has been marketized, and most impor-
tantly it continues to be ruled by a self-appointed
Communist party which has given no hint of wanting
to devolve power. Deng has made none of Gorbachev’s
promises regarding democratization of the political
system and there is no Chinese equivalent of Stalin’s
ghost. The Chinese leadership has in fact been much
more circumspect in criticizing Mao and Maoism than
Gorbachev with respect to Brezhnev and Stalin, and
the regime continues to pay lip service to Marxism-
Leninism as its ideological underpinning. But anyone
familiar with the outlook and behavior of the new
technocratic elite now governing China knows that
Marxism and ideological principle have become virtu-
ally irrelevant as guides to policy, and that bourgeois
consumerism has a real meaning in that country for the
first time since the revolution. The various slowdowns
in the pace of reform, the campaigns against “spiritual
pollution” and crackdowns on political dissent are more
properly seen as tactical adjustments made in the pro-
cess of managing what is an extraordinarily difficult
political transition. By ducking the question of political
reform while putting the economy on a new footing,
Deng has managed to avoid the breakdown of author-
ity that has accompanied Gorbachev’s perestroika. Yet
the pull of the liberal idea continues to be very strong
as economic power devolves and the economy becomes
more open to the outside world. There are currently
over 20,000 Chinese students studying in the U.S. and
other Western countries, almost all of them the chil-
dren of the Chinese elite. It is hard to believe that
when they return home to run the country they will be
content for China to be the only country in Asia unaf-
fected by the larger democratizing trend. The student
demonstrations in Beijing that broke out first in De-
cember 1986 and recurred recently on the occasion of
Hu Yao-bang’s death were only the beginning of what
will inevitably be mounting pressure for change in the
political system as well.
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What is important about China from the standpoint of
world history is not the present state of the reform or
even its future prospects. The central issue is the fact
that the People’s Republic of China can no longer
act as a beacon for illiberal forces around the world,
whether they be guerrillas in some Asian jungle or
middle class students in Paris. Maoism, rather than
being the pattern for Asia’s future, became an anachro-
nism, and it was the mainland Chinese who in fact were
decisively influenced by the prosperity and dynamism
of their overseas co-ethnics—the ironic ultimate vic-
tory of Taiwan.

Important as these changes in China have been, how-
ever, it is developments in the Soviet Union—the orig-
inal “homeland of the world proletariat”—that have
put the final nail in the coffin of the Marxist-Leninist
alternative to liberal democracy. It should be clear that
in terms of formal institutions, not much has changed
in the four years since Gorbachev has come to power:
free markets and the cooperative movement represent
only a small part of the Soviet economy, which remains
centrally planned; the political system is still domi-
nated by the Communist party, which has only begun
to democratize internally and to share power with other
groups; the regime continues to assert that it is seeking
only to modernize socialism and that its ideological
basis remains Marxism-Leninism; and, finally, Gorba-
chev faces a potentially powerful conservative opposi-
tion that could undo many of the changes that have
taken place to date. Moreover, it is hard to be too san-
guine about the chances for success of Gorbachev’s pro-
posed reforms, either in the sphere of economics or
politics. But my purpose here is not to analyze events in
the short-term, or to make predictions for policy pur-
poses, but to look at underlying trends in the sphere
of ideology and consciousness. And in that respect, it is
clear that an astounding transformation has occurred.

Émigrés from the Soviet Union have been reporting for
at least the last generation now that virtually nobody in
that country truly believed in Marxism-Leninism any
longer, and that this was nowhere more true than in
the Soviet elite, which continued to mouth Marxist
slogans out of sheer cynicism. The corruption and deca-
dence of the late Brezhnev-era Soviet state seemed to



matter little, however, for as long as the state itself
refused to throw into question any of the fundamental
principles underlying Soviet society, the system was
capable of functioning adequately out of sheer inertia
and could even muster some dynamism in the realm of
foreign and defense policy. Marxism-Leninism was
like a magical incantation which, however absurd and
devoid of meaning, was the only common basis on
which the elite could agree to rule Soviet society.

What has happened in the four years since Gorbachev’s
coming to power is a revolutionary assault on the most
fundamental institutions and principles of Stalinism,
and their replacement by other principles which do not
amount to liberalism per se but whose only connecting
thread is liberalism. This is most evident in the eco-
nomic sphere, where the reform economists around
Gorbachev have become steadily more radical in their
support for free markets, to the point where some like
Nikolai Shmelev do not mind being compared in pub-
lic to Milton Friedman. There is a virtual consensus
among the currently dominant school of Soviet econo-
mists now that central planning and the command
system of allocation are the root cause of economic
inefficiency, and that if the Soviet system is ever to
heal itself, it must permit free and decentralized deci-
sion-making with respect to investment, labor, and
prices. After a couple of initial years of ideological con-
fusion, these principles have finally been incorporated
into policy with the promulgation of new laws on
enterprise autonomy, cooperatives, and finally in 1988
on lease arrangements and family farming. There are,
of course, a number of fatal flaws in the current imple-
mentation of the reform, most notably the absence of a
thoroughgoing price reform. But the problem is no
longer a conceptual one: Gorbachev and his lieutenants
seem to understand the economic logic of marketiza-
tion well enough, but like the leaders of a Third World
country facing the IMF, are afraid of the social conse-
quences of ending consumer subsidies and other forms
of dependence on the state sector.

[. . .]

The Soviet Union could in no way be described as a
liberal or democratic country now, nor do I think that it
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is terribly likely that perestroika will succeed such that
the label will be thinkable any time in the near future.
But at the end of history it is not necessary that all soci-
eties become successful liberal societies, merely that
they end their ideological pretensions of representing
different and higher forms of human society. And in
this respect I believe that something very important has
happened in the Soviet Union in the past few years:
the criticisms of the Soviet system sanctioned by Gor-
bachev have been so thorough and devastating that
there is very little chance of going back to either Stal-
inism or Brezhnevism in any simple way. Gorbachev has
finally permitted people to say what they had privately
understood for many years, namely, that the magical
incantations of Marxism-Leninism were nonsense, that
Soviet socialism was not superior to the West in any
respect but was in fact a monumental failure. The con-
servative opposition in the USSR, consisting both of
simple workers afraid of unemployment and inflation
and of party officials fearful of losing their jobs and
privileges, is outspoken and may be strong enough to
force Gorbachev’s ouster in the next few years. But
what both groups desire is tradition, order, and author-
ity; they manifest no deep commitment to Marxism-
Leninism, except insofar as they have invested much
of their own lives in it. For authority to be restored in
the Soviet Union after Gorbachev’s demolition work, it
must be on the basis of some new and vigorous ideol-
ogy which has not yet appeared on the horizon.

If we admit for the moment that the fascist and com-
munist challenges to liberalism are dead, are there any
other ideological competitors left? Or put another way,
are there contradictions in liberal society beyond that
of class that are not resolvable? Two possibilities sug-
gest themselves, those of religion and nationalism.

The rise of religious fundamentalism in recent years
within the Christian, Jewish, and Muslim traditions
has been widely noted. One is inclined to say that the
revival of religion in some way attests to a broad un-
happiness with the impersonality and spiritual vacuity
of liberal consumerist societies. Yet while the empti-
ness at the core of liberalism is most certainly a defect
in the ideology—indeed, a flaw that one does not need
the perspective of religion to recognize—it is not at all



clear that it is remediable through politics. Modern lib-
eralism itself was historically a consequence of the
weakness of religiously-based societies which, failing
to agree on the nature of the good life, could not pro-
vide even the minimal preconditions of peace and sta-
bility. In the contemporary world only Islam has offered
a theocratic state as a political alternative to both lib-
eralism and communism. But the doctrine has little
appeal for non-Muslims, and it is hard to believe that
the movement will take on any universal significance.
Other less organized religious impulses have been
successfully satisfied within the sphere of personal life
that is permitted in liberal societies.

[. . .]

IV
What are the implications of the end of history for
international relations? Clearly, the vast bulk of the
Third World remains very much mired in history, and
will be a terrain of conflict for many years to come. But
let us focus for the time being on the larger and more
developed states of the world who after all account for
the greater part of world politics. Russia and China are
not likely to join the developed nations of the West as
liberal societies any time in the foreseeable future, but
suppose for a moment that Marxism-Leninism ceases
to be a factor driving the foreign policies of these states
—a prospect which, if not yet here, the last few years
have made a real possibility. How will the overall char-
acteristics of a de-ideologized world differ from those
of the one with which we are familiar at such a hypo-
thetical juncture?

The most common answer is—not very much. For there
is a very widespread belief among many observers of
international relations that underneath the skin of ide-
ology is a hard core of great power national interest
that guarantees a fairly high level of competition and
conflict between nations. Indeed, according to one
academically popular school of international relations
theory, conflict inheres in the international system as
such, and to understand the prospects for conflict one
must look at the shape of the system—for example,
whether it is bipolar or multipolar—rather than at the
specific character of the nations and regimes that con-
stitute it. This school in effect applies a Hobbesian view
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of politics to international relations, and assumes that
aggression and insecurity are universal characteristics
of human societies rather than the product of specific
historical circumstances.

[. . .]

The developed states of the West do maintain defense
establishments and in the postwar period have com-
peted vigorously for influence to meet a worldwide
communist threat. This behavior has been driven,
however, by an external threat from states that possess
overtly expansionist ideologies, and would not exist in
their absence. . . . 

The automatic assumption that Russia shorn of its ex-
pansionist communist ideology should pick up where
the czars left off just prior to the Bolshevik Revolution
is therefore a curious one. It assumes that the evolu-
tion of human consciousness has stood still in the
meantime, and that the Soviets, while picking up cur-
rently fashionable ideas in the realm of economics, will
return to foreign policy views a century out of date in
the rest of Europe. This is certainly not what happened
to China after it began its reform process. Chinese
competitiveness and expansionism on the world scene
have virtually disappeared: Beijing no longer sponsors
Maoist insurgencies or tries to cultivate influence in
distant African countries as it did in the 1960s. This is
not to say that there are not troublesome aspects to
contemporary Chinese foreign policy, such as the reck-
less sale of ballistic missile technology in the Middle
East; and the PRC continues to manifest traditional
great power behavior in its sponsorship of the Khmer
Rouge against Vietnam. But the former is explained by
commercial motives and the latter is a vestige of ear-
lier ideologically-based rivalries. The new China far
more resembles Gaullist France than pre-World War I
Germany.

[. . .]

The Soviet Union, then, is at a fork in the road: it can
start down the path that was staked out by Western
Europe forty-five years ago, a path that most of Asia
has followed, or it can realize its own uniqueness and
remain stuck in history. The choice it makes will be



highly important for us, given the Soviet Union’s size
and military strength, for that power will continue to
preoccupy us and slow our realization that we have
already emerged on the other side of history.

V
The passing of Marxism-Leninism first from China
and then from the Soviet Union will mean its death as
a living ideology of world historical significance. For
while there may be some isolated true believers left in
places like Managua, Pyongyang, or Cambridge, Mass-
achusetts, the fact that there is not a single large state
in which it is a going concern undermines completely
its pretensions to being in the vanguard of human his-
tory. And the death of this ideology means the growing
“Common Marketization” of international relations,
and the diminution of the likelihood of large-scale
conflict between states.

This does not by any means imply the end of inter-
national conflict per se. For the world at that point
would be divided between a part that was historical
and a part that was post-historical. Conflict between
states still in history, and between those states and
those at the end of history, would still be possible.
There would still be a high and perhaps rising level of
ethnic and nationalist violence, since those are impulses
incompletely played out, even in parts of the post-
historical world. Palestinians and Kurds, Sikhs and
Tamils, Irish Catholics and Walloons, Armenians and
Azeris, will continue to have their unresolved griev-
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ances. This implies that terrorism and wars of national
liberation will continue to be an important item on the
international agenda. But large-scale conflict must in-
volve large states still caught in the grip of history, and
they are what appear to be passing from the scene.

The end of history will be a very sad time. The strug-
gle for recognition, the willingness to risk one’s life for
a purely abstract goal, the worldwide ideological strug-
gle that called forth daring, courage, imagination, and
idealism, will be replaced by economic calculation, the
endless solving of technical problems, environmental
concerns, and the satisfaction of sophisticated consumer
demands. In the post-historical period there will be
neither art nor philosophy, just the perpetual caretaking
of the museum of human history. I can feel in myself,
and see in others around me, a powerful nostalgia for
the time when history existed. Such nostalgia, in fact,
will continue to fuel competition and conflict even in
the post-historical world for some time to come. Even
though I recognize its inevitability, I have the most
ambivalent feelings for the civilization that has been
created in Europe since 1945, with its north Atlantic
and Asian offshoots. Perhaps this very prospect of cen-
turies of boredom at the end of history will serve to get
history started once again.

Source: Francis Fukuyama, “The End of History?” National
Interest 16 (Summer 1989). Reprinted by permission of
International Creative Management, Inc. Copyright © 1989
by Francis Fukuyama.

153. Robert Darnton: “The Meanings of the Wall,”
16 November 1989

Introduction
The foremost symbol of the Cold War division of Europe, the iron curtain that separated East from West on that
continent, was the Berlin Wall. Constructed in 1961–1962, this heavily fortified barrier, fronted by a no-man’s-land
covered by machine guns and protected by barbed wire, forcibly prevented East Germans from escaping to the
West. Over the years, hundreds were killed trying to cross the wall. Even after West German Chancellor Willy
Brandt instituted his Ostpolitik measures in the early 1970s facilitating travel between East and West, only limited
contacts were possible. As the Soviet Union relinquished its domination of Eastern Europe in 1989, large demon-
strations occurred across the German Democratic Republic (GDR, East Germany) as the population demanded the
right to cross over to the West and many East Germans fled to the West through Hungary. On the evening of
9 November 1989, Gunter Schabowski, head of East Berlin’s Communist Party, announced that the Berlin Wall
would be opened for private trips abroad. East and West Berliners flocked to the wall, and uncertain security guards



Primary Source
On the morning after, November 10, when both Berlins
woke up wondering whether the first flood through the
Wall had been a dream, the West Berlin tabloid Volks-
blatt ran two headlines, shoulder to shoulder, on its front
page: “The Wall Is Gone” and “Bonn Demands the
Destruction of the Wall.”

Both were right. The Wall is there and it is not there.
On November 9, it cut through the heart of Berlin, a
jagged wound in the middle of a great city, the Great
Divide of the Cold War. On November 10, it had be-
come a dance floor, a picture gallery, a bulletin board, a
movie screen, a videocassette, a museum, and, as the
woman who cleaned my office put it, “nothing but a
heap of stone.” The taking of the Wall, like the taking
of the Bastille, transformed the world. No wonder that
a day later, in Alexanderplatz, East Berlin, one con-
queror of the Wall marched in a demonstration with a
sign saying simply, “1789–1989.” He had helped dis-
mantle the central symbol around which the postwar
world had taken shape in the minds of millions.

To witness symbolic transformation on such a scale is a
rare opportunity, and it raises many questions. To begin
with the most concrete: What happened between No-
vember 9 and 12, and what does it mean?

The destruction of the Wall began in the early evening
of Thursday, November 9, soon after the first wave of
East Berliners, or Ossis, as they are called by the West
Berliners here, burst upon the West. One Ossi, a young
man with a knapsack on his back, somehow hoisted
himself up on the Wall directly across from the Bran-
denburg Gate. He sauntered along the top of it, swing-
ing his arms casually at his sides, a perfect target for
the bullets that had felled many other wall jumpers,
like Peter Fechter, an eighteen-year-old construction
worker, who was shot and left to bleed to death a few
feet in front of Checkpoint Charlie on August 17, 1962.
Now, twenty-seven years later, a new generation of
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border guards took aim at a new kind of target and
fired—but only with power hoses and without much
conviction. The conqueror of the Wall continued his
promenade, soaked to the skin, until at last the guards
gave up. Then he opened his knapsack and poured the
water toward the East, in a gesture that seemed to say,
“Good-bye to all that.”

A few minutes later, hundreds of people, Ossis and
Wessis alike, were on the Wall, embracing, dancing,
exchanging flowers, drinking wine, helping up new
“conquerors”—and chipping away at the Wall itself.
By midnight, under a full moon and the glare of spot-
lights from the watchtowers in no man’s land, a thou-
sand figures swarmed over the Wall, hammering,
chiseling, wearing its surface away like a colony of
army ants. At the bottom, “conquerors” threw stones
at its base or went at it with pickaxes. Long slits
appeared, and the light showed through from the East,
as if through the eyes of a jack-o’-lantern. On the top,
at the center of the tumult, with the Brandenburg Gate
looming in the background, one Ossi conducted the
destruction with a sickle in one hand and a hammer in
the other.

By Saturday, November 11, chunks of the wall were
circulating through both Berlins. People exchanged
them as souvenirs of what had already taken shape in
the collective consciousness as a historical event: the
end of the Cold War. A sidewalk entrepreneur sold bits
of wall from a table on the Ku’damm (The Kurfürsten-
damm, West Berlin’s elegant shopping avenue.): 20 DM
for a piece of the past. At one point, an East Berliner
walked by and objected, with a smile on his face: “You
can’t sell that. It’s our Wall. It belongs to us.”

Like any powerful symbol, the Wall has acquired many
meanings, and they differ significantly from West to
East. The Wall even looks different if you study it from
one side and then the other. Seen from the West, it is
a prison wall that encloses the East Berliners in totali-

allowed them to cross unhindered and to climb on the wall itself. A carnival atmosphere took hold as strangers
joined in celebrations with each other and even began to chip away chunks of the wall as souvenirs. The wall was
never closed again and was eventually demolished, with only a short section remaining as a historical memento.
Robert Darnton, a Western historian and journalist who was present, wrote an evocative and perceptive eyewitness
account of the event.



tarianism. Tourists climb on observation towers and
shudder deliciously at the spectacle: the monstrous,
graffiti-covered concrete structure, the no man’s land
beyond it—which, until 1985, was mined and rigged
with rifles that fired automatically at anyone who dashed
across—the barbed wire, the dog patrols, the turrets
with armed guards staring back through binoculars,
and the second wall of windowless buildings on the far
side of the deadly, desolate, space.

East Berliners see a different Wall. Theirs is painted
in patterns of light and dark blue, clean, bright, and
free of all graffiti. It shuts off the view of the repressive
apparatus beyond it. If you lose your way or stray into
outlying areas in East Berlin, you can drive along the
wall for miles without noticing that it is something
more than an ordinary part of the urban landscape.

[. . .]

Above all, the two populations of Berlin sought to
make contact with one another. In exchanging hugs,
drinks, and flowers, they performed a collective ritual
of Bruderschaft. As the Volksblatt put it, “In the night
when the gates opened, it seemed as though there were
no more East Berliners and West Berliners. Everyone
felt as though they belonged to a huge family, and
everyone celebrated the festival accordingly.”

To someone unfamiliar with Berlin, it may be hard to
imagine how successfully the Wall had divided the city.
Soon after 1961, when the Wall went up, the million or
so inhabitants on the Western side and the 2 million or
so on the Eastern began to lose contact. By 1989, a
whole generation had come of age within the shadow
of the Wall. Most of them never crossed it, even from
West to East when that was allowed. They accepted the
Wall as a fact of life, as something inexorable, built into
the landscape—there when they were born and there
when they died. They left it to the tourists, took it for
granted, forgot about it, or simply stopped seeing it.

Before the fall, an old woman was interviewed on her
balcony, which overlooked the Wall from the West. She
spent hours every afternoon staring into no man’s land.
Why did she look so hard at the Wall, day after day? the
reporter asked, hoping to find some expression of Ber-
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lin’s divided personality. “Oh, I’m not looking at the
Wall at all,” she replied. “I watch the rabbits playing in
no man’s land.” Many West Berliners did not see the
Wall until it ceased to exist.

For the Wall enclosed the West Berliners even more
thoroughly than it shut off their counterparts in the
East. In 1961 it was perceived as a noose that would
soon choke the life out of the western half of the city.
But by 1989, West Berliners had come to regard the
Wall as a source of support. Thanks to its presence, the
government in Bonn poured billions into Berlin, sub-
sidizing everything from the philharmonic orchestra to
teen-age jazz groups. A whole population of under-
employed intellectuals grew up around the Free Uni-
versity, which now has about 60,000 students. As
residents of Berlin, they are exempt from the draft; they
also can drink beer and talk politics in pubs throughout
the night, for Berlin is the only city in the Federal Re-
public where the pubs are permitted to stay open past
midnight, the only place where you can order break-
fast in the afternoon. Many of these free-floating intel-
lectuals became freeloaders. They lived off the Wall;
and if it really falls, they may face a greater economic
disaster than the Berliners in the East.

To Berliners, therefore, the Wall means something
very different from what it means outside the city. But
most of them realize that their local barrier is bound up
with larger divisions, the Oder-Neisse line in particular
and the general dividing line between the Warsaw Pact
and NATO. Having gone to bed one day in a world
with clearly defined boundaries, they woke up the next
in a world without firm national borders, without bal-
anced power blocs, and even without obvious demar-
cations of time, because it suddenly seemed possible
to produce a treaty ending World War II forty-four
years after World War II had ended. They are living a
truism of anthropology: the collapse of boundaries can
be deeply disturbing, a source of renewal but also a
threat to a whole worldview.

The mood remains euphoric, nonetheless. In East
Berlin especially, the idea has spread that in conquer-
ing the Wall the people seized power. No one denies
that power comes out of the barrel of a gun, but it has
symbolic forms, too. The demonstrations in the streets



sapped the legitimacy of the regime. Combined with
the hemorrhaging of the population across the borders,
they brought the government down, without a shot
fired.

[. . .]

We may never know the details of what happened in-
side the crumbling power structure of the GDR. But
whatever produced the occasion, the force that broke
through the Wall was there for all to see on the night of
November 9. It was the people of East Berlin. They
took the Wall as they had taken to the streets for the
previous two months, with nothing but their convic-
tions, their discipline, and the power of their numbers.

When they came streaming into West Berlin, they
spoke the language of liberty, but they expressed them-
selves by gesture, not by high-flown rhetoric. They took
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possession of the Wall physically, by pouring through
it, climbing on it, and chipping it apart. They did the
same thing in West Berlin itself. They occupied space,
swarming through the Ku’damm, filling the busses and
pubs, parking their tiny Trabis on the noblest side-
walks, and returning triumphantly to the East with a
flower for a girl friend or a toy for an infant.

It was a magical moment, the possession of a city by its
people. On Thursday, November 9, under a full moon,
between the shadow of the Reichstag and the menac-
ing bulk of the Brandenburg Gate, the people of Berlin
danced on their Wall, transforming the cruelest urban
landscape into a scene of hilarity and hope, and ending
a century of war.

Source: Robert Darnton, Berlin Journal, 1989–1990 (New
York: Norton, 1991), 74–86. © 1991 by Robert Darnton.
Used by permission of W. W. Norton & Company, Inc.

154. National Salvation Front Communiqués, Romania, 
December 1989

Introduction
As communist regimes around Eastern Europe collapsed via the ballot box, the trend quickly spread. In Decem-
ber 1989 a popular uprising began in Romania against the government of Nicolae Ceau»escu in Romania, a regime
that even though anti-Soviet had also been extremely repressive. Romania had been able to negotiate the with-
drawal of Soviet troops in 1958 and had thereafter steered an independent course in foreign policy, developing
close ties with Israel, the Arab countries, and the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG, West Germany). The gov-
ernment had also virtually eradicated illiteracy and developed an extremely effective educational system. Even
so, after a period of prosperity in the 1960s and 1970, the dictatorial government became highly repressive, impos-
ing economic austerity measures in an effort to repay foreign debts and developing a personality cult around
Ceau»escu. As other East European states peacefully rejected communist rule, in mid-December 1989 fierce
protests, riots, and strikes erupted in Romania that focused on the capital of Bucharest. The National Salvation
Front was formed, and its leaders called for the ending of the communist monopoly of power; free elections; a new
constitution; economic, commercial, and agricultural restructuring; the reorganization of education; and respect for
human rights. Initially, the Ceau»escu government tried to use the military to repress the new opposition, but their
efforts proved unavailing, and on 22 December the army declined to offer further opposition to demonstrators.
Ceau»escu and his wife, Elena, fled the capital but within a day were captured, arrested, and put on trial. On 25
December the two were sentenced to death and executed by firing squad, the only communist leaders in Eastern
Europe to come to a violent end during the 1989–1990 transfers of power.

Primary Source
December 22
Citizens, we are living in historic times. The Ceau»escu
clan, which has led the country to disaster, was removed

from power. All of us know and admit that the victory
in which the whole country rejoices is the outcome of
the spirit of sacrifice of the broad masses of all nation-
alities, particularly of our wonderful youth, who, with



their blood, restored to us the feeling of national dig-
nity. This is also the great merit of those who for years
on end have jeopardized their lives by protesting
against the tyranny.

A new page is being opened in Romania’s political and
economic history. At this turning point, we decided to
organize ourselves into the National Salvation Front,
which itself relies on the Romanian Army and encom-
passes all of the country’s healthy forces, regardless
of nationality, and all organizations and groups who
bravely rose to defend freedom and dignity in the
years of totalitarian tyranny. The goal of the National
Salvation Front is to establish democracy, liberty, and
the Romanian people’s dignity.

As of this moment, all power structures of the Ceau»escu
clan have been dissolved. The government has been
dismissed. The State Council and its institutions are
ceasing their activity, all state power has been assumed
by the Council of the National Salvation Front. The
Higher Military Council, which coordinates all of the
activity of the Army and the Ministry of Interior units,
will be subordinated to the Council of the National
Salvation Front.

All ministries and central bodies, in their current struc-
ture, will continue their normal activity, subordinating
themselves to the National Salvation Front, in order to
ensure the normal development of all economic and
social life.

County, municipal, town, and communal councils of
the National Salvation Front will be set up in the terri-
tory as local power bodies. The militia is called upon to
ensure public order, together with the citizen’s com-
mittees. These local bodies will take all necessary steps
to ensure public supplies of food, electric power, heat,
water, public transportation, medical assistance, and
the entire trade network.

As a program, the Front proposes the following:
1. To abandon the leading role of a single party and to
establish a democratic and pluralistic system of gov-
ernment. [applause from the people in the studio]

2. To organize free elections in April.
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3. To separate the legislative, executive, and judiciary
powers in the state and to elect all political leaders for
one or  two mandates, at the most. Nobody should
claim power for life.

The Council of the National Salvation Front suggests
that in the future the country should be called Roma-
nia. [cheers, applause, chants of “Romania”]

A drafting committee of the new constitution will start
to operate at once.

4. To restructure the whole national economy in accor-
dance with the criteria of profitability and efficiency.
To eliminate the administrative, bureaucratic methods
of centralized economic management and to promote
free initiative and competence in the management of
all economic sectors.

5. To restructure agriculture and to assist the small
scale peasant production. To halt the destruction of
villages.

6. To reorganize Romanian education in accordance
with the current requirements. To reorganize the edu-
cational structure on democratic and humanistic bases.
To eliminate ideological dogmas that have caused so
much damage to the Romanian people, and to pro-
mote genuine values of humanity. To eliminate lies
and imposture and to establish criteria of competence
and justice in all areas of activity. To base the develop-
ment of the national culture on a new foundation. To
take the press, radio, and television from the hands of
a despotic family and turn it over to the hands of the
people.

7. To observe the rights and freedoms of national
minorities and to ensure their full equality with those
of the Romanians.

8. To reorganize all of the country’s trade, proceeding
on the basis of the requirements of primarily satisfying
all of the daily needs of Romania’s population. In this
respect we will end the export of agricultural and food-
stuffs, we will reduce the export of oil products, and
we will give priority to satisfying the heating and elec-
tric power needs of the people.



9. The whole foreign policy of the country should
serve the promotion of good-neighborliness, friend-
ship, and peace in the world and should be integrated
in the process of building a united Europe, a common
home of all the people of this continent. We will ob-
serve Romania’s international commitments, primarily
those to the Warsaw Pact.

10. To promote a domestic and foreign policy subor-
dinated to the needs and the interests of developing
the human being. To ensure complete observance of
human rights and freedoms, including the right to free
movement.

11. By organizing ourselves within this front, we are
firmly determined to do our utmost in order to re-
establish a civil society in Romania and to guarantee
the triumph of democracy, freedom, and dignity of all
citizens of the country. . . . 

December 24
The overthrow of the odious dictatorship of the
Ceau»escu clan has added a last page to the bloody
chronicle of the years of suffering endured by the
Romanian people.

Déclassé and irresponsible elements, which remained
faithful to the tyrant, have tried to continue the terror-
ist practices of the former regime by resorting to provo-
cations, attacks against civilians, indiscriminately killing
unarmed people, attacking public institutions, indus-
trial enterprises, military targets, trade outlets, hospitals,
and housing quarters.

The Romanian people have, once again, affirmed their
tremendous moral energy unleashed by their desire for
freedom.

The Army has done its duty and so have the majority
of the workers in the Ministry of Interior.

The revolution has won.

To completely restore the situation and to ensure the
tranquility needed for a normal life in our free society,
the Council of the National Salvation Front has de-
cided to adopt extraordinary measures, which are im-
perative under the current circumstances.
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1. Complete and immediate cessation of firing through-
out the country. Anyone violating this disposition will
be guilty of a crime against the Romanian people and
will be punished promptly and mercilessly. Not one
more drop of blood should be shed.

At the same time, any acts of vandalism and of destruc-
tion, as well as personal revenge are illegal, thus stain-
ing the noble nature of our revolution. The guilt of the
dictator and of his former lackeys before history and
our laws, will be established by tribunals, which will
decide with the greatest severity on an appropriate
penalty for the action of destroying the country.

2. The Army is the only element authorized to pos-
sess arms, the firm arm defending the interests of the
people. All those who, during these days, have come
into the possession of arms and ammunition, regard-
less of the circumstances, have to urgently deliver them
by Monday, 25 December at 1500 GMT at the latest.

Those who will not respect these provisions, will be
guilty of seriously violating the laws and will be pun-
ished most severely.

3. The units of the Ministry of Interior will be merged
with the units of the Ministry of the National Defense,
which is to take over the single command of all troops
and all weapons of our country.

The militia bodies and the firemen will preserve all
their specific duties, which they have to exercise with
great determination.

4. Management and all working people are called
upon to ensure the protection of economic, trade, and
medical units, and educational, scientific, and cultural
establishments.

Romanian society has to operate normally with the
dedicated contribution of each of us.

At the same time, we call on all co-nationals to sup-
port the bodies in charge of order in ensuring the
integrity of buildings, embassies, and the immunity of
diplomats.



5. The bodies of the new structures of democracy
must urgently begin their activity of restoring the
country by firmly setting themselves up and becoming
immediately subordinated to the Council and adopt-
ing, together with it, the measures of a political, social,
administrative, and economic order, all measures which
are absolutely necessary in the first stages of the recon-
struction work.

May the first free New Year bring to Romania, along
with the joy of liberation, tranquility and calm which
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will permit us to assume all the responsibilities of the
nation which is affirming its dignity.

The national consensus, the cooperation of the cre-
ative forces of our country and of all social categories,
of any nationality, constitute a vital condition and the
guarantee for fulfilling the basic targets of the revolu-
tionary process in Romania.

Source: National Salvation Front, Bucharest Radio, 22 and
24 December 1989, Translation by the Foreign Broadcast In-
formation Service, FBIS-Daily Report East Europe (1989): 246.

155. Communist Party of the Soviet Union Central Committee
Draft Platform, 13 February 1990

Introduction
Soviet President Mikhail Gorbachev took office in 1985 as a convinced communist who wished to reform and
improve the existing Soviet system, not destroy it. A firm believer in Marxist-Leninism and the principles of the
October 1917 Revolution, he perceived his policies as a means of strengthening and modernizing Soviet commu-
nism. Initially, he sought to work within the framework of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU). Con-
tinuous sniping and sabotage of his policies of economic reform (perestroika) and openness (glasnost) by
Communist Party officials gradually led him to break with the party. As early as January 1987 he urged the democ-
ratization of the Communist Party, by which at that stage he meant merely the introduction of multicandidate elec-
tions for party positions. At the Nineteenth Party Conference of June 1988, the first to take place for forty-seven
years, Gorbachev and his supporters insisted on introducing radical changes, including multicandidate elections
and the separation of the government structure from party organizations at the regional level. In December 1988
the Supreme Soviet was restructured, and a new Congress of People’s Deputies established as the country’s top
legislative body, with only one-third of its seats reserved for the CPSU. Initially dominated by conservatives, this
also included an opposition liberal faction headed by Moscow communist leader Boris Yeltsin. Their demands in-
cluded the repeal of Article 6 of the Soviet constitution, which guaranteed the Communist Party a “leading role”
in the Soviet state. Gorbachev allied himself with the liberals, and in a platform intended for submission to the
Twenty-eighth Party Congress the following July, the February 1990 CPSU Central Committee revoked this pro-
vision. The Communist Party’s monopoly on power had now effectively been broken. While affirming continuing
Russian commitment to the development of a market economy, the draft platform also promised extensive social
reforms and benefits. Deep resentment of Gorbachev’s reforms still characterized many of the communist old guard,
however, as became apparent when the Twenty-eighth Party Congress rewrote the language of the Central Com-
mittee’s draft, moderating its criticisms of the CPSU and diluting the force of its recommendations. The episode
suggested that efforts to revitalize and modernize the CPSU from within were likely to end in ultimate failure.

Primary Source
[. . .]

I. What is the essence of perestroika, what should be
resolutely discarded and what should be preserved in
the Party’s Ideological and political arsenal?

First of all, we are breaking with the authoritarian-
bureaucratic system which is incompatible with socialist
principles. Our ideal is a humane, democratic socialism.

Having embarked on the road of revolutionary
changes, it is necessary to discard completely the fetters



of the past that hinder our movement towards this
objective.

While reaffirming faithfulness to the creative spirit of
the materialist world outlook and the dialectic method-
ology of Marx, Engels and Lenin, and being guided by
it, we resolutely reject ideological blinkers, dogmatism
and intolerance towards different views and ideas.

While adhering to the positions of the working class
and all working people, we abandon the simplified
class approach which opposes national and universal
human values.

We denounce total state hegemony in public life and
everything that engendered arbitrariness and lawless-
ness, unpunishable abuses of power and undeserved
privileges.

We denounce a primitive view of socialist ownership,
disregard for commodity-money relations and all forms
and methods of administration and management that
entail man’s alienation, and prevent him from making
use of his abilities and endowments.

We renounce the treatment of nature as an object for
ruthless exploitation, an attitude we have inherited
from the beginning of our industrialization.

We condemn negligence of the people’s cultural and
historical values, and of the country’s accumulated intel-
lectual capital.

We reject negative dogmatic stereotypes in our rela-
tions with other parties of the working people, includ-
ing social-democratic parties, which contribute to the
progressive development of states and nations.

We proceed from the premise that the objectively
growing interdependence of states and the emerging
integrity of the world, in which various societies inter-
act while retaining their freedom of option, are a basic
feature of a new epoch.

The Soviet Communist Party deems it fundamentally
important to distinguish everything in our past that was
engendered by Stalinism and by violations of socialist
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principles from what constitutes the Party’s and the
people’s concrete contribution to their country and to
all of mankind.

It is just as dangerous to idealize the past and to refuse
to learn the complete and grim truth about tragic
aspects of our history as to try to obliterate everything
that is really great and valuable in our historical legacy.
The continuity of the Soviet people’s labor efforts and
struggle must not be interrupted.

Socialist development is impossible without an ideal.
And the latter, in turn, will lose all sense if people for-
get or neglect their history. Historic awareness, love of
the homeland and patriotism, which is unacceptable in
our conditions without internationalism, are symptoms
of a nation’s sound health and vitality.

The image of the future, even if it is only a few decades
ahead, cannot be described exactly, in minute detail.
But one thing is clear: it will be an absolutely different
society that will develop in democratic conditions on the
basis of powerful cultural and scientific-technological
progress. It will be founded on the humanistic values
of the peoples of our country and of all humankind. It
will be a society that realizes the integrity of civiliza-
tion and nature, in which man is history’s end in itself.
These features of the future social organization reflect
the initial essence of the socialist idea, which has found
its embodiment in the labor and efforts of peoples for
social emancipation.

Immutable for us is our socialist option and our adher-
ence to the October ideas: all power to the Soviets, fac-
tories to the workers, land to the peasants, peace to the
peoples, free self-determination to the nations. We have
inherited spiritual power and courage from older gen-
erations, their self-sacrifice for the sake of the Mother-
land. We cherish the sacred memory of the sacrifices
they have made during the years of great sufferings.

We adhere to the idea of social justice. It permitted mil-
lions of people to rise up from historical nonexistence
and it inspired them to deeds that turned our state
into a mighty world power. The Soviet state played a
decisive role in saving mankind from Fascist slavery
and has become the mainstay of many peoples in their



struggle for national liberation. It has made an indis-
pensable, unique contribution to world science, tech-
nology and culture.

The right to work, to pensions, free education and med-
ical care and other social benefits that first appeared on
Soviet soil have now become widespread benefits in
any civilized society. To forget this means to disrespect
the truth, disrespect those who have displayed lofty
heroism and self-sacrifice in their passionate urge for
the socialist ideal. Such are the basic points in pere-
stroika’s thinking and morality.

II. Man Is the Focus of Party Policy
The Party seeks to place man in the center of social
development, providing him with worthy living and
working conditions, guaranteeing him social justice,
political liberty and possibilities for comprehensive
development and spiritual fulfillment, and regards this
as its main goal. This is exactly what should determine
social progress.

The Soviet Communist Party stands for the earliest for-
mulation of legal acts guaranteeing the rights and free-
doms of citizens. The recognition of personal liberty as
the key and vital value and a volte-face to guarantee
the entire complex of human rights are perestroika’s
most important accomplishment. Now it is necessary
to consolidate these rights, to rest them on a solid
material, legal and political foundation.

The Party will uphold:

—Reliable legislative protection of a citizen’s person
and honor, the safety of his home and property,
the privacy of his correspondence and telephone
conversations,

—Stronger guarantees to implement the right to
work, including payment according to the quan-
tity and quality of work done and its final results,
the formation of a mechanism to maintain em-
ployment, training and re-training of personnel
and adequate material support for those who are
forced to change their trade, profession or place
of work,

—The development and strengthening of the polit-
ical rights of citizens: participation in running the
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affairs of society and the state, freedom of speech,
the press, meetings and demonstrations and the
formation of public organizations. Law and order
and requirements of Soviet laws should be strictly
observed,

—Freedom for creative activities and regard for
talent as a national asset. Encouraging a multi-
faceted culture in every way, the Party will uphold
humanistic criteria and, at the same time, protect
society from pseudo-culture. A commercial atti-
tude to culture is unacceptable to socialism,

—Man’s free self-determination in the spiritual
sphere, the freedom of conscience and religion.
Without abandoning its world outlook, the Party
will step up the dialogue between atheists and be-
lievers and pursue a policy that offers all churches
the opportunity to freely operate within the law,
contributing to mutual understanding between
people,

—A higher role of the court of law in protecting civil
rights, the establishment of public-state commis-
sions exercising law-enforcement activities.

The CPSU gives priority to the adoption of laws in the
near future on the press and other mass media, free-
dom of conscience and religious associations, public
associations, the order of emigration from and immi-
gration to the USSR, Soviet citizenship, languages of
Soviet peoples and other legislative acts that will guar-
antee the political and personal rights of citizens.

The Party will persistently seek to strengthen and de-
velop the economic and social rights of Soviet people
and to raise their well-being. It will concentrate its
efforts in this area on the following tasks:

—The drafting and legislative adoption of a state-
wide demographic policy applying to human re-
production and the regulation of migration,

—The implementation of the housing Program that
was put forth by the 27th CPSU Congress and
that aims to provide each Soviet family with a
separate flat or an individual house by the year
2000. This aim requires an increase in the rate of
and a substantial rise in the quality of housing
construction, provided by State funds and the
funds of enterprises, cooperatives, savings of



population and easy credits. It also necessitates
stiffer public control over the distribution of flats,
comprehensive development and architectural
plans that reflect the needs of the inhabitants,

—The right to protect health by improving medical
services, involving a considerable increase in
appropriations for public health and the utmost
mobilization of resources of enterprises, industries,
republics and local Soviets for these purposes,

—Stronger guarantees to preserve the environment,
rational use of natural resources, the adoption of a
long-term state ecological program for the coun-
try, the union and autonomous republics as well
as laws on environmental control, improvement
of the structure and operation of bodies engaged
in environmental protection,

—The development of the entire sphere of educa-
tion, enlightenment and culture and an increase
in the investments for these aims, the radical
improvement of the quality of teaching and the
training of specialists, increasing the prestige of
teachers, the promotion of competitiveness among
ideas and talents, overcoming the administra-
tive approach in the intellectual sphere, and the
monopoly of group interests, the preservation of
our cultural and spiritual heritage and historical
monuments, support for various social initiatives
and donations in the interest of developing edu-
cation and culture, broad and free exchange of
spiritual values with foreign countries.

The strategy of perestroika is based upon the profound
understanding of the role of science and mastering its
results in order to achieve a qualitatively new state for
our society.

The development and use of the country’s creative
potential should be based upon solid legislation. It is
important to ensure the effective protection of intel-
lectual property. The Party stands for the independence
of higher educational establishments and academic
and branch scientific institutions, for the diversity of
their structures.

The CPSU economic policy pays special attention to
the protection of those social strata and groups in the
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population that need primary help and support from
society.

The CPSU stands for:

—Carrying out broad measures to improve the labor
and housing conditions of women, including grant-
ing them the right to a reduced workday, work
according to a convenient schedule, an increase
in maternity leave, in leave for mothers of large
families and for single mothers, paid by enter-
prises, setting additional subsidies for leaves and
for health treatment, prioritizing the development
of high quality goods production and services for
women, their liberation from hard work that may
harm their health. Within the framework of the
political reform the Party will fight to promote the
employment of women in the leading posts,

—The resolute improvement of child care, the allo-
cation of more funds for the construction of chil-
dren’s institutions and the improvement of their
work, and for expanded production of children’s
goods, the immediate implementation of mea-
sures to reduce infant mortality rates,

—The development and implementation of an ef-
fective youth policy, the opening of wide possi-
bilities for implementing the capabilities and
meeting the requirements of the younger genera-
tion, efforts to ensure its participation with full and
equal rights in the political, economic and cultural
life of society, the renewal of the youth move-
ment, the young communist league, student and
other organizations, support for their initiatives
and for their growing desire for independence,

—The improvement of the positions of disabled
people and war and labor veterans, the adoption
of a new law on pensions and the development of
a special program for the provision of all invalids,
war and labor veterans and families of soldiers
and officers who were killed with flats in the next
five years, the implementation of resolutions on
the improvement of medical services and the ex-
tension of the production of goods for veterans
and invalids, the increase of pensions and allow-
ances depending on the price growth, the grant-
ing of the right to working pensioners to receive



full wages irrespective of the amount of their
pension.

Communists are convinced that citizens’ rights and
freedoms are inseparable from their civil duties. The
Party will consistently work towards the establishment
in society of respect for labor, law and order and of
readiness to defend the socialist Motherland, towards
the creation of legal and moral guarantees of such com-
mon human values as honesty and decency, kindness
and mercy, moral self-control and conscientiousness,
human dignity and freedom of choice.

The CPSU opposes all illegitimate privileges and ben-
efits and advocates full openness on this issue. Com-
munist Party membership or a leading post do not, in
themselves, provide any advantages. Abuses of office
must be eradicated.

III. For an Effective Planned Market Economy
The Party prioritizes the launching of effective work
by legislative and executive bodies at all levels to im-
prove the economic situation in the country.

The CPSU will help implement a series of measures,
worked out by the Council of Ministers and approved
by the Congress of People’s Deputies of the USSR, to
stabilize the consumer market, above all to eliminate
the gap between the large amount of ‘free’ money and
the degree to which it is matched by goods.

These measures should have an explicit social orienta-
tion and improve the economic position of low-income
groups of the population, above all.

The availability of foodstuffs for the population re-
mains the most acute problem. The CPSU advocates
the priority development of the agrarian sector in order
to accelerate an increase in the production of meat,
milk, vegetables and other products of farming and
livestock.

The solution of the food problem should rest on the
development of all forms of economic management in
agriculture. State-run, cooperative and individual farms
and diverse forms of management, based on contract,
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leasing, family and other principles, should be given
equal possibilities.

The strengthening of the material and technical basis
of agricultural production, of the processing and stor-
age of products and the lessening of their losses before
they are sold remains a major area of work.

The creation of a social balance between the town and
the country is a major task of perestroika. New possi-
bilities will have to be created within a short period of
time to provide villagers with comfortable dwellings,
services and roads.

We continue to focus on efforts to increase the produc-
tion of consumer goods. The CPSU will help imple-
ment a package of measures to help satiate the market.

The Party advocates an effective financial recovery pro-
gram, including such measures as the encouragement
of deposits in savings banks at increased interest rates,
the development of the insurance business, the distri-
bution of state loan bonds on advantageous terms, the
selling of dwellings, advance payments by the popula-
tion for durable goods they plan to buy in the future,
and the selling of stocks and other securities.

More flexible economic instruments and quotas will
be needed to prevent unfounded incomes and the
issue of money in circulation in excess of the supply of
goods.

The CPSU believes that the solution of current and
future socio-economic problems is inseparably linked
with the radical economic reform. The reform must
replace the command-and-distributive system—char-
acterized by monopoly, lack of initiative, wastefulness,
mismanagement and disregard for consumers’ interests
—with a plan-market economy based on a diversity
of property forms, competition between independent
manufacturers, a developed finance system and on the
powerful stimuli of personal and collective interest.

The economic reform has proven much more difficult
than it was initially perceived. But we are fully deter-
mined not to allow a return to the forms of economic



management that discredited themselves and that led
the country into stagnation and threw it behind devel-
oped countries.

Economic reform is unthinkable without a deep re-
structuring of the relations of property. The CPSU
advocates a diversity of its forms. Their equal and
sound competition is the economic basis of civil free-
doms, of the freedom to choose the forms and methods
in which a worker will work, and the guarantee of con-
sumers’ interests and rights.

Another important task is the transformation of state
property into property that will be democratically con-
trolled by the working people themselves on the basis
of leasing, full cost-accounting, contracts, joint-stock
and other modern forms. All of the forms will take into
account the scale of production, specific features of
regions and the degree to which integrating ties are
developed.

The Party stands for the all-round promotion of the
cooperative movement on a sound basis, for the
strengthening of production cooperatives, including
collective farms, and for the broadening of the sphere
of activity of various forms of labor collective property,
including sharing and joint-stock property.

The CPSU believes that the existence of labor’s indi-
vidual property, including ownership of the means of
production, does not contradict the modern stage in
the country’s economic development.

The use of any form of property must rule out the
worker’s alienation from the means of production and
the exploitation of man by man.

One of the most difficult aspects of the economic reform
is to find an organic combination of plan and market
methods to regulate economic activity.

Modern production is impossible without a centralized
planned management. This essentially socialist prin-
ciple of economic management has been adopted by
many countries.

However, it is crucially important to determine the
precise degree and methods of such management. Un-
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like in the past, when the plan attempted to encom-
pass the entire process of production and distribution,
there is now a need for a procedure in which planned,
centralized economic management will be exercised
through prices, taxes, interest rates, credits, payments,
etc. Its sphere will be strictly defined by the nature of
the strategic tasks.

These tasks include the implementation of major
scientific, technical and structural programs, the devel-
opment of infrastructure, comprehensive measures to
protect the human environment and renew its re-
sources, a policy for taxation and credit, and a guaran-
tee of a stable monetary circulation.

Matters pertaining to the people’s social security re-
quire centralized regulation.

The Party proceeds from the assumption that the
country needs a single all-union market—full-fledged
and regulated, which must become a permanently
operating mechanism to achieve and maintain a balance
between production possibilities and requirements, and
a dynamic equilibrium between solvent demand and
supply. This is also a condition for the incorporation of
the Soviet economy into world economic relations and
the transfer to a convertible rouble.

The creation of a full-fledged market economy requires
the formation of markets of consumer products, capital
goods, securities, investment, currencies and research
and development, and an early reform of the financial,
monetary and credit systems.

The restructuring of prices is a sine qua non condition
for the market to start regulating the economy. The
artificial price levels and proportions, the burden of
ineffective subsidies for some and ruinous deductions
from others provide false reference-points for eco-
nomic management. They confound the assessment of
management’s effect, perpetuate scientific and tech-
nological backwardness and prevent the efficient uti-
lization of the advantages of the international division
of labor.

Competition between product manufacturers, includ-
ing foreign firms, must become an important factor



regulating and restraining the growth of prices.
Making competition a reality calls for legislative de-
monopolization of production, trade, credit services
and insurance businesses.

The Party advocates a structural change of the econ-
omy in favor of the consumer sector, measures to cur-
tail ineffective and capital-intensive production, and
the revamping of the existing enterprises. There is a
need to give more attention to implementing programs
that rationally utilize nature and save resources, stocks,
raw materials and labor inputs, as well as combat mis-
management.

The conversion of defense industries must become an
organic component of the structural change. Based on
their high skills and scientific and technological poten-
tial, it is possible to sharply increase the output of
modern capital goods and consumer products. At the
same time the necessary resources must be allocated for
expanded reproduction, without which the economic
development is bound to get caught in a dead end.

The Party will do its utmost to support efforts to speed
up scientific and technological progress, which will be
measured by its economic, ecological and social effec-
tiveness and the prospects for its rapid introduction
into all spheres of societal life. The provision of
necessities for the powerful development of basic and
applied research is another major concern of the state.
More scope must be given to a variety of research
activities and the dissemination of knowledge.

The protection of nature is the protection of man.
Towards the close of the 20th Century, environmental
protection has become a categoric imperative for pre-
serving life on the earth. We must introduce world
standards in this country and take an active part in
international ecological cooperation.

The rapid industrial growth of the USSR, coupled with
an attitude of neglect toward conservation measures,
has led to grave pockets of ecological disaster. Urgent
measures and large investments are required to rectify
the situation. When deploying new industrial capaci-
ties, the Party deems it necessary to institutionalize a
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procedure to make a strict scientific assessment and to
consider public concerns.

At the same time one cannot panic, allowing unfounded
demands to close down enterprises that are vital to the
country and without which it is impossible to meet the
most elementary needs of the people. It will be impos-
sible to tackle ecological problems and save nature
without modern scientific, technological and industrial
development.

The USSR’s broader participation in the international
division of labor and co-production is indispensable to
its effective economic development. A reliable way to
achieve this is to increase the competitiveness of Soviet
goods and services, steadily enhance foreign-economic
ties, including in terms of currency, independence of
the enterprises, do away with the prevalence of raw
materials in exports and revise the import structure.

Working to implement all of the listed measures, the
Soviet Communist Party will carefully look after the
interests of the working people and erect a reliable
legal barrier against the shadow economy, corruption,
speculation and people who claim a monopoly.

[. . .]

V. Towards a New Federation
The CPSU’s Nationalities Policy at the Current Stage.
The fate of perestroika and the future of the country
depend to a great extent on the development of inter-
ethnic relations.

We resolutely reject attempts to cross out the great and
worthy achievements of our country due to the Octo-
ber Revolution—the consolidation and accession to
statehood of many peoples from former colonial prov-
inces of the Russian Empire, the overcoming of their
backwardness, new values of inter-ethnic relations and
sense of being equal members of a great world power.
At the same time distortions of Lenin’s nationalities
policy brought immense suffering and loss to the
peoples of our multi-ethnic state. Serious problems
accumulated during objective migrational and demo-
graphic processes as well.



The way out of these difficulties, as the Party sees it,
lies in the consistent implementation of economic and
political reforms, in the resolute rejection of the Stalin-
ist, essentially unitary, model of state structure, and in
the complete and invariable implementation of the
principle of federalism. Our approach to the develop-
ment of nations and inter-ethnic relations was set out
in the CPSU platform, “The Party’s Nationalities Pol-
icy in Present-day Conditions”. It rests on the follow-
ing key principles: the unconditional observance of the
rights of citizens of any nationality all over the coun-
try’s territory, a real guarantee of the sovereignty of
union republics and a new level of independence for
all forms of national autonomy, and the preservation of
the country’s integrity as a federation of free and equal
republics, voluntarily delegating part of their rights to
the union in order to attain common goals.

Self-Determination of Nations. The principle of the
self-determination of nations in a renewed Soviet
federation presupposes the freedom of national-state
entities to choose forms by which to structure life,
institutions and symbols of statehood. Our ideal is not
unification, but unity in diversity.

The Party reaffirms its commitment to Lenin’s prin-
ciple of the right of nations to self-determination,
including secession, and favors the adoption of a law
on a mechanism for the exercise of this right. At the
same time we are convinced that the weakening and
disruption of reciprocally diverse and interrelated ties
could lead to negative consequences for all peoples, to
say nothing about individual destinies—consequences
that are very difficult to foresee.

The Union and Union Republics. The transformation
of the Soviet Federation should be based on harmo-
nizing inter-ethnic relations and establishing optimal
links between union republics and the union as their
common entity.

The CPSU believes it is necessary to promote the
agreement principle of the structure of the Union.
This would make it possible to reflect the considerable
changes that have taken place and to execute new
approaches to an entire range of problems involving
nationalities and inter-ethnic relations.
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The voluntary delegation of clearly defined functions
to the responsibility of the union will help strengthen
the status of the union republics as sovereign states
with constitutional guarantees. The republics’ real sov-
ereignty is impossible without their economic inde-
pendence. But the present-day economy cannot make
do without the center operating at the macro-level. The
center has no interests that differ from the vital inter-
ests of the republics and the peoples forming the fed-
eration. A clear delineation of the responsibilities of
the union and the republics is required, including in
planning, budget arrangement, taxation, crediting and
price formation.

Direct contract ties between the enterprises of all
republics and regions, forming a union-wide market,
should become the economic foundation of integra-
tion processes, the renewal and consolidation of our
federation.

The republics’ relations with the center and among
themselves must take proper account of their specifics
—geographical location, historical development, for-
mation of statehood, role in the country’s pattern of
production forces, character and level of economies,
psychological frame of mind and customs of the peo-
ples inhabiting their territories.

The Development of Autonomous Formation. The per-
fection of the Soviet Federative State presupposes that
the sovereignty and rights of autonomous republics,
autonomous regions and autonomous districts will be
strengthened and broadened, that they will be given
more opportunities to make independent decisions on
major problems of economic, social and cultural life.
The Party will devote untiring attention to this.

The Rights of Nations and the Rights of a Person. Due
to migrational processes and deformations that have
occurred during the preceding development period
there is the danger that some peoples will lose their
distinctive national traits while residing in their his-
torical homelands. Perfectly warranted therefore are
measures to protect the native language, cultural and
ethnic features, the national spiritual values, the orig-
inal way of life and every republic’s demographic
structure.



At the same time, such measures must not be carried
out at the expense of the interests and rights of citi-
zens of other nationalities inhabiting a republic. Racism,
chauvinism and nationalism are incompatible with the
principles of socialism, with our country’s laws and
with international standards. No nation, no matter how
small it is, should forfeit its culture and language, its
inimitable image and character which were formed over
centuries. We favor granting compact national groups
the possibilities to set up their public, educational, reli-
gious and other associations, to have cultural and infor-
mation institutions, schools and places of worship.

Particular concern must be displayed at the state level
for small nations, for their specific way of life and
development. The Soviet Communist Party upholds
the unconditional right of all peoples to use their native
language freely, to declare it an official language within
the limits of their autonomous national-state require-
ments, including the Soviet Union’s foreign policy. It
is an instrument for inter-ethnic communication. It is
advisable to grant it the status of an official language
throughout the country’s territory.

Communists who are dedicated to internationalism
equally value the interests of all the peoples of our
country. The status of a Party, uniting people of all
nationalities, allows and obliges us to use this political
potential to settle inter-ethnic disputes and conflicts.
And we intend to act in this manner.

VI. Towards the Peaceful Development of Mankind
New Thinking, New Foreign Policy. By starting pere-
stroika and thereby initiating profound changes in the
entire world situation, by determining what our coun-
try will be like as a result of our renovation, we have
taken upon ourselves a huge responsibility to mankind.
What the world will be like in the 21st Century
depends on the success of perestroika in the USSR. In
turn, the radical improvement of the international sit-
uation and the ushering in of a peaceful era in the
world’s development meet the vital interests of the
Soviet people and contribute to perestroika’s progress.

Foreign policy, based on new thinking, has already
yielded positive results. The world is getting rid of the
bonds of confrontation. The integrity of modern civi-
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lization is more clearly discernable now, calling for a
new world policy. The “Cold War” has been stopped.
The danger of a world military conflict has receded. A
positive turn towards new relations has been made
in relations between the Soviet Union and the United
States. The first major steps have been taken towards
practical disarmament. Dialogue and talks are becom-
ing the principal form of international relations. Politi-
cal methods are assuming priority in settling regional
conflicts.

The Soviet Union’s new thinking and new foreign pol-
icy have placed it at the forefront of efforts to build a
safe and civilized world order. We stand for free socio-
political options. This principle, in addition to the
principle of balanced interests, must become universal
during the coming epoch, must rid it of positions-of-
strength policy and militarized thinking.

Our long-range foreign policy course comprises: a com-
prehensive range of mutually advantageous equitable
relations and contacts with all the countries of the
world, the renovation and development of cooperation
with allied states and CMEA members, active partici-
pation in the European process, the construction of
an ‘All-European Home’, activity in the Asian-Pacific
region in order to turn it into a zone of peace and
cooperation, all-out support for United Nations’ efforts
to implement the opportunities that have opened up
before it, “good offices” in the political settlement of
regional conflicts, solidarity with peoples and states
defending their independence from any outside
interference.

To demilitarize the world community, our course pro-
vides for: a complete ban on and the phased elimination
of nuclear weapons, an end to nuclear tests everywhere,
a ban on and liquidation of chemical weapons and their
manufacture, a radical reduction in conventional arms
and armed forces, moving towards eliminating the
very possibility of offensive wars, the withdrawal of all
foreign troops from the territories of other states and
the liquidation of military bases there, the prevention of
the militarization of space, the reorganization of military
alliances (pending their elimination) into defensive-
political associations in the service of universal secu-
rity and international stability, deep cuts in military



budgets and the conversion of defense industry, grad-
ual progress towards reciprocal openness on the earth,
at sea, in the sky and in outer space, and the effec-
tive control of military activity and compliance with
treaties.

The Party is convinced that only a policy leading
towards a historically irreversible era of peace for
mankind accords with the genuine interests of the
Soviet state now and in the future.

Towards a New Quality of International Cooperation.
The destinies of peoples, given the unqualified sover-
eignty of the states in which they live, are intertwined
more closely today than ever before. This places new
demands on world politics. It is imperative to unite the
efforts of the entire world community in order to solve
mankind’s global problems. It is only through con-
certed efforts that states can overcome hunger, misery,
mass epidemics, drug addiction and international ter-
rorism and halt the profound disparities developing in
different parts of the world. Only concerted efforts can
prevent an ecological disaster, the signs of which are
already making themselves felt on all continents. Only
the elimination of obstacles to scientific and techno-
logical exchanges and the creation of a genuinely world
economy will provide the material basis for the peace-
ful development of civilization. Progress towards these
objectives of the new epoch requires a drastically new
level of international cooperation. Here the United
Nations’ role is irreplaceable. We also favor interaction
with all progressive organizations on the local, conti-
nental, regional and international level.

The world community’s viability lies in the variety of
its modes of development and in its multi-faceted
nature: ethnic, spiritual, social, political, geographical
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and cultural. It is within the mainstream of the overall,
progressive movement of civilization—and we are
convinced of this—that the ideas of socialism will be
reborn and begin to gain an ever-growing influence.
Although they differ from country to country, the dra-
matic developments in Eastern Europe are painfully
overcoming the negative experience that emerged dur-
ing socialism’s struggle in the extremely unfavorable
setting of the “Cold War” and without due account of
the ethnic factor.

The changes that have occurred in East European
countries have not changed our friendly attitude to-
wards their peoples. The Party believes that the reforms
begun there, like perestroika in the USSR, will create
a more natural and firm basis for voluntary and mutu-
ally advantageous relations.

The Party is open to cooperation with the communist
and workers’, socialist and social-democratic, liberal and
national-democratic parties, with all organizations
and movements espousing peace, democracy and social
progress.

Perestroika allowed the historical split in the socialist
movement to heal and permitted the movement’s re-
vival as a world movement on a modern basis. One can
foresee the prospect—and the Party welcomes it—of a
consolidation of left forces in a search for a new world
and social progress.

[. . .]

Source: “Communist Party of the Soviet Union Central
Committee Platform,” Izvestiia, 13 February 1990, Transla-
tion by the Foreign Broadcast Information Service 90-031,
pp. 41–53.

156. NATO: The London Declaration, 6 July 1990

Introduction
As the Soviet Union relaxed its control over Eastern Europe and noncommunist governments came to power
throughout the region, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) heads of state of the Western alliance met
in London. Ascribing some credit to NATO for having “done much to bring about the new Europe,” they stated
their determination to keep the alliance in existence. While they intended that it should remain a purely defensive
pact, no one, they warned, could predict the future, and threats might still arise. They stated their intention of



Primary Source
1. Europe has entered a new, promising era. Central
and Eastern Europe is liberating itself. The Soviet
Union has embarked on the long journey towards a
free society. The walls that once confined people and
ideas are collapsing. Europeans are determining their
own destiny. They are choosing freedom. They are
choosing economic liberty. They are choosing peace.
They are choosing a Europe whole and free. As a con-
sequence, this Alliance must and will adapt.

2. 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 cen-
tury, it must continue to provide for the common
defence. This Alliance has done much to bring about
the new Europe. No one, however, can be certain of
the future. We need to keep standing together, to ex-
tend the long peace we have enjoyed these past four
decades. Yet our Alliance must be even more an agent
of change. It can help build the structures of a more
united continent, supporting security and stability
with the strength of our shared faith in democracy, the
rights of the individual, and the peaceful resolution of
disputes. We reaffirm that security and stability do not
lie solely in the military dimension, and we intend to
enhance the political component of our Alliance as pro-
vided for by Article 2 of our Treaty.

3. The unification of Germany means that the division
of Europe is also being overcome. A united Germany
in the Atlantic Alliance of free democracies and part
of the growing political and economic integration of the
European Community will be an indispensable factor
of stability, which is needed in the heart of Europe.
The move within the European Community towards
political union, including the development of a Euro-
pean identity in the domain of security, will also con-
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tribute to Atlantic solidarity and to the establishment
of a just and lasting order of peace throughout the
whole of Europe.

4. We recognise that, in the new Europe, the security
of every state is inseparably linked to the security of its
neighbours. NATO must become an institution where
Europeans, Canadians and Americans work together
not only for the common defence, but to build new
partnerships with all the nations of Europe. The At-
lantic 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.

5. We will remain a defensive alliance and will con-
tinue to defend all the territory of all our members. We
have no aggressive intentions and we commit ourselves
to the peaceful resolution of all disputes. We will never
in any circumstance be the first to use force.

6. The member states of the North Atlantic Alliance
propose to the member states of the Warsaw Treaty
Organisation 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 indepen-
dence of any state, or from acting in any other manner
inconsistent with the purposes and principles of the
United Nations Charter and with the CSCE Final Act.
We invite all other CSCE member states to join us in
this commitment to non- aggression.

7. In that spirit, and to reflect the changing political
role of the Alliance, we today invite President Gorba-
chev 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

“extending . . . the hand of friendship” to their former Warsaw Pact adversaries to the East and invited its member
states to “establish regular diplomatic liaison” with themselves. With nuclear and conventional arms control agree-
ments already in place, NATO anticipated that it would field smaller but more effective forces. The NATO powers
also suggested that they and the Soviet Union jointly eliminate all “nuclear artillery shells from Europe.” They ex-
pected that in the future political rather than military cooperation would become their highest priority. Finally, they
advocated an enhanced role for the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE), urging that body
to hold regular conferences and consultative meetings in order to promote the spread of democracy, the rule of law,
economic development, and environmental cooperation.



Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the Czech and
Slovak Federal Republic, the Hungarian Republic, 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 think-
ing and deliberations in this historic period of change.

8. Our Alliance will do its share to overcome the legacy
of decades of suspicion. We are ready to intensify mil-
itary contacts, including those of NATO Military Com-
manders, with Moscow and other Central and Eastern
European capitals.

9. We welcome the invitation to NATO Secretary Gen-
eral Manfred Wörner to visit Moscow and meet with
Soviet leaders.

10. Military leaders from throughout Europe gathered
earlier this year in Vienna to talk about their forces and
doctrine. NATO proposes another such meeting this
Autumn to promote common understanding. We intend
to establish an entirely different quality of openness in
Europe, including an agreement on “Open Skies”.

11. The significant presence of North American con-
ventional and US nuclear forces in Europe demon-
strates the underlying political compact that binds
North America’s fate to Europe’s democracies. But, as
Europe changes, we must profoundly alter the way we
think about defence.

12. To reduce our military requirements, sound arms
control agreements are essential. That is why we put
the highest priority on completing this year the first
treaty to reduce and limit conventional armed forces in
Europe (CFE) along with the completion of a mean-
ingful CSBM package. These talks should remain in
continuous session until the work is done. Yet we hope
to go further. We propose that, once a CFE Treaty is
signed, follow-on talks should begin with the same
membership and mandate, with the goal of building on
the current agreement with additional measures, in-
cluding measures to limit manpower in Europe. With
this goal in mind, a commitment will be given at the
time of signature of the CFE Treaty concerning the
manpower levels of a unified Germany.
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13. Our objective will be to conclude the negotiations
on the follow-on to CFE and CSBMs as soon as possi-
ble and looking to the follow-up meeting of the CSCE
to be held in Helsinki in 1992. We will seek through
new conventional arms control negotiations, within the
CSCE framework, further far-reaching measures in the
1990s to limit the offensive capability of conventional
armed forces in Europe, so as to prevent any nation
from maintaining disproportionate military power on
the continent. NATO’s High Level Task Force will
formulate a detailed position for these follow-on con-
ventional arms control talks. We will make provisions
as needed for different regions to redress disparities and
to ensure that no one’s security is harmed at any stage.
Furthermore, we will continue to explore broader arms
control and confidence-building opportunities. This is
an ambitious agenda, but it matches our goal: enduring
peace in Europe.

14. 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 highly mobile and
versatile so that Allied leaders will have maxi-
mum flexibility in deciding 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 requirements and the
number of exercises.

• NATO will rely more heavily on the ability to
build up larger forces if and when they might be
needed.

15. 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-defence and that we
seek the lowest and most stable level of nuclear forces
needed to secure the prevention of war.



16. The political and military changes in Europe, and
the prospects of further changes, now allow the Allies
concerned to go further. They will thus modify the size
and adapt the tasks of their nuclear deterrent forces.
They have concluded that, as a result of the new polit-
ical and military conditions in Europe, there will be a
significantly reduced role for sub-strategic nuclear sys-
tems of the shortest range. They have decided specifi-
cally that, once negotiations begin on short-range
nuclear forces, the Alliance will propose, in return for
reciprocal action by the Soviet Union, the elimination
of all its nuclear artillery shells from Europe.

17. New negotiations between the United States and
the Soviet Union on the reduction of short-range
forces should begin shortly after a CFE agreement
is signed. The Allies concerned will develop an arms
control framework for these negotiations which takes
into account our requirements for far fewer nuclear
weapons, and the diminished need for sub-strategic
nuclear systems of the shortest range.

18. Finally, with the total withdrawal of Soviet stationed
forces and the implementation of a CFE agreement, the
Allies concerned can reduce their reliance on nuclear
weapons. These will continue to fulfil an essential role
in the overall strategy of the Alliance to prevent war
by ensuring that there are no circumstances in which
nuclear retaliation in response to military action might
be discounted. However, in the transformed Europe,
they will be able to adopt a new NATO strategy mak-
ing nuclear forces truly weapons of last resort.

19. We approve the mandate given in Turnberry to the
North Atlantic Council in Permanent Session to over-
see the ongoing work on the adaptation of the Alliance
to the new circumstances. It should report its conclu-
sions as soon as possible.

20. In the context of these revised plans for defence
and arms control, and with the advice of NATO Mili-
tary Authorities and all member states concerned,
NATO will prepare a new Allied military strategy mov-
ing away from “forward defence” where appropriate,
towards a reduced forward presence and modifying
“flexible response” to reflect a reduced reliance on
nuclear weapons. In that connection NATO will elab-
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orate new force plans consistent with the revolutionary
changes in Europe. NATO will also provide a forum
for Allied consultation on the upcoming negotiations
on short-range nuclear forces.

21. The Conference on Security and Cooperation in
Europe (CSCE) should become more prominent in
Europe’s future, bringing together the countries of Eu-
rope and North America. We support a CSCE Summit
later this year in Paris which would include the signa-
ture of a CFE agreement and would set new standards
for the establishment, and preservation, of free soci-
eties. It should endorse, inter alia:

• CSCE principles on the right to free and fair
elections;

• CSCE commitments to respect and uphold the
rule of law;

• CSCE guidelines for enhancing economic coop-
eration, based on the development of free and
competitive market economies; and

• CSCE cooperation on environmental protection.

22. We further propose that the CSCE Summit in Paris
decide how the CSCE can be institutionalised to pro-
vide a forum for wider political dialogue in a more
united Europe. We recommend that CSCE govern-
ments establish:

• a programme for regular consultations among
member governments at the Heads of State and
Government or Ministerial level, at least once each
year, with other periodic meetings of officials to
prepare for and follow up on these consultations;

• a schedule of CSCE review conferences once
every two years to assess progress toward a Europe
whole and free;

• a small CSCE secretariat to coordinate these
meetings and conferences;

• a CSCE mechanism to monitor elections in all
the CSCE countries, on the basis of the Copen-
hagen Document;

• a CSCE Centre for the Prevention of Conflict
that might serve as a forum for exchange of mili-
tary information, discussion of unusual military
activities, and the conciliation of disputes involv-
ing CSCE member states; and



• a CSCE parliamentary body, the Assembly of
Europe, to be based on the existing parliamen-
tary assembly of the Council of Europe in Stras-
bourg, and include representatives of all CSCE
member states.

The sites of these new institutions should reflect the
fact that the newly democratic countries of Central and
Eastern Europe form part of the political structures of
the new Europe.
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23. Today, our Alliance begins a major transformation.
Working with all the countries of Europe, we are deter-
mined to create enduring peace on this continent.

Source: “Declaration on a Transformed North Atlantic
Alliance Issued by the Heads of State and Government
Participating in the Meeting of the North Atlantic Council
(The London Declaration),” North Atlantic Treaty Organi-
sation, NATO Basic Texts, http://www.nato.int/docu/
comm/49–95/c900706a.htm.

157. Helmut Kohl and Mikhail Gorbachev: Press Conference on
German Reunification, 16 July 1990

Introduction
At the end of World War II, the various Allied powers, including the Soviet Union, had found it impossible to agree
on the status of Germany. All had originally stated that the country should be united under a single government,
but once the Cold War took hold neither the Western powers nor the Soviets were prepared to risk the absorption
of Germany, Europe’s strongest state, in the rival camp. The dismantling of the Berlin Wall and the relaxation of
Cold War tensions in 1989–1990 gave the question of Germany’s future new saliency, as East and West Germans
alike called for the country’s reunification under one government. There was little question that should such an
event transpire, the West German authorities would take over the East, where communist rule had never been pop-
ular. In March 1990 the East Germans elected a noncommunist government whose major mandate was to negoti-
ate reunification with the West. Initially, the leaders of the World War II occupation powers—Britain, France, the
United States, and Russia, all of whom had long memories of Germany’s assertive behavior in the earlier twentieth
century—were unenthusiastic, but pledges that a reunited Germany would remain part of the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization (NATO) and become more closely integrated in the European Union (EU) allayed the con-
cerns of the Western leaders. On 1 July 1990 the two Germanies concluded an interim economic, social, and cur-
rency union. Russian objections still had to be countered. Meeting with Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev in July
1990 ten days after NATO had announced that it no longer regarded the Soviet Union as a threat, West German
Chancellor Helmut Kohl reached agreement that the two Germanies should be unified within a few months, after
which the East German government would cease to exist. Over the next three to four years, Soviet troops would be
withdrawn from East German soil. The new Germany was free to join any alliance it pleased and intended to
remain in NATO, but no NATO forces would be stationed on former East German territory until the Soviet mili-
tary personnel had left. Germany also pledged to reduce its army to 370,000 men and to refrain from producing or
owning atomic, biological, and chemical weapons. In addition, Germany agreed to accept the post–World War II
cession to Poland of much of its territory in the east. On 31 August 1990, representatives of the two Germanies
signed the Unification Treaty, followed on 12 September 1990 by the Treaty of Final Settlement between the two
Germanies and the four World War II occupying powers. The actual event took place on 3 October 1990.

Primary Source
Kohl Statement
[. . .]

Today I can state the following with satisfaction and in
agreement with President Gorbachev:

• The unification of Germany encompasses the
Federal Republic, the G.D.R. 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 unifi-
cation, receives its full and unrestricted sovereignty.



• The unified Germany may, in exercising its unre-
stricted sovereignty, decide freely and by itself
if and which alliance it wants to be a member
of. This complies with the C.S.C.E. Final Act. I
have declared as the opinion of the West German
Government that the unified Germany 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 G.D.R.

• The unified Germany concludes a bilateral treaty
with the Soviet Union for the organization of the
troop withdrawal from the G.D.R., which shall be
ended within three to four years. At the same
time, a transition treaty about the consequences
of the introduction of the Deutsche mark in the
G.D.R. for this time period of three to four years
shall be concluded with the Soviet Union.

• As long as Soviet troops will remain stationed on
the territory of the G.D.R., NATO structures will
not be expanded to this part of Germany. The
immediate realization of Articles 5 and 6 of the
NATO treaty will stay untouched by this from the
start. Non-integrated troops of the West German
Army, which means troops of territorial defense,
may be stationed on the territory of today’s G.D.R.
and in Berlin immediately after unification. For
the duration of the presence of Soviet troops on
former G.D.R. territory the troops of the three
Western Powers shall, in our opinion, stay in
Berlin. The Federal Government will ask the
Western Powers for that and will arrange the sta-
tioning with the respective governments.

• The Federal Government declares its willing-
ness to give a binding declaration in the current
Vienna talks to reduce the army of a unified Ger-
many within three to four years to a personnel
strength of 370,000. The reduction shall start when
the first Vienna agreement comes into effect.

• A unified Germany will refrain from production,
holding or command of atomic, biological and
chemical weapons and will remain a member of
the Non-Proliferation Treaty.

This joint agreement is a good starting basis to con-
clude now in time and successfully the external aspects
of German unification within the framework of the
two-plus-four talks.
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On my return I will make the necessary contacts with
the G.D.R. Government, and I take it that the Gov-
ernment of the G.D.R. shares our perception. I will
also deliver today’s reports to the three Western Powers
immediately. Foreign Minister Hans-Dietrich Gen-
scher will inform the three Western foreign ministers
tomorrow.

At the end of this talk, may I thank you, Mr. President
and you, Mrs. Gorbachev, for the great hospitality.
This hospitality was essential for the understanding. I
may say, the personal trust has grown further.

Gorbachev Statement
Chancellor Kohl has said a great deal about the great
work we have done together, the work and the visit
that I see as so important.

I want to give some concrete evaluations of some ques-
tions. First of all, I think that the work about such
important and difficult points that we did does not
only touch our two peoples, but all Europeans, and
that it also touches the world public. . . . 

We could work so fruitfully because, most of all, in the
course of the past years we went our way. 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 inten-
sive dialogue.

We have expected that there will be . . . changes, for
example in the area of NATO. 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.

We have received a very important impulse from the
conference in London, NATO’s most recent confer-
ence, which brought very important positive steps,
which were also understood as such by the socialist
countries and other European countries.

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 German expression: we made realpolitik. We have
taken as a basis today’s reality, the significance 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 G.D.R. And if on the basis of our
agreement 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
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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. . . . 

Source: “Excerpts From Kohl-Gorbachev News Confer-
ence on Germany and NATO,” New York Times, 17 July
1990. Copyright © 1990 by The New York Times Co.
Reprinted with permission.

158. Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe,
November 1990

Introduction
The Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe (CFE Treaty) was signed in November 1990 by the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and Warsaw Pact states and came into force on 17 July 1992, as did the follow-
up Concluding Act. The treaty was a companion to concurrent efforts by the Soviet Union and the United States to
cut nuclear weapons and delivery systems, which resulted in the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty
of 1988 and the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaties (START I and II) of 1991 and 1993. All were part of the broader
efforts once Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev came to power in 1985 to reduce Cold War tensions. The CFE Treaty
was a legally binding agreement intended to accomplish balanced reductions in the armed forces of each side in the
former Cold War. Neither of the two camps was permitted to possess more than 20,000 artillery pieces, 20,000 tanks,
30,000 armored combat vehicles, 6,800 combat aircraft, and 2,000 attack helicopters. The treaty covered the entire
area from the Atlantic to the Urals. Within this area several subregions were established, and each grouping would
be entitled to have equal numbers of the various weapons systems. No one single country could hold more than one-
third of the total armaments covered by this agreement. Weapons in excess of these limits were to be destroyed
within forty months of the agreement entering into force. Subsequent negotiations resulted in the Concluding Act
of the Negotiation on Personnel Strength of Conventional Armed Forces in Europe (the CFE-1A Agreement),
which established manpower limits for certain types of forces, although not sea-based naval forces, internal security
forces, or military personnel serving under United Nations (UN) commands. This agreement was signed in Helsinki
on 6 July 1992. The CFE Treaty sought to establish military equilibrium between the two rival European camps at
a lower level than had occurred in the past. The CFE Treaty was negotiated and signed under the auspices of the
Committee on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) established under the Helsinki Accords. Two days after
the CFE Treaty was signed, the CSCE formally declared that the Cold War had ended.

Primary Source
The Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe
(CFE) was signed in November 1990 by members of
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization and the now-
defunct Warsaw Pact. There are 29 signatories. Its ob-
jective was to reduce the levels of conventional troops
stationed in Europe, establishing equal ceilings for all
nations between the Ural Mountains and the Atlantic
Ocean regarding the armaments needed for launching

a surprise attack or carrying out a large-scale military
offensive.

Under the agreement, neither side in the former cold
war alliance can possess more than:

• 20,000 artillery pieces
• 30,000 armored combat vehicles
• 20,000 tanks



• 6,800 combat aircraft
• 2,000 attack helicopters

The treaty also established ceilings for the amount of
equipment that can be held by active units, setting the
numbers at:

• 17,000 artillery pieces
• 27,300 armored combat vehicles
• 16,500 tanks

The two groups have consulted internally to determine
how the reductions will be broken down by country.
The treaty also limits the proportion of equipment that
can be held by any one European country to one-third
of the total for the entire continent, and sets limits by
region.

Equipment in excess of the agreed amounts must be
destroyed. Most of the destroyed equipment will be
older and the United States will transfer some of its
new equipment to its allies to meet requirements. The
destruction must be completed by the end of the third
year after the treaty agreement, with one-quarter being
completed after one year and 60% after two years.

The CFE treaty has complex and groundbreaking
verification provisions that call for on-site inspections,
information exchanges, on-site destruction monitoring,
and challenge inspections. The treaty does not have an
end date and gives all participants the right to monitor
the destruction process.
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The CFE-1A talks are mandated in the CFE treaty
and require participants to reach agreement on further
measures aimed at increasing stability and security on
the continent. The CFE-1A talks ended on July 6,
1992 and include a political commitment by signato-
ries to limit (and in some cases reduce) the size of their
conventional armed forces. All the participants set their
own ceilings, which were not subject to negotiation.
The CFE-1A treaty has provisions for full information
exchanges on manpower, with verification linked to
the inspection program of the CFE equipment evalu-
ation program.

CFE-1A, which took effect on July 17, 1992, incorpo-
rates three stabilizing measures:

• A required 42-day notification period if any signa-
tory plans to increase its personnel in any ground
force unit by more than 1,000 and in any air force
unit by more than 500

• A provision requiring 42-days notification if a
nation plans to call up 35,000 or more reservists
(excluding call ups for such emergencies as natu-
ral disasters)

• A provision that any personnel relocated to forces
not under limitation remain subject to limitation
for 12–24 months.

Source: “Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in
Europe.” 19 November 1990, U.S. Department of State,
http://www.state.gov/t/ac/trt/4781.htm.

159. Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE),
Paris, 21 November 1990

Introduction
The Committee on Cooperation and Security in Europe (CSCE) was established under the 1975 Helsinki Agree-
ments to supervise their implementation and encourage further progress toward European harmony. At the time, it
was generally expected that the Cold War would be a permanent feature of international relations. After Mikhail
Gorbachev assumed power in the Soviet Union in 1985, he instituted conciliatory rather than competitive inter-
national policies, making unilateral cuts in Soviet forces, permitting the East European nations to establish non-
communist governments, and opening serious negotiations for mutual East-West reductions in both nuclear and
conventional weapons that de-escalated Cold War tensions and effectively dismantled the Soviet empire. The
Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty, signed in 1988, withdrew all intermediate-range nuclear mis-
siles from Europe, the first time an entire class of nuclear weapons had been eliminated. The Conventional Armed



Primary Source
A New Era of Democracy, Peace and Unity
We, the Heads of State or Government of the States
participating in the Conference on Security and Co-
operation in Europe, have assembled in Paris at a time
of profound change and historic expectations. The era
of confrontation and division of Europe has ended. We
declare that henceforth our, relations will be founded
on respect and co-operation.

[. . .]

Human Rights, Democracy and Rule of Law
We undertake to build, consolidate and strengthen de-
mocracy as the only system of government of our na-
tions. In this endeavour, we will abide by the following:

Human rights and fundamental freedoms are the birth-
right of all human beings, are inalienable and are guar-
anteed by law. Their protection and promotion is the
first responsibility of government. Respect for them
is an essential safeguard against an over-mighty State.
Their observance and full exercise are the foundation
of freedom, justice and peace.

Democratic government is based on the will of the
people, expressed regularly through free and fair elec-
tions. Democracy has as its foundation respect for the
human person and the rule of law. Democracy is the
best safeguard of freedom of expression, tolerance of
all groups of society, and equality of opportunity for
each person.

Democracy, with its representative and pluralist char-
acter, entails accountability to the electorate, the obli-
gation of public authorities to comply with the law and
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justice administered impartially. No one will be above
the law.

We affirm that, without discrimination, every individ-
ual has the right to

freedom of thought, conscience and religion or belief,
freedom of expression,
freedom of association and peaceful assembly,
freedom of movement;

no one will be:

subject to arbitrary arrest or detention,
subject to torture or other cruel, inhuman or degrad-

ing treatment or punishment;

everyone also has the right :

to know and act upon his rights,
to participate in free and fair elections,
to fair and public trial if charged with an offence,
to own property alone or in association and to exer-

cise individual enterprise,
to enjoy his economic, social and cultural rights.

We affirm that the ethnic, cultural, linguistic and reli-
gious identity of national minorities will be protected
and that persons belonging to national minorities have
the right freely to express, preserve and develop that
identity without any discrimination and in full equality
before the law.

We will ensure that everyone will enjoy recourse to
effective remedies, national or international, against
any violation of his rights.

Forces in Europe (CFE) Treaty, signed in 1990 under CSCE auspices, required major cuts in armed forces of both
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and Warsaw Pact alliances. In a dramatic proof that the Cold War
had ended on Western terms and “a new era of Democracy, Peace and Unity in Europe” had begun, the head of
the signatory states issued a charter whereby they undertook “to build, consolidate and strengthen democracy as
the only system of government of our nations.” They expressed their respect for human rights, economic liberty,
social justice, freedom, political pluralism, and environmental responsibility. They also stated their intention to set-
tle disputes among themselves by peaceful means, affirmed their commitment to economic cooperation, and
pledged themselves to combat terrorism. The declaration was striking evidence of the degree to which, despite its
global ramifications, the center of the Cold War had always remained the European rivalries between the two power
blocs centered on the United States and the Soviet Union.



Full respect for these precepts is the bedrock on which
we will seek to construct the new Europe.

Our States will co-operate and support each other with
the aim of making democratic gains irreversible.

Economic Liberty and Responsibility
Economic liberty, social justice and environmental
responsibility are indispensable for prosperity.

The free will of the individual, exercised in democracy
and protected by the rule of law, forms the necessary
basis for successful economic and social development.
We will promote economic activity which respects and
upholds human dignity.

Freedom and political pluralism are necessary ele-
ments in our common objective of developing market
economies towards sustainable economic growth, pros-
perity, social justice, expanding employment and effi-
cient use of economic resources. The success of the
transition to market economy by countries making ef-
forts to this effect is important and in the interest of us
all. It will enable us to share a higher level of prosper-
ity which is our common objective. We will co-operate
to this end.

Preservation of the environment is a shared responsi-
bility of all our nations. While supporting national and
regional efforts in this field, we must also look to the
pressing need for joint action on a wider scale.

Friendly Relations among Participating States
Now that a new era is dawning in Europe, we are de-
termined to expand and strengthen friendly relations
and co-operation among the States of Europe, the
United States of America and Canada, and to promote
friendship among our peoples.

To uphold and promote democracy, peace and unity
in Europe, we solemnly pledge our full commitment to
the Ten Principles of the Helsinki Final Act. We affirm
the continuing validity of the Ten Principles and our
determination to put them into practice. All the Prin-
ciples apply equally and unreservedly, each of them
being interpreted taking into account the others. They
form the basis for our relations.
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[. . .]

We are determined to enhance political consultation
and to widen co-operation to solve economic, social, en-
vironmental, cultural and humanitarian problems. This
common resolve and our growing interdependence
will help to overcome the mistrust of decades, to in-
crease stability and to build a united Europe.

We want Europe to be a source of peace, open to
dialogue and to co-operation with other countries, wel-
coming exchanges and involved in the search for com-
mon responses to the challenges of the future.

Security
Friendly relations among us will benefit from the con-
solidation of democracy and improved security.

We welcome the signature of the Treaty on Conven-
tional Armed Forces in Europe by twenty-two partici-
pating States, which will lead to lower levels of armed
forces. We endorse the adoption of a substantial new
set of Confidence- and Security-building Measures
which will lead to increased transparency and confi-
dence among all participating States. These are impor-
tant steps towards enhanced stability and security in
Europe.

The unprecedented reduction in armed forces result-
ing from the Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in
Europe, together with new approaches to security and
cooperation within the CSCE process, will lead to a
new perception of security in Europe and a new dimen-
sion in our relations. In this context we fully recognize
the freedom of States to choose their own security
arrangements.

Unity
Europe whole and free is calling for a new beginning.
We invite our peoples to join in this great endeavour.

We note with great satisfaction the Treaty on the Final
Settlement with respect to Germany signed in Moscow
on 12 September 1990 and sincerely welcome the fact
that the German people have united to become one
State in accordance with the principles of the Final
Act of the Conference on Security and Co-operation in



Europe and in full accord with their neighbours. The
establishment of the national unity of Germany is an
important contribution to a just and lasting order of
peace for a united, democratic Europe aware of its
responsibility for stability, peace and co-operation.

The participation of both North American and Euro-
pean States is a fundamental characteristic of the
CSCE; it underlies its past achievements and is essen-
tial to the future of the CSCE process. An abiding
adherence to shared values and our common heritage
are the ties which bind us together. With all the rich
diversity of our nations, we are united in our commit-
ment to expand our co-operation in all fields. The
challenges confronting us can only be met by common
action, co-operation and solidarity.

The CSCE and the World
The destiny of our nations is linked to that of all other
nations. We support fully the United Nations and the
enhancement of its role in promoting international
peace, security and justice. We reaffirm our commit-
ment to the principles and purposes of the United
Nations as enshrined in the Charter and condemn all
violations of these principles. We recognize with satis-
faction the growing role of the United Nations in world
affairs and its increasing effectiveness, fostered by the
improvement in relations among our States.

Aware of the dire needs of a great part of the world, we
commit ourselves to solidarity with all other countries.
Therefore, we issue a call from Paris today to all the
nations of the world. We stand ready to join with any
and all States in common efforts to protect and advance
the community of fundamental human values.

Guidelines for the Future
Proceeding from our firm commitment to the full
implementation of all CSCE principles and provisions,
we now resolve to give a new impetus to a balanced
and comprehensive development of our co-operation
in order to address the needs and aspirations of our
peoples.

Human Dimension
We declare our respect for human rights and funda-
mental freedoms to be irrevocable.

2804 159. Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE), Paris

We will fully implement and build upon the provisions
relating to the human dimension of the CSCE.

[. . .]

Determined to foster the rich contribution of national
minorities to the life of our societies, we undertake fur-
ther to improve their situation. We reaffirm our deep
conviction that friendly relations among our peoples, as
well as peace, justice, stability and democracy, require
that the ethnic, cultural, linguistic and religious iden-
tity of national minorities be protected and conditions
for the promotion of that identity be created. We de-
clare that questions related to national minorities can
only be satisfactorily resolved in a democratic political
framework. We further acknowledge that the rights of
persons belonging to national minorities must be fully
respected as part of universal human rights. Being aware
of the urgent need for increased cooperation on, as well
as better protection of, national minorities, we decide to
convene a meeting of experts on national minorities to
be held in Geneva from 1 to 19 July 1991.

We express our determination to combat all forms of
racial and ethnic hatred, antisemitism, xenophobia and
discrimination against anyone as well as persecution
on religious and ideological grounds.

In accordance with our CSCE commitments, we stress
that free movement and contacts among our citizens as
well as the free flow of information and ideas are cru-
cial for the maintenance and development of free soci-
eties and flourishing cultures. We welcome increased
tourism and visits among our countries.

[. . .]

Security
[. . .]

We call for the earliest possible conclusion of the Con-
vention on an effectively verifiable, global and compre-
hensive ban on chemical weapons, and we intend to be
original signatories to it.

We reaffirm the importance of the Open Skies initia-
tive and call for the successful conclusion of the nego-
tiations as soon as possible.



Although the threat of conflict in Europe has dimin-
ished, other dangers threaten the stability of our soci-
eties. We are determined to co-operate in defending
democratic institutions against activities which vio-
late the independence, sovereign equality or territorial
integrity of the participating States. These include
illegal activities involving outside pressure, coercion
and subversion.

We unreservedly condemn, as criminal, all acts, meth-
ods and practices of terrorism and express our deter-
mination to work for its eradication both bilaterally
and through multilateral co-operation. We will also join
together in combating illicit trafficking in drugs.

[. . .]

Economic Co-operation
We stress that economic co-operation based on market
economy constitutes an essential element of our rela-
tions and will be instrumental in the construction of a
prosperous and united Europe. Democratic institutions
and economic liberty foster economic and social prog-
ress, as recognized in the Document of the Bonn Con-
ference on Economic Co-operation, the results of which
we strongly support.

We underline that co-operation in the economic field,
science and technology is now an important pillar of the
CSCE. The participating States should periodically
review progress and give new impulses in these fields.

We are convinced that our overall economic co-operation
should be expanded, free enterprise encouraged and
trade increased and diversified according to GATT
rules. We will promote social justice and progress and
further the welfare of our peoples. We recognize in this
context the importance of effective policies to address
the problem of unemployment.

We reaffirm the need to continue to support demo-
cratic countries in transition towards the establishment
of market economy and the creation of the basis for
self-sustained economic and social growth, as already
undertaken by the Group of twenty-four countries. We
further underline the necessity of their increased inte-
gration, involving the acceptance of disciplines as well
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as benefits, into the international economic and finan-
cial system.

We consider that increased emphasis on economic co-
operation within the CSCE process should take into
account the interests of developing participating States.

We recall the link between respect for and promotion
of human rights and fundamental freedoms and scien-
tific progress. Co-operation in the field of science and
technology will play an essential role in economic and
social development. Therefore, it must evolve towards
a greater sharing of appropriate scientific and techno-
logical information and knowledge with a view to over-
coming the technological gap which exists among the
participating States. We further encourage the partic-
ipating States to work together in order to develop
human potential and the spirit of free enterprise.

We are determined to give the necessary impetus to
co-operation among our States in the fields of energy,
transport and tourism for economic and social develop-
ment. We welcome, in particular, practical steps to cre-
ate optimal conditions for the economic and rational
development of energy resources, with due regard for
environmental considerations.

[. . .]

Environment
We recognize the urgent need to tackle the problems
of the environment and the importance of individual
and co-operative efforts in this area. We pledge to
intensify our endeavours to protect and improve our
environment in order to restore and maintain a sound
ecological balance in air, water and soil. Therefore, we
are determined to make full use of the CSCE as a
framework for the formulation of common environ-
mental commitments and objectives, and thus to pur-
sue the work reflected in the Report of the Sofia
Meeting on the Protection of the Environment.

We emphasize the significant role of a well-informed
society in enabling the public and individuals to take
initiatives to improve the environment. To this end, we
commit ourselves to promoting public awareness and
education on the environment as well as the public



reporting of the environmental impact of policies,
projects and programmes.

We attach priority to the introduction of clean and low-
waste technology, being aware of the need to support
countries which do not yet have their own means for
appropriate measures.

We underline that environmental policies should be
supported by appropriate legislative measures and
administrative structures to ensure their effective
implementation.

We stress the need for new measures providing for the
systematic evaluation of compliance with the existing
commitments and, moreover, for the development of
more ambitious commitments with regard to notifica-
tion and exchange of information about the state of the
environment and potential environmental hazards. We
also welcome the creation of the European Environ-
ment Agency (EEA).

We welcome the operational activities, problem-
oriented studies and policy reviews in various existing
international organizations engaged in the protection
of the environment, such as the United Nations En-
vironment Programme (UNEP), the United Nations
Economic Commission for Europe (ECE) and the
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and De-
velopment (OECD). We emphasize the need for
strengthening their co-operation and for their efficient
co-ordination.

Culture
We recognize the essential contribution of our com-
mon European culture and our shared values in over-
coming the division of the continent. Therefore, we
underline our attachment to creative freedom and to
the protection and promotion of our cultural and spiri-
tual heritage, in all its richness and diversity.

In view of the recent changes in Europe, we stress
the increased importance of the Cracow Symposium
and we look forward to its consideration of guidelines
for intensified cooperation in the field of culture. We
invite the Council of Europe to contribute to this
Symposium.

2806 159. Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE), Paris

In order to promote greater familiarity amongst our
peoples, we favour the establishment of cultural cen-
tres in cities of other participating States as well as in-
creased cooperation in the audio-visual field and wider
exchange in music, theatre, literature and the arts.

We resolve to make special efforts in our national poli-
cies to promote better understanding, in particular
among young people, through cultural exchanges, co-
operation in all fields of education and, more specifi-
cally, through teaching and training in the languages of
other participating States. We intend to consider first
results of this action at the Helsinki Follow-up Meet-
ing in 1992.

Migrant Workers
We recognize that the issues of migrant workers and
their families legally residing in host countries have
economic, cultural and social aspects as well as their
human dimension.

We reaffirm that the protection and promotion of their
rights, as well as the implementation of relevant inter-
national obligations, is our common concern.

Mediterranean
We consider that the fundamental political changes
that have occurred in Europe have a positive relevance
to the Mediterranean region. Thus, we will continue
efforts to strengthen security and co-operation in the
Mediterranean as an important factor for stability in
Europe. We welcome the Report of the Palma de
Mallorca Meeting on the Mediterranean, the results of
which we all support.

We are concerned with the continuing tensions in the
region, and renew our determination to intensify ef-
forts towards finding just, viable and lasting solutions,
through peaceful means, to outstanding crucial prob-
lems, based on respect for the principles of the Final
Act.

We wish to promote favourable conditions for a harmo-
nious development and diversification of relations with
the non-participating Mediterranean States. Enhanced
cooperation with these States will be pursued with the



aim of promoting economic and social development and
thereby enhancing stability in the region. To this end,
we will strive together with these countries towards a
substantial narrowing of the prosperity gap between
Europe and its Mediterranean neighbours.
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[. . .]

Source: Conference on Security and Co-operation in
Europe, “Charter of Paris for a New Europe,” Organization
on Security and Cooperation in Europe, http://www
.osce.org/documents/mcs/1990/11/4045_en.pdf.

160. Agreement on the Cessation of the Military Provisions of the
Warsaw Pact, 25 February 1991

Introduction
The Warsaw Pact was an alliance whose raison d’être was the Soviet Union’s desire to assure its own security by
maintaining the nations of Eastern Europe, whose territory separated it from its West European opponents nations,
as friendly satellites with their foreign policies subordinated to Soviet direction. In 1989 Soviet leader Mikhail Gor-
bachev decided not just to grant the East European states greater autonomy but also decreed that should those
nations wish to select noncommunist governments, the Soviet Union would decline to use military coercion to pre-
vent this. Gorbachev’s stance marked the reversal of the Brezhnev Doctrine, promulgated by Leonid Brezhnev in
the wake of the 1968 Soviet intervention in Czechoslovakia. It was also a total rejection of one of the fundamental
guiding principles of Soviet foreign policy for more than four decades, that the East European nations would not
be permitted to establish nonsocialist governments or even socialist administrations unsympathetic to the Soviet
Union, which had governed Soviet interventions in East Berlin in 1953, Hungary in 1956, and Czechoslovakia in
1968 and the imposition of martial law in Poland in 1981. Predictably, the Warsaw Pact military alliance was highly
unpopular in most of its member states, regarded more as a means of subjugation than a guarantee of security. As
noncommunist governments came to power throughout Eastern Europe in 1989 and 1990, pressures mounted to
dismantle the alliance. Meeting in Budapest, Hungary, in February 1991, the foreign ministers of the member
states agreed to dissolve the alliance effective 1 April 1991. Repudiating their past allegiance to the Soviet Union,
the non-Soviet members then turned for protection to the West’s rival North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO).
Perceiving their new affiliation in part as a guarantee of their own security should a remilitarized Russia seek to
regain its former dominance, in 1991 the Czech Republic, Hungary, and Poland joined NATO, followed in 2004 by
Bulgaria, Romania, Slovakia, and Slovenia as well as the newly independent Baltic Republics of Estonia, Latvia, and
Lithuania, which had been incorporated in the Soviet Union during World War II. Russian leaders protested vigor-
ously but failed to prevent NATO’s eastward enlargement, a measure of their country’s massive decline in status.

Primary Source
[. . .]

1. As of 31 March 1991, the following documents will
cease to be in force:

—Protocol on the creation of a Unified Command
for the Armed Forces of the member-states of the
treaty of friendship, cooperation, and mutual assis-
tance from 14 May 1955

—Statute of the Committee of Ministers of
Defense of the member-states of the Warsaw
Pact in peace time from 17 March 1969

—Statute of the Unified Armed Forces and Unified
Command of the member-states of the Warsaw
Treaty in peace time from 17 March 1969

—Statute of the Military Council of the Unified
Armed Forces of the member-states of the War-
saw Treaty in peace time from 17 March 1969

—Statute of a common anti-aircraft defense system
for the member-states of the Warsaw Treaty in
peace time from 17 March 1969

—Statute of the Unified Armed Forces of the
member-states of the Warsaw Treaty and their
leadership organs in war time from 18 March
1980



As well as all other documents adopted in connection
with the above-mentioned acts, as implemented, al-
tered, or amended.

In accordance with the foregoing, as of 31 March 1991
all military organs and structures created within the
framework of the Warsaw Treaty—the Committee of
Ministers of Defense, the Unified Command of the
Unified Armed Forces, the Military Council of the UAF,
the Staff and Committee on Technology of the UAF, the
Military Scientific and Technical Council of the UAF,
the Unified Air Defense System of the member-states
of the Warsaw Treaty—are abolished. In addition, all
military activity conducted within the framework of
the Warsaw Treaty is terminated.

2. In accordance with point 1, as of 31 March 1991 the
activity of military personnel of national armies in the
administrative organs of the Unified Armed Forces and
in the apparatus of the agencies of the supreme com-
mander of the Unified Armed Forces in the national
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ministries of defense is terminated, as is the payment
of financial dues to the Unified Command.

3. The further handling of documents received by the
ministries of defense of the member-states of the Uni-
fied Command of the Unified Armed Forces, as well as
those received by the Unified Command from the min-
istries of defense, is to be determined by agreement
between the Unified Command and the ministries of
defense of the member-states. These documents are
not to be transferred to third countries and are not to
be divulged.

4. This protocol enters into force upon its signature.

[. . .]

Source: Vojtech Mastny and Malcolm Byrne, eds., A Card-
board Castle? An Inside History of the Warsaw Pact, 1955–1991
(Budapest, Hungary: Central European University Press,
2005), 682–683.

161. George H. W. Bush: Address to Congress on the Cessation of
the Persian Gulf Conflict, 6 March 1991

Introduction
The ending of the Cold War meant that the guiding principle of American foreign policy could no longer, as it had
been for more than four decades, be the strategy of containment of communism. The first major international cri-
sis of the immediate post–Cold War period occurred in August 1990 when Saddam Hussein, the dictatorial leader
of Iraq, annexed oil-rich Kuwait, a U.S. ally. With encouragement from British Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher,
President George H. W. Bush demanded that Iraq withdraw. When Hussein ignored this, under United Nations
(UN) auspices Bush organized a coalition of U.S. allies, including the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO)
powers, Saudi Arabia, and Japan, to drive Iraqi forces from Kuwait. Bush’s efforts were facilitated by the Soviet
Union and China, as both states refrained from using their veto power at the UN to sabotage this operation.
Launched in early 1991, Operation DESERT STORM ended quickly and successfully, as Hussein’s troops were swiftly
driven from Kuwait and pursued into Iraqi territory. Bush and his advisors soon decided to halt the invasion of Iraq,
as they did not wish to deal with the challenges that overthrowing Hussein was likely to bring in their train, and
they therefore left the weakened dictator in power but subject to confining UN sanctions and restrictions. Ad-
dressing Congress shortly after the Persian Gulf War had ended, a triumphant Bush promised aid to the Middle
East. He then proclaimed that the ending of the Cold War had made it possible for the UN to function as its
founders had originally intended so that there was a “very real prospect of a new world order.” This would, Bush
stated, be a “world in which freedom and respect for human rights find a home among all nations.” He urged Con-
gress to take swift and decisive action on economic problems, pollution, and crime to enable the country to fill its
historic mission of implementing that new world order. Bush’s speech was somewhat vague as to precisely what the
new world order would encompass or how it would be organized. Critics charged that he envisaged that the United
States could use its unrivaled military and economic might to dominate the new world order in its own interests.



Primary Source
Tonight, I come to this House to speak about the
world—the world after war. The recent challenge could
not have been clearer. Saddam Hussein was the villain;
Kuwait, the victim. To the aid of this small country
came nations from North America and Europe, from
Asia and South America, from Africa and the Arab
world, all united against aggression. Our uncommon
coalition must now work in common purpose: to forge
a future that should never again be held hostage to the
darker side of human nature.

Tonight in Iraq, Saddam walks amidst ruin. His war
machine is crushed. His ability to threaten mass de-
struction is itself destroyed. His people have been lied
to, denied the truth. And when his defeated legions
come home, all Iraqis will see and feel the havoc he
has wrought. And this I promise you: For all that Sad-
dam has done to his own people, to the Kuwaitis, and
to the entire world, Saddam and those around him are
accountable.

All of us grieve for the victims of war, for the people of
Kuwait and the suffering that scars the soul of that
proud nation. We grieve for all our fallen soldiers and
their families, for all the innocents caught up in this
conflict. And, yes, we grieve for the people of Iraq, a
people who have never been our enemy. My hope
is that one day we will once again welcome them as
friends into the community of nations. Our commit-
ment to peace in the Middle East does not end with
the liberation of Kuwait. So, tonight let me outline
four key challenges to be met.

First, we must work together to create shared security
arrangements in the region. Our friends and allies in
the Middle East recognize that they will bear the bulk
of the responsibility for regional security. But we want
them to know that just as we stood with them to repel
aggression, so now America stands ready to work with
them to secure the peace. This does not mean station-
ing U.S. ground forces in the Arabian Peninsula, but it
does mean American participation in joint exercises
involving both air and ground forces. It means main-
taining a capable U.S. naval presence in the region, just
as we have for over 40 years. Let it be clear: Our vital
national interests depend on a stable and secure Gulf.
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Second, we must act to control the proliferation of
weapons of mass destruction and the missiles used to
deliver them. It would be tragic if the nations of the
Middle East and Persian Gulf were now, in the wake
of war, to embark on a new arms race. Iraq requires
special vigilance. Until Iraq convinces the world of
its peaceful intentions—that its leaders will not use
new revenues to rearm and rebuild its menacing war
machine—Iraq must not have access to the instru-
ments of war.

And third, we must work to create new opportunities for
peace and stability in the Middle East. On the night I
announced Operation Desert Storm, I expressed my
hope that out of the horrors of war might come new
momentum for peace. We’ve learned in the modern
age geography cannot guarantee security, and security
does not come from military power alone.

All of us know the depth of bitterness that has made
the dispute between Israel and its neighbors so painful
and intractable. Yet, in the conflict just concluded,
Israel and many of the Arab States have for the first
time found themselves confronting the same aggres-
sor. By now, it should be plain to all parties that peace-
making in the Middle East requires compromise. At
the same time, peace brings real benefits to everyone.
We must do all that we can to close the gap between
Israel and the Arab States—and between Israelis and
Palestinians. The tactics of terror lead absolutely
nowhere. There can be no substitute for diplomacy.

A comprehensive peace must be grounded in United
Nations Security Council Resolutions 242 and 338 and
the principle of territory for peace. This principle must
be elaborated to provide for Israel’s security and recog-
nition and at the same time for legitimate Palestinian
political rights. Anything else would fail the twin test
of fairness and security. The time has come to put an
end to Arab-Israeli conflict.

The war with Iraq is over. The quest for solutions to
the problems in Lebanon, in the Arab-Israeli dispute,
and in the Gulf must go forward with new vigor and
determination. And I guarantee you: No one will work
harder for a stable peace in the region than we will.



Fourth, we must foster economic development for the
sake of peace and progress. The Persian Gulf and Mid-
dle East form a region rich in natural resources with a
wealth of untapped human potential. Resources once
squandered on military might must be redirected to
more peaceful ends. We are already addressing the
immediate economic consequences of Iraq’s aggres-
sion. Now, the challenge is to reach higher, to foster
economic freedom and prosperity for all the people of
the region.

By meeting these four challenges we can build a frame-
work for peace. I’ve asked Secretary of State Baker to
go to the Middle East to begin the process. . . . 

To all the challenges that confront this region of the
world there is no single solution, no solely American
answer. But we can make a difference. America will
work tirelessly as a catalyst for positive change.

But we cannot lead a new world abroad if, at home, it’s
politics as usual on American defense and diplomacy.
It’s time to turn away from the temptation to protect
unneeded weapons systems and obsolete bases. It’s
time to put an end to micromanagement of foreign and
security assistance programs—micromanagement that
humiliates our friends and allies and hamstrings our
diplomacy. It’s time to rise above the parochial and the
pork barrel, to do what is necessary, what’s right, and
what will enable this nation to play the leadership role
required of us.

The consequences of the conflict in the Gulf reach far
beyond the confines of the Middle East. Twice before
in this century, an entire world was convulsed by war.
Twice this century, out of the horrors of war hope
emerged for enduring peace. Twice before, those
hopes proved to be a distant dream, beyond the grasp
of man. Until now, the world we’ve known has been a
world divided—a world of barbed wire and concrete
block, conflict, and cold war.

Now, we can see a new world coming into view. A
world in which there is the very real prospect of a new
world order. In the words of Winston Churchill, a world
order in which “the principles of justice and fair play
protect the weak against the strong. . . .” A world where
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the United Nations, freed from cold war stalemate, is
poised to fulfill the historic vision of its founders. A
world in which freedom and respect for human rights
find a home among all nations. The Gulf war put this
new world to its first test. And my fellow Americans,
we passed that test. For the sake of our principles, for
the sake of the Kuwaiti people, we stood our ground.
Because the world would not look the other way, Am-
bassador al-Sabah, tonight Kuwait is free. And we’re
very happy about that.

Tonight, as our troops begin to come home, let us rec-
ognize that the hard work of freedom still calls us for-
ward. We’ve learned the hard lessons of history. The
victory over Iraq was not waged as “a war to end all
wars.” Even the new world order cannot guarantee
an era of perpetual peace. But enduring peace must
be our mission. Our success in the Gulf will shape not
only the new world order we seek but our mission here
at home.

In the war just ended, there were clear-cut objectives
—timetables—and, above all, an overriding impera-
tive to achieve results. We must bring that same sense
of self-discipline, that same sense of urgency, to the
way we meet challenges here at home. In my State of
the Union Address and in my budget, I defined a com-
prehensive agenda to prepare for the next American
century.

Our first priority is to get this economy rolling again.
The fear and uncertainty caused by the Gulf crisis
were understandable. But now that the war is over, oil
prices are down, interest rates are down, and confi-
dence is rightly coming back. Americans can move for-
ward to lend, spend, and invest in this, the strongest
economy on Earth.

We must also enact the legislation that is key to build-
ing a better America. For example, in 1990, we enacted
an historic Clean Air Act. And now we’ve proposed a
national energy strategy. We passed a child-care bill that
put power in the hands of parents. And today, we’re
ready to do the same thing with our schools and expand
choice in education. We passed a crime bill that made
a useful start in fighting crime and drugs. This year,
we’re sending to Congress our comprehensive crime



package to finish the job. We passed the landmark
Americans with Disabilities Act. And now we’ve sent
forward our civil rights bill. We also passed the aviation
bill. This year, we’ve sent up our new highway bill.
And these are just a few of our pending proposals for
reform and renewal.

So, tonight I call on the Congress to move forward ag-
gressively on our domestic front. Let’s begin with two
initiatives we should be able to agree on quickly: trans-
portation and crime. And then, let’s build on success
with those and enact the rest of our agenda. If our forces
could win the ground war in 100 hours, then surely the
Congress can pass this legislation in 100 days. Let that
be a promise we make tonight to the American people.

When I spoke in this House about the state of our
Union, I asked all of you: If we can selflessly confront
evil for the sake of good in a land so far away, then
surely we can make this land all that it should be. In
the time since then, the brave men and women of
Desert Storm accomplished more than even they may
realize. They set out to confront an enemy abroad, and
in the process, they transformed a nation at home.
Think of the way they went about their mission—with
confidence and quiet pride. Think about their sense of
duty, about all they taught us about our values, about
ourselves.
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We hear so often about our young people in turmoil—
how our children fall short, how our schools fail us,
how American products and American workers are sec-
ond-class. Well, don’t you believe it. The America we
saw in Desert Storm was first-class talent. And they did
it using America’s state-of-the-art technology. We saw
the excellence embodied in the Patriot missile and the
patriots who made it work. And we saw soldiers who
know about honor and bravery and duty and country
and the world-shaking power of these simple words.
There is something noble and majestic about the pride,
about the patriotism that we feel tonight.

[. . .]

We went halfway around the world to do what is moral
and just and right. We fought hard and, with others, we
won the war. We lifted the yoke of aggression and
tyranny from a small country that many Americans had
never even heard of, and we ask nothing in return.

We’re coming home now—proud, confident, heads high.
There is much that we must do, at home and abroad.
And we will do it. We are Americans.

Source: George H. W. Bush, Public Papers of the Presidents of
the United States: George Bush 1991, Bk. 1 (Washington, DC:
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1991), 218–222.

162. Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty I, 31 July 1991

Introduction
An extension of the nuclear arms reduction treaties of SALT I (1972) and SALT II (1979), the Strategic Arms Re-
duction Treaty I (also known as START I) further limited the spread and development of nuclear weapons by the
United States and the Soviet Union. Negotiations for further arms control agreements began under President
Ronald Reagan in 1982 but made little progress until Mikhail Gorbachev became Soviet leader in 1985. START I
was signed by U.S. President George H. W. Bush and Soviet Premier Mikhail Gorbachev on 31 July 1991 in the
final days of the Cold War and just weeks before the fall of the Soviet Union. After the dissolution of the Soviet
Union, the failure of the successor states party to START I—Russia, Belarus, Kazakhstan, and Ukraine—to ratify
this treaty until 1994 delayed its implementation, which was somewhat patchy due to the lack of Soviet funds for
dismantling weapons scheduled for destruction. START I required each side to reduce its strategic offensive arms
to 1,600 strategic nuclear delivery vehicles, 6,000 accountable warheads, and 4,900 ballistic missile warheads. The
Soviet side was permitted 1,540 warheads on 154 heavy intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs). Belarus,
Kazakhstan, and Ukraine were expected to become nonnuclear states by 2001 and did so, while Russia and the
United States would cut their strategic nuclear arsenals by 30–40 percent, reductions that were anticipated to be
made deeper by a subsequent START II Treaty. START I was expected to remain in force for fifteen years, with



Primary Source
TREATY BETWEEN THE UNITED

STATES OF AMERICA AND THE UNION

OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS ON

THE REDUCTION AND LIMITATION OF

STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE ARMS

The United States of America and the Union of So-
viet Socialist Republics, hereinafter referred to as the
Parties,

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 . . . 

[. . .]

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 IV
1. For ICBMs and SLBMs:

(a) Each Party shall limit the aggregate number of
non-deployed ICBMs for mobile launchers of
ICBMs to no more than 250. Within this limit,
the number of non-deployed ICBMs for rail-
mobile launchers of ICBMs shall not exceed 125.
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(b) Each Party shall limit the number of non-
deployed ICBMs at a maintenance facility of an
ICBM base for mobile launchers of ICBMs to
no more than two ICBMs of each type specified
for that ICBM base. Non-deployed ICBMs for
mobile launchers of ICBMs located at a mainte-
nance facility shall be stored separately from
non-deployed mobile launchers of ICBMs lo-
cated at that maintenance facility.

(c) Each Party shall limit the number of non-
deployed ICBMs and sets of ICBM emplace-
ment equipment at an ICBM base for silo
launchers of ICBMs to no more than:
(i) two ICBMs of each type specified for that

ICBM base and six sets of ICBM emplace-
ment equipment for each type of ICBM
specified for that ICBM base; or

(ii) four ICBMs of each type specified for that
ICBM base and two sets of ICBM emplace-
ment equipment for each type of ICBM
specified for that ICBM base.

(d) Each Party shall limit the aggregate number of
ICBMs and SLBMs located at test ranges to no
more than 35 during the seven-year period after
entry into force of this Treaty. Thereafter, the
aggregate number of ICBMs and SLBMs located
at test ranges shall not exceed 25.

2. For ICBM launchers and SLBM launchers:

(a) Each Party shall limit the aggregate number of
non-deployed mobile launchers of ICBMs to
no more than 110. Within this limit, the number
of non-deployed rail-mobile launchers of ICBMs
shall not exceed 18.

(b) Each Party shall limit the number of non-
deployed mobile launchers of ICBMs located at
the maintenance facility of each ICBM base for
mobile launchers of ICBMs to no more than two
such ICBM launchers of each type of ICBM
specified for that ICBM base.

the possibility of further five-year extensions. By December 2001, both Russia and the United States had cut their
deployed warheads to 6,000 apiece, the START I level. Even before the treaty came into force, both sides began
scrapping ICBMs and launchers, submarine-launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs) and launchers, and heavy bombers.
The treaty was dramatic proof that the United States and the Soviet Union could cooperate on major strategic arms
reductions.



(c) Each Party shall limit the number of non-
deployed mobile launchers of ICBMs located at
training facilities for ICBMs to no more than
40. Each such launcher may contain only a train-
ing model of a missile. Non-deployed mobile
launchers of ICBMs that contain training models
of missiles shall not be located outside a training
facility.

(d) Each Party shall limit the aggregate number of
test launchers to no more than 45 during the
seven-year period after entry into force of this
Treaty. Within this limit, the number of fixed
test launchers shall not exceed 25, and the
number of mobile test launchers shall not ex-
ceed 20. Thereafter, the aggregate number of
test launchers shall not exceed 40. Within this
limit, the number of fixed test launchers shall
not exceed 20, and the number of mobile test
launchers shall not exceed 20.

(e) Each Party shall limit the aggregate number
of silo training launchers and mobile training
launchers to no more than 60. ICBMs shall not
be launched from training launchers. Each such
launcher may contain only a training model of
a missile. Mobile training launchers shall not
be capable of launching ICBMs, and shall differ
from mobile launchers of ICBMs and other road
vehicles or railcars on the basis of differences
that are observable by national technical means
of verification.

3. For heavy bombers and former heavy bombers:

(a) Each Party shall limit the aggregate number of
heavy bombers equipped for non-nuclear arma-
ments, former heavy bombers, and training heavy
bombers to no more than 75.

(b) Each Party shall limit the number of test heavy
bombers to no more than 20.

4. For ICBMs and SLBMs used for delivering objects
into the upper atmosphere or space:

(a) Each Party shall limit the number of space
launch facilities to no more than five, unless
otherwise agreed. Space launch facilities shall
not overlap ICBM bases.
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(b) Each Party shall limit the aggregate number of
ICBM launchers and SLBM launchers located
at space launch facilities to no more than 20,
unless otherwise agreed. Within this limit, the
aggregate number of silo launchers of ICBMs
and mobile launchers of ICBMs located at space
launch facilities shall not exceed ten, unless
otherwise agreed.

(c) Each Party shall limit the aggregate number of
ICBMs and SLBMs located at a space launch
facility to no more than the number of ICBM
launchers and SLBM launchers located at that
facility.

5. Each Party shall limit the number of transporter-
loaders for ICBMs for road-mobile launchers of ICBMs
located at each deployment area or test range to no
more than two for each type of ICBM for road-mobile
launchers of ICBMs that is attributed with one warhead
and that is specified for that deployment area or test
range, and shall limit the number of such transporter-
loaders located outside deployment areas and test
ranges to no more than six. The aggregate number of
transporter-loaders for ICBMs for road-mobile launch-
ers of ICBMs shall not exceed 30.

6. Each Party shall limit the number of ballistic missile
submarines in dry dock within five kilometers of the
boundary of each submarine base to no more than two.

7. For static displays and ground trainers:

(a) Each Party shall limit the number of ICBM
launchers and SLBM launchers placed on static
display after signature of this Treaty to no more
than 20, the number of ICBMs and SLBMs
placed on static display after signature of this
Treaty to no more than 20, the number of launch
canisters placed on static display after signature
of this Treaty to no more than 20, and the num-
ber of heavy bombers and former heavy bombers
placed on static display after signature of this
Treaty to no more than 20. Such items placed on
static display prior to signature of this Treaty
shall be specified in Annex I to the Memoran-
dum of Understanding, but shall not be subject
to the limitations provided for in this Treaty.



(b) Each Party shall limit the aggregate number of
heavy bombers converted after signature of this
Treaty for use as ground trainers and former
heavy bombers converted after signature of this
Treaty for use as ground trainers to no more than
five. Such items converted prior to signature
of this Treaty for use as ground trainers shall be
specified in Annex I to the Memorandum of
Understanding, but shall not be subject to the
limitations provided for in this Treaty.

8. Each Party shall limit the aggregate number of stor-
age facilities for ICBMs or SLBMs and repair facilities
for ICBMs or SLBMs to no more than 50.

9. With respect to locational and related restrictions on
strategic offensive arms:

(a) Each Party shall locate non-deployed ICBMs
and non-deployed SLBMs only at maintenance
facilities of ICBM bases; submarine bases; ICBM
loading facilities; SLBM loading facilities; pro-
duction facilities for ICBMs or SLBMs; repair
facilities for ICBMs or SLBMs; storage facilities
for ICBMs or SLBMs; conversion or elimination
facilities for ICBMs or SLBMs; test ranges; or
space launch facilities. Prototype ICBMs and
prototype SLBMs, however, shall not be located
at maintenance facilities of ICBM bases or
at submarine bases. Non-deployed ICBMs and
non-deployed SLBMs may also be in transit.
Non-deployed ICBMs for silo launchers of
ICBMs may also be transferred within an ICBM
base for silo launchers of ICBMs. Non-deployed
SLBMs that are located on missile tenders and
storage cranes shall be considered to be located
at the submarine base at which such missile ten-
ders and storage cranes are specified as based.

(b) Each Party shall locate non-deployed mobile
launchers of ICBMs only at maintenance fa-
cilities of ICBM bases for mobile launchers of
ICBMs, production facilities for mobile launch-
ers of ICBMs, repair facilities for mobile
launchers of ICBMs, storage facilities for mobile
launchers of ICBMs, ICBM loading facilities,
training facilities for ICBMs, conversion or elim-
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ination facilities for mobile launchers of ICBMs,
test ranges, or space launch facilities. Mobile
launchers of prototype ICBMs, however, shall
not be located at maintenance facilities of ICBM
bases for mobile launchers of ICBMs. Non-
deployed mobile launchers of ICBMs may also
be in transit.

(c) Each Party shall locate test launchers only at test
ranges, except that rail-mobile test launchers
may conduct movements for the purpose of test-
ing outside a test range, provided that:
(i) each such movement is completed no later

than 30 days after it begins;
(ii) each such movement begins and ends at

the same test range and does not involve
movement to any other facility;

(iii) movements of no more than six rail-mobile
launchers of ICBMs are conducted in each
calendar year; and

(iv) no more than one train containing no more
than three rail-mobile test launchers is lo-
cated outside test ranges at any one time.

(d) A deployed mobile launcher of ICBMs and its
associated missile that relocates to a test range
may, at the discretion of the testing Party, either
continue to be counted toward the maximum
aggregate limits provided for in Article II of this
Treaty, or be counted as a mobile test launcher
pursuant to paragraph 2(d) of this Article. If a
deployed mobile launcher of ICBMs and its
associated missile that relocates to a test range
continues to be counted toward the maximum
aggregate limits provided for in Article II of this
Treaty, the period of time during which it con-
tinuously remains at a test range shall not exceed
45 days. The number of such deployed road-
mobile launchers of ICBMs and their associated
missiles located at a test range at any one time
shall not exceed three, and the number of such
deployed rail-mobile launchers of ICBMs and
their associated missiles located at a test range at
any one time shall not exceed three.

(e) Each Party shall locate silo training launchers
only at ICBM bases for silo launchers of ICBMs
and training facilities for ICBMs. The number
of silo training launchers located at each ICBM



base for silo launchers of ICBMs shall not ex-
ceed one for each type of ICBM specified for
that ICBM base.

(f) Test heavy bombers shall be based only at
heavy bomber flight test centers and at produc-
tion facilities for heavy bombers. Training heavy
bombers shall be based only at training facilities
for heavy bombers.

10. Each Party shall locate solid rocket motors for first
stages of ICBMs for mobile launchers of ICBMs only
at locations where production and storage, or testing
of such motors occurs and at production facilities for
ICBMs for mobile launchers of ICBMs. Such solid
rocket motors may also be moved between these loca-
tions. Solid rocket motors with nozzles attached for the
first stages of ICBMs for mobile launchers of ICBMs
shall only be located at production facilities for ICBMs
for mobile launchers of ICBMs and at locations where
testing of such solid rocket motors occurs. Locations
where such solid rocket motors are permitted shall be
specified in Annex I to the Memorandum of Under-
standing.

[. . .]

ARTICLE V
1. Except as prohibited by the provisions of this Treaty,
modernization and replacement of strategic offensive
arms may be carried out.

2. Each Party undertakes not to:

(a) produce, flight-test, or deploy heavy ICBMs of a
new type, or increase the launch weight or throw-
weight of heavy ICBMs of an existing type;

(b) produce, flight-test, or deploy heavy SLBMs;
(c) produce, test, or deploy mobile launchers of

heavy ICBMs;
(d) produce, test, or deploy additional silo launch-

ers of heavy ICBMs, except for silo launchers of
heavy ICBMs that replace silo launchers of heavy
ICBMs that have been eliminated in accordance
with Section II of the Conversion or Elimina-
tion Protocol, provided that the limits provided
for in Article II of this Treaty are not exceeded;
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(e) convert launchers that are not launchers of
heavy ICBMs into launchers of heavy ICBMs;

(f) produce, test, or deploy launchers of heavy
SLBMs;

(g) reduce the number of warheads attributed to a
heavy ICBM of an existing type.

3. Each Party undertakes not to deploy ICBMs other
than in silo launchers of ICBMs, on road-mobile
launchers of ICBMs, or on rail-mobile launchers of
ICBMs. Each Party undertakes not to produce, test, or
deploy ICBM launchers other than silo launchers of
ICBMs, road-mobile launchers of ICBMs, or rail-mobile
launchers of ICBMs.

4. Each Party undertakes not to deploy on a mobile
launcher of ICBMs an ICBM of a type that was not
specified as a type of ICBM for mobile launchers of
ICBMs in accordance with paragraph 2 of Section VII
of the Protocol on Notifications Relating to this Treaty,
hereinafter referred to as the Notification Protocol,
unless it is an ICBM to which no more than one war-
head is attributed and the Parties have agreed within
the framework of the Joint Compliance and Inspection
Commission to permit deployment of such ICBMs on
mobile launchers of ICBMs. A new type of ICBM for
mobile launchers of ICBMs may cease to be consid-
ered to be a type of ICBM for mobile launchers of
ICBMs if no ICBM of that type has been contained
on, or flight-tested from, a mobile launcher of ICBMs.

5. Each Party undertakes not to deploy ICBM launch-
ers of a new type of ICBM and not to deploy SLBM
launchers of a new type of SLBM if such launchers
are capable of launching ICBMs or SLBMs, respec-
tively, of other types. ICBM launchers of existing
types of ICBMs and SLBM launchers of existing types
of SLBMs shall be incapable, without conversion, of
launching ICBMs or SLBMs, respectively, of other
types.

6. Each Party undertakes not to convert SLBMs into
ICBMs for mobile launchers of ICBMs, or to load
SLBMs on, or launch SLBMs from, mobile launchers
of ICBMs.



7. Each Party undertakes not to produce, test, or de-
ploy transporter-loaders other than transporter-loaders
for ICBMs for road-mobile launchers of ICBMs attrib-
uted with one warhead.

8. Each Party undertakes not to locate deployed silo
launchers of ICBMs outside ICBM bases for silo
launchers of ICBMs.

9. Each Party undertakes not to locate soft-site launch-
ers except at test ranges and space launch facilities. All
existing soft-site launchers not at test ranges or space
launch facilities shall be eliminated in accordance with
the procedures provided for in the Conversion or
Elimination Protocol no later than 60 days after entry
into force of this Treaty.

10. Each Party undertakes not to:

(a) flight-test ICBMs or SLBMs of a retired or
former type from other than test launchers spec-
ified for such use or launchers at space launch
facilities. Except for soft-site launchers, test
launchers specified for such use shall not be
used to flight-test ICBMs or SLBMs of a type,
any one of which is deployed;

(b) produce ICBMs for mobile launchers of ICBMs
of a retired type.

11. Each Party undertakes not to convert silos used as
launch control centers into silo launchers of ICBMs.

12. Each Party undertakes not to:

(a) produce, flight-test, or deploy an ICBM or
SLBM with more than ten reentry vehicles;

(b) flight-test an ICBM or SLBM with a number of
reentry vehicles greater than the number of war-
heads attributed to it, or, for an ICBM or SLBM
of a retired type, with a number of reentry ve-
hicles greater than the largest number of war-
heads that was attributed to any ICBM or SLBM
of that type;

(c) deploy an ICBM or SLBM with a number of
reentry vehicles greater than the number of war-
heads attributed to it;
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(d) increase the number of warheads attributed to
an ICBM or SLBM of an existing or new type.

13. Each Party undertakes not to flight-test or deploy
an ICBM or SLBM with a number of reentry vehicles
greater than the number of warheads attributed to it.

14. Each Party undertakes not to flight-test from space
launch facilities ICBMs or SLBMs equipped with re-
entry vehicles.

15. Each Party undertakes not to use ICBMs or
SLBMs for delivering objects into the upper atmo-
sphere or space for purposes inconsistent with existing
international obligations undertaken by the Parties.

16. Each Party undertakes not to produce, test, or
deploy systems for rapid reload and not to conduct
rapid reload.

17. Each Party undertakes not to install SLBM launch-
ers on submarines that were not originally constructed
as ballistic missile submarines.

18. Each Party undertakes not to produce, test, or
deploy:

(a) ballistic missiles with a range in excess of 600
kilometers, or launchers of such missiles, for
installation on waterborne vehicles, including
free-floating launchers, other than submarines.
This obligation shall not require changes in cur-
rent ballistic missile storage, transport, loading,
or unloading practices;

(b) launchers of ballistic or cruise missiles for em-
placement on or for tethering to the ocean floor,
the seabed, or the beds of internal waters and
inland waters, or for emplacement in or for teth-
ering to the subsoil thereof, or mobile launchers
of such missiles that move only in contact with
the ocean floor, the seabed, or the beds of inter-
nal waters and inland waters, or missiles for
such launchers. This obligation shall apply to
all areas of the ocean floor and the seabed, in-
cluding the seabed zone referred to in Articles I
and II of the Treaty on the Prohibition of the



Emplacement of Nuclear Weapons and Other
Weapons of Mass Destruction on the Seabed
and the Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil Thereof
of February 11, 1971;

(c) systems, including missiles, for placing nuclear
weapons or any other kinds of weapons of mass
destruction into Earth orbit or a fraction of an
Earth orbit;

(d) air-to-surface ballistic missiles (ASBMs);
(e) long-range nuclear ALCMs armed with two or

more nuclear weapons.

19. Each Party undertakes not to:

(a) flight-test with nuclear armaments an aircraft
that is not an airplane, but that has a range of
8000 kilometers or more; equip such an aircraft
for nuclear armaments; or deploy such an air-
craft with nuclear armaments;

(b) flight-test with nuclear armaments an airplane
that was not initially constructed as a bomber,
but that has a range of 8000 kilometers or more,
or an integrated platform area in excess of 310
square meters; equip such an airplane for nuclear
armaments; or deploy such an airplane with
nuclear armaments;

(c) flight-test with long-range nuclear ALCMs an
aircraft that is not an airplane, or an airplane that
was not initially constructed as a bomber; equip
such an aircraft or such an airplane for long-
range nuclear ALCMs; or deploy such an air-
craft or such an airplane with long-range nuclear
ALCMs.

20. The United States of America undertakes not to
equip existing or future heavy bombers for more than
20 long-range nuclear ALCMs.

21. The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics under-
takes not to equip existing or future heavy bombers for
more than 16 long-range nuclear ALCMs.

22. Each Party undertakes not to locate long-range nu-
clear ALCMs at air bases for heavy bombers equipped
for nuclear armaments other than long-range nuclear
ALCMs, air bases for heavy bombers equipped for
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non-nuclear armaments, air bases for former heavy
bombers, or training facilities for heavy bombers.

23. Each Party undertakes not to base heavy bombers
equipped for long-range nuclear ALCMs, heavy
bombers equipped for nuclear armaments other than
long-range nuclear ALCMs, or heavy bombers equipped
for non-nuclear armaments at air bases at which heavy
bombers of either of the other two categories are
based.

24. Each Party undertakes not to convert:

(a) heavy bombers equipped for nuclear armaments
other than long-range nuclear ALCMs into
heavy bombers equipped for long-range nuclear
ALCMs, if such heavy bombers were previously
equipped for long-range nuclear ALCMs;

(b) heavy bombers equipped for non-nuclear arma-
ments into heavy bombers equipped for long-
range nuclear ALCMs or into heavy bombers
equipped for nuclear armaments other than long-
range nuclear ALCMs;

(c) training heavy bombers into heavy bombers of
another category;

(d) former heavy bombers into heavy bombers.

25. Each Party undertakes not to have underground
facilities accessible to ballistic missile submarines.

26. Each Party undertakes not to locate railcars at the
site of a rail garrison that has been eliminated in ac-
cordance with Section IX of the Conversion or Elimi-
nation Protocol, unless such railcars have differences,
observable by national technical means of verification,
in length, width, or height from rail-mobile launchers
of ICBMs or launch-associated railcars.

27. Each Party undertakes not to engage in any activi-
ties associated with strategic offensive arms at elimi-
nated facilities, notification of the elimination of which
has been provided in accordance with paragraph 3 of
Section I of the Notification Protocol, unless notifica-
tion of a new facility at the same location has been pro-
vided in accordance with paragraph 3 of Section I of
the Notification Protocol. Strategic offensive arms and



support equipment shall not be located at eliminated
facilities except during their movement through such
facilities and during visits of heavy bombers or former
heavy bombers at such facilities. Missile tenders may
be located at eliminated facilities only for purposes not
associated with strategic offensive arms.

28. Each Party undertakes not to base strategic offen-
sive arms subject to the limitations of this Treaty out-
side its national territory.

29. Each Party undertakes not to use naval vessels that
were formerly declared as missile tenders to transport,
store, or load SLBMs. Such naval vessels shall not be
tied to a ballistic missile submarine for the purpose of
supporting such a submarine if such a submarine is
located within five kilometers of a submarine base.

30. Each Party undertakes not to remove from pro-
duction facilities for ICBMs for mobile launchers of
ICBMs, solid rocket motors with attached nozzles for
the first stages of ICBMs for mobile launchers of
ICBMs, except for:

(a) the removal of such motors as part of assembled
first stages of ICBMs for mobile launchers of
ICBMs that are maintained, stored, and trans-
ported in stages;

(b) the removal of such motors as part of assembled
ICBMs for mobile launchers of ICBMs that are
maintained, stored, and transported as assem-
bled missiles in launch canisters or without
launch canisters; and

(c) the removal of such motors as part of assembled
first stages of ICBMs for mobile launchers of
ICBMs that are maintained, stored, and trans-
ported as assembled missiles in launch canisters
or without launch canisters, for the purpose of
technical characteristics exhibitions.

ARTICLE VI
1. Deployed road-mobile launchers of ICBMs and their
associated missiles shall be based only in restricted
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areas. A restricted area shall not exceed five square kilo-
meters in size and shall not overlap another restricted
area. No more than ten deployed road-mobile launchers
of ICBMs and their associated missiles may be based
or located in a restricted area. A restricted area shall not
contain deployed ICBMs for road-mobile launchers of
ICBMs of more than one type of ICBM.

[. . .]

ARTICLE VII
1. Conversion and elimination of strategic offensive
arms, fixed structures for mobile launchers of ICBMs,
and facilities shall be carried out pursuant to this Ar-
ticle and in accordance with procedures provided for
in the Conversion or Elimination Protocol. Conversion
and elimination shall be verified by national technical
means of verification and by inspection as provided for
in Articles IX and XI of this Treaty; in the Conversion
or Elimination Protocol; and in the Protocol on Inspec-
tions and Continuous Monitoring Activities Relating
to this Treaty, hereinafter referred to as the Inspection
Protocol.

[. . .]

ARTICLE XI
1. For the purpose of ensuring verification of compli-
ance with the provisions of this Treaty, each Party shall
have the right to conduct inspections and continuous
monitoring activities and shall conduct exhibitions
pursuant to this Article and the Inspection Protocol.
Inspections, continuous monitoring activities, and exhi-
bitions shall be conducted in accordance with the pro-
cedures provided for in the Inspection Protocol and
the Conversion or Elimination Protocol.

[. . .]

Source: “The Treaty between the United States of America
and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Reduc-
tion and Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms,” 31 July
1991, U.S. Department of State, http://www.state.gov/
www/global/arms/starthtm/start/toc.html.



Primary Source
Appeal to the Soviet People, 18 August 1991
Fellow countrymen! Citizens of the Soviet Union! At
this grave, critical hour for the fate of the fatherland
and of our peoples, we appeal to you! A mortal danger
threatens our great homeland! Far a number of rea-
sons, the policy of reforms begun at the initiative of
M. S. Gorbachev and conceived of as a means of ensur-
ing the dynamic development of the country and the
democratization of the life of society has reached an
impasse. The initial enthusiasm and hopes have given
way to unbelief, apathy and despair. The authorities at
all levels have lost the trust of the population. In the
life of society, political intrigue has supplanted concern
for the fate of the fatherland and the citizen. Malicious
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mocking of all state institutions is being propagated. In
essence, the country has become ungovernable.

Taking advantage of the liberties that have been
granted and trampling the shoots of democracy, which
have just emerged, extremist forces have come into
being and embarked on a course aimed at the liqui-
dation of the Soviet Union, the breakup of the state
and the seizure of power at any cost. The results of
the nationwide referendum on the unity of the father-
land have been trampled. The cynical exploitation of
national feelings is only a screen for satisfying ambi-
tions. These political adventurists are troubled nei-
ther by the current misfortunes of their peoples nor
by their future troubles. In creating an atmosphere of
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Introduction
By August 1991, internal opposition to Mikhail Gorbachev’s rule had reached the boiling point. In the previous
months, he had sought to assuage separatist sentiment among the various republics of the Soviet Union by drafting
a new union act. Under its terms the constituent republics would have enjoyed genuine autonomy in a voluntary
and democratic federation. The communist functionaries who still dominated the new Congress of People’s
Deputies already deeply resented what they saw as the destruction of their country’s international standing, as Gor-
bachev allowed the former East European satellites to renounce communism, leave the Warsaw Pact, and turn
toward the West. Major cuts in Soviet military forces and armaments and the ending of economic and military aid
programs to Soviet clients around the world were to them still further evidence of national decline and humiliation.
Internal difficulties were perhaps even more salient. Intensifying economic problems and falling living standards
caused growing discontent among the Soviet people, many of whom began to look wistfully back to a more pros-
perous past. Communist officials pointed to rising crime rates, unemployment, and high inflation and deteriorating
standards in health care, education, and housing as evidence of a national crisis that demanded strong action. In
August 1991, while Gorbachev was on holiday in the Crimea, his vice president and other communist officials
mounted a coup against his rule. Gorbachev was placed under house arrest, and the coup leaders demanded his res-
ignation. The Moscow communist leader Boris Yeltsin, recently elected president of the Russian Republic and
head of the liberal faction in the congress, responded immediately and forcefully. Climbing on a tank outside the
assembly’s building, on behalf of the government he exhorted both soldiers and the Moscow populace to resist
Gorbachev’s ouster, which he characterized as a “right-wing, reactionary, unconstitutional coup” to remove “the
legally elected President of the country.” Such methods, Yeltsin charged, were “unacceptable” and “discredited”
the Soviet Union internationally. Championing the cause of democracy, he declared the coup “illegal” and
demanded Gorbachev’s release and return to Moscow to give him an opportunity to address the people. Yeltsin’s
bold stand won over the military and the people. Lacking support, the plotters crumbled and the coup fizzled out.
After three days in captivity, Gorbachev was freed and came back to Moscow. Even so, the episode marked the end
of his effectiveness as president. Yeltsin’s undoubted courage had made him the hero of the hour, and Gorbachev
was heavily dependent on him. With encouragement from Yeltsin, an old political opponent of Gorbachev, by the end
of the year the Soviet Union itself had been dissolved. An embittered Gorbachev, who had hoped to maintain the
constituent republics as a unified grouping, resigned, and Yeltsin became the first president of the new Russian
Federation.



psychological and political terror and trying to hide
behind the shield of the people’s trust, they forget that
the ties they are condemning and breaking were es-
tablished on a basis of far broader popular support—
support that, moreover, has undergone the test of
history for many centuries. Today those who are essen-
tially working toward the overthrow of the constitu-
tional system should have to answer to mothers and
fathers for the deaths of the many hundreds of victims
in conflicts between nationalities. The crippled lives
of more than half a million refugees are on their con-
science. Because of them, tens of millions of Soviet
people who only yesterday were living in a united
family but today find themselves outcasts in their own
homes have lost tranquility and the joy of life.

The people should decide what the social system
should be like, but they are being deprived of this
right.

Instead of showing concern for the security and well-
being of every citizen and of society as a whole, the
people who have acquired power frequently use it for
interests that are alien to the people, as a means of
unscrupulous self-assertion. The streams of words and
mountains of statements and promises only underscore
the scanty and wretched nature of their practical deeds.
The inflation of power, more frightening than any other
kind of inflation, is destroying our state and society.
Every citizen feels growing uncertainty about tomorrow
and deep concern for the future of his or her children.

The crisis of power has had a catastrophic effect on the
economy. The chaotic, ungoverned slide toward a mar-
ket has caused an explosion of selfishness—regional,
departmental, group and personal. The war of laws
and the encouragement of centrifugal tendencies
have brought the destruction of the unified national-
economic mechanism that took shape over decades.
The result is a sharp falloff in the standard of living for
the overwhelming majority of Soviet people and the
flourishing of speculation and the shadow economy. It
is high time to tell the people the truth: Unless urgent
and resolute measures are taken to stabilize the econ-
omy, hunger and a new round of impoverishment are
inevitable in the very near future, from which it is only
one step to large-scale manifestations of spontaneous
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discontent, with destructive consequences. Only irre-
sponsible people can set their hopes on some kind of
help from abroad. No hand-outs are going to solve our
problems; salvation is in our own hands. The time has
come to measure the authority of every person or organ-
ization in terms of actual contributions to the restora-
tion and development of the national economy.

[. . .]

An offensive against the rights of the working people is
under way. The rights to work, education, health care,
housing and recreation have been called in question.

Even people’s basic personal safety is increasingly under
threat. Crime is growing at a rapid rate and is becoming
organized and politicized. The country is sinking into
an abyss of violence and lawlessness. Never before
in the country’s history has the propaganda of sex and
violence gained such wide scope, jeopardizing the
health and lives of future generations. Millions of
people are demanding that measures be taken against
the octopus of crime and glaring immorality.

[. . .]

The State Committee for the State of Emergency in
the USSR is fully aware of the depth of the crisis that
has struck our country; it is assuming responsibility for
the fate of the homeland, and it is fully resolved to take
very serious measures to bring the state and society out
of crisis as quickly as possible.

We promise to conduct a wide-ranging, nationwide
discussion of the draft of a new Union Treaty. Every-
one will have the right and opportunity to think about
this highly important act in a calm atmosphere and to
make up his mind about it, for the fate of the numer-
ous peoples of our great homeland will depend on what
the Union will be like.

We intend to immediately restore legality and law and
order, to put an end to bloodshed, to declare a merci-
less war against the criminal world, and to eradicate
shameful phenomena that discredit our society and
degrade Soviet citizens. We will clean the criminal
elements from the streets of our cities and put an end



to the highhandedness of the plunderers of public
property.

We favor truly democratic processes and a consistent
policy of reforms leading to the renewal of our home-
land and to its economic and social prosperity, which
will enable it to take a worthy place in the world com-
munity of nations.

[. . .]

In the process of developing a mixed national econ-
omy, we will support private enterprise, providing it
with the necessary possibilities for developing produc-
tion and the service sphere.

Our top-priority concern will be solving the food and
housing problems. All available forces will be mobi-
lized for the satisfaction of these very urgent require-
ments of the people.

We call on workers, peasants, the working intelli-
gentsia and all Soviet people to restore labor discipline
and order in the shortest possible time and to raise the
level of production, so as then to move resolutely for-
ward. Our life, the future of our children and grand-
children and the fate of the fatherland will depend on
this.

We are a peace-loving country and will unswervingly
observe all the commitments we have made. We have
no claims against anyone. We want to live in peace
and friendship with everyone, but we firmly state that
no one will ever be allowed to encroach on our sover-
eignty, independence and territorial integrity. Any
attempts to talk to our country in the language of dik-
tat, no matter where they come from, will be resolutely
curbed.

For centuries, our multinational people have been
filled with pride in their homeland; we have not been
ashamed of our patriotic feelings, and we consider it
natural and legitimate to raise present and future gen-
erations of citizens of our great power in this spirit.

To do nothing in this critical hour for the fate of the
fatherland is to assume a grave responsibility for the
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tragic, truly unpredictable consequences. Everyone
who cherishes our homeland, who wants to live and
work in an atmosphere of tranquility and confidence,
who does not accept a continuation of bloody conflicts
between nationalities and who sees his fatherland as
independent and prosperous in the future must make
the only correct choice. We call on all true patriots and
people of goodwill to put an end to this time of troubles.

We call on all citizens of the Soviet Union to recognize
their duty to the homeland and provide every kind of
support to the State Committee for the State of Emer-
gency in the USSR and to efforts to bring the country
out of crisis.

Constructive proposals from public-political organiza-
tions, labor collectives and citizens will be gratefully
accepted as a manifestation of their patriotic readiness
to participate actively in the restoration of centuries-
old friendship in the single family of fraternal peoples
and in the revival of the fatherland.

—[signed] THE STATE COMMITTEE
FOR THE STATE OF EMERGENCY IN 
THE USSR.

Boris Yeltsin, 19 August 1991
To the Citizens of Russia

On the night of Aug. 18–19, 1991, the legally elected
President of the country was removed from power.

Whatever reasons are used to justify this removal, what
we are dealing with is a right-wing, reactionary, un-
constitutional coup.

Despite all the difficulties and very grave trials that
the people are experiencing, the democratic process in
the country is assuming ever deeper dimensions and
is becoming irreversible. The peoples of Russia are
becoming the masters of their fate. The uncontrolled
rights of unconstitutional bodies, including Party bod-
ies, have been substantially restricted. The leadership
of Russia has taken a resolute position on the Union
Treaty, striving for the unity of the Soviet Union and
the unity of Russia. Our position on this question
made it possible to significantly accelerate the drafting



of this treaty, clear it with all the republics, and set a
date for signing it—Aug. 20, 1991.

This development of events aroused the animosity of
reactionary forces and drove them into irresponsible,
adventurist attempts to solve very complicated politi-
cal and economic problems by methods of force. There
were earlier attempts to stage a coup.

We have believed and continue to believe that these
methods of force are unacceptable. They discredit the
USSR before the whole world, undermine our prestige
in the world community, and return us to the era of
the cold war and the Soviet Union’s isolation from the
world community.

All this compels us to declare the so-called committee
that has come to power illegal. Accordingly, we declare
all the decisions and orders of this committee illegal.

We are confident that bodies of local power will un-
swervingly follow constitutional laws and the decrees
of the President of the Russian SFSR. We call on the
citizens of Russia to give the putschists the response
they deserve and to demand that the country be re-
turned to normal constitutional development.
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Certainly Gorbachev, the country’s President, must
be given an opportunity to speak to the people. We
demand the immediate convening of an Extraordinary
Congress of USSR People’s Deputies.

We are absolutely certain that our fellow countrymen
will not allow the highhandedness and lawlessness of
the putschists, who have lost all shame and conscience,
to become firmly established. We appeal to service-
men to display lofty civic spirit and not to take part in
the reactionary coup.

Until these demands are fulfilled, we call for a general
strike of unlimited duration. We have no doubt that
the world community will make an objective assess-
ment of this cynical attempt at a right-wing coup.

—[signed] Yeltsin, President of Russia; Silayev, Chair-
man of the RSFSR Council of Ministers; and Khasbu-
latov, acting Chairman of the RSFSR Supreme Soviet.

Source: The State Committee for the State of Emergency
in the USSR, “Appeal to the Soviet People,” Current Digest
of the Soviet Press 43(33) (1991): 4–5. Boris Yeltsin, “To the
Citizens of Russia,” Current Digest of the Soviet Press 43 (33)
(1991): 6–7.

164. The Minsk Declarations (Dissolution of the Soviet Union), 
8 December 1991

Introduction
By 1990 the readiness of Soviet President Mikhail Gorbachev to allow the former Soviet satellites in Eastern
Europe to reject communism and leave the Warsaw Pact had strengthened separatist forces within the Soviet
Union itself. The Baltic republics, Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania, which had only been incorporated in the Soviet
Union during World War II, were particularly outspoken in demanding autonomy or independence, but nationalist
forces were also developing in various Soviet republics, including Azerbaijan, Armenia, Georgia, and Ukraine. In
January 1991 unrest in Lithuania, whose government had declared that the Soviet constitution was no longer valid
there, led Gorbachev to order the Soviet military to replace the republic’s government. At least 14 people were
killed and another 600 injured, provoking protests from many Western states. Seeking to defuse the growing inter-
nal crisis, Gorbachev and his advisors proceeded to draw up a treaty of union that would have made the Soviet
Union into a voluntary democratic federation whose members enjoyed economic free trade with each other. In
August 1991 nationalist hard-liners within the Soviet leadership, who feared that this arrangement would lead to
the breakup of the Soviet Union, mounted a coup against Gorbachev, then on holiday in the Crimea. Although Gor-
bachev’s government survived, largely due to the intervention of Boris Yeltsin, elected two months earlier as pres-
ident of the Russian Republic, Gorbachev’s authority was fatally weakened. Yeltsin, who sought to implement
sweeping economic reforms within Russia, regarded the Soviet Union as expendable, and during the fall the Russian



Primary Source
The Minsk Agreement

Signed by the heads of state of Belarus,

the Russian Federation, and Ukraine on

December 8, 1991

PREAMBLE
We, the Republic of Belarus, the Russian Federation
and the Republic of Ukraine, as founder states of the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR), which
signed the 1922 Union Treaty, further described as the
high contracting parties, conclude that the USSR has
ceased to exist as a subject of international law and a
geopolitical reality.

[. . .]

ARTICLE 1
The high contracting parties form the Commonwealth
of Independent States.

ARTICLE 2
The high contracting parties guarantee their citizens
equal rights and freedoms regardless of nationality or
other distinctions. Each of the high contracting parties
guarantees the citizens of the other parties, and also
persons without citizenship that live on its territory,
civil, political, social, economic and cultural rights and
freedoms in accordance with generally recognized inter-
national norms of human rights, regardless of national
allegiance or other distinctions.

ARTICLE 3
The high contracting parties, desiring to promote the
expression, preservation and development of the eth-
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nic, cultural, linguistic and religious individuality of the
national minorities resident on their territories, and that
of the unique ethno-cultural regions that have come
into being, take them under their protection.

ARTICLE 4
The high contracting parties will develop the equal
and mutually beneficial co-operation of their peoples
and states in the spheres of politics, the economy, cul-
ture, education, public health, protection of the envi-
ronment, science and trade and in the humanitarian
and other spheres, will promote the broad exchange of
information and will conscientiously and uncondition-
ally observe reciprocal obligations.

The parties consider it a necessity to conclude agree-
ments on co-operation in the above spheres.

ARTICLE 5
The high contracting parties recognize and respect one
another’s territorial integrity and the inviolability of
existing borders within the Commonwealth.

They guarantee openness of borders, freedom of move-
ment for citizens and of transmission of information
within the Commonwealth.

ARTICLE 6
The member-states of the Commonwealth will co-oper-
ate in safeguarding international peace and security
and in implementing effective measures for reducing
weapons and military spending. They seek the elimi-
nation of all nuclear weapons and universal total disar-
mament under strict international control.

Republic gradually took over the Soviet ministries based in Moscow. After confidential negotiations, in early
December 1991 Yeltsin met with the leaders of the republics of Ukraine and Belarus, and the three declared
the dissolution of the Soviet Union and its replacement by a voluntary Commonwealth of Independent States.
Membership in this organization was open to all former Soviet republics, and by the end of the month eleven states
—Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Kazakhstan, Kyrgystan, Moldova, the Russian Federation, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan,
Ukraine, and Uzbekistan—had joined. On 30 December the signatories agreed to coordinate their military policies
and to observe the arms control agreements concluded by the former Soviet Union. Gorbachev objected strongly
but unavailingly to the dismantling of the Soviet Union, which he had hoped to preserve. On 24 December 1991,
the Russian Federation took over the Soviet seat in the United Nations (UN). The following day, Gorbachev finally
resigned his position as the last Soviet president, leaving Yeltsin in undisputed control as president of the Russian
Federation, an outcome that had probably been one major underlying reason behind Yeltsin’s move to break up the
Soviet Union.



The parties will respect one another’s aspiration to attain
the status of a non-nuclear zone and a neutral state.

The member-states of the community will preserve and
maintain under united command a common military-
strategic space, including unified control over nuclear
weapons, the procedure for implementing which is
regulated by a special agreement.

They also jointly guarantee the necessary conditions
for the stationing and functioning of and for material
and social provision for the strategic armed forces. The
parties contract to pursue a harmonized policy on ques-
tions of social protection and pension provision for
members of the services and their families.

ARTICLE 7
The high contracting parties recognize that within the
sphere of their activities, implemented on the equal
basis through the common coordinating institutions of
the Commonwealth, will be the following:

—co-operation in the sphere of foreign policy;
—co-operation in forming and developing the united

economic area, the common European and Eura-
sian markets, in the area of customs policy;

—co-operation in developing transport and commu-
nication systems;

—co-operation in preservation of the environment,
and participation in creating a comprehensive
international system of ecological safety;

—migration policy issues;
—and fighting organized crime.

ARTICLE 8
The parties realize the planetary character of the
Chernobyl catastrophe and pledge themselves to unite
and co-ordinate their efforts in minimizing and over-
coming its consequences.

To these ends they have decided to conclude a special
agreement which will take consider [sic] the gravity of
the consequences of this catastrophe.

ARTICLE 9
The disputes regarding interpretation and application
of the norms of this agreement are to be solved by way
of negotiations between the appropriate bodies, and
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when necessary, at the level of heads of the govern-
ments and states.

ARTICLE 10
Each of the high contracting parties reserved the right
to suspend the validity of the present agreement or
individual articles thereof, after informing the parties
to the agreement of this a year in advance.

The clauses of the present agreement may be addended
to or amended with the common consent of the high
contracting parties.

ARTICLE 11
From the moment that the present agreement is signed,
the norms of third states, including the former USSR,
are not permitted to be implemented on the territories
of the signatory states.

ARTICLE 12
The high contracting parties guarantee the fulfillment
of the international obligations binding upon them
from the treaties and agreements of the former USSR.

ARTICLE 13
The present agreement does not affect the obligations
of the high contracting parties in regard to third states.

The present agreement is open for all member-states
of the former USSR to join, and also for other states
which share the goals and principles of the present
agreement.

ARTICLE 14
The city of Minsk is the official location of the coordi-
nating bodies of the Commonwealth.

The activities of bodies of the former USSR are dis-
continued on the territories of the member-states of
the Commonwealth.

Agreement on Strategic Forces

Concluded between the 11 members of the

Commonwealth of Independent States on

December 30, 1991

PREAMBLE
Guided by the necessity for a coordinated and organ-
ized solution to issues in the sphere of the control of



the strategic forces and the single control over nuclear
weapons, the Republic of Armenia, the Republic of
Azerbaijan, the Republic of Belarus, the Republic of
Kazakhstan, the Republic of Kyrgyzstan, the Republic
of Moldova, the Russian Federation, the Republic of
Tajikistan, the Republic of Turkmenistan, the Repub-
lic of Ukraine and the Republic of Uzbekistan, sub-
sequently referred to as ‘the member-states of the
Commonwealth,’ have agreed on the following:

ARTICLE 1
The term ‘strategic forces’ means: groupings, forma-
tions, units, institutions, the military training institutes
for the strategic missile troops, for the air force, for the
navy and for the air defenses; the directorates of the
Space Command and of the airborne troops, and of
strategic and operational intelligence, and the nuclear
technical units and also the forces, equipment and
other military facilities designed for the control and
maintenance of the strategic forces of the former USSR
(the schedule is to be determined for each state partic-
ipating in the Commonwealth in a separate protocol).

ARTICLE 2
The member-states of the Commonwealth undertake
to observe the international treaties of the former USSR,
to pursue a coordinated policy in the area of inter-
national security, disarmament and arms control, and to
participate in the preparation and implementation of
programs for reductions in arms and armed forces. The
member-states of the Commonwealth are immediately
entering into negotiations with one another and also
with other states which were formerly part of the USSR,
but which have not joined the commonwealth, with
the aim of ensuring guarantees and developing mech-
anisms for implementing the aforementioned treaties.

ARTICLE 3
The member-states of the Commonwealth recognize
the need for joint command of strategic forces and for
maintaining unified control of nuclear weapons, and
other types of weapons of mass destruction, of the
armed forces of the former USSR.
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ARTICLE 4
Until the complete elimination of nuclear weapons,
the decision on the need for their use is taken by the
president of the Russian Federation in agreement with
the heads of the Republic of Belarus, the Republic of
Kazakhstan and the Republic of Ukraine, and in con-
sultation with the heads of the other member-states of
the Commonwealth.

Until their destruction in full, nuclear weapons located
on the territory of the Republic of Ukraine shall be
under the control of the Combined Strategic Forces
Command, with the aim that they not be used and be
dismantled by the end of 1994, including tactical
nuclear weapons by 1 July 1992.

The process of destruction of nuclear weapons located
on the territory of the Republic of Belarus and the
Republic of Ukraine shall take place with the partic-
ipation of the Republic of Belarus, the Russian Fed-
eration and the Republic of Ukraine under the joint
control of the Commonwealth states.

ARTICLE 5
The status of strategic forces and the procedure for ser-
vice in them shall be defined in a special agreement.

ARTICLE 6
This agreement shall enter into force from the
moment of its signing and shall be terminated by deci-
sion of the signatory states or the Council of Heads of
State of the Commonwealth.

This agreement shall cease to apply to a signatory state
from whose territory strategic forces or nuclear weapons
are withdrawn.

Source: “The Minsk Agreement,” The Library of Congress
Country Studies, http://lcweb2.loc.gov/frd/cs/belarus/
by_appnb.html. “Agreement on Strategic Forces,” Berlin
Information-Center for Transatlantic Security, http://
www.bits.de/NRANEU/START/documents/
strategicforces91.htm.
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TREATY BETWEEN THE UNITED

STATES OF AMERICA AND THE 

RUSSIAN FEDERATION ON FURTHER

REDUCTION AND LIMITATION OF

STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE ARMS

The United States of America and the Russian Feder-
ation, hereinafter referred to as the Parties,

Reaffirming their obligations under the Treaty Between
the United States of America and the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics on the Reduction and Limitation
of Strategic Offensive Arms of July 31, 1991, herein-
after referred to as the START Treaty,

Have agreed as follows:

ARTICLE I
1. Each Party shall reduce and limit its interconti-
nental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) and ICBM launchers,
submarine-launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs) and
SLBM launchers, heavy bombers, ICBM warheads,
SLBM warheads, and heavy bomber armaments, so
that seven years after entry into force of the START
Treaty and thereafter, the aggregate number for each
Party, as counted in accordance with Articles III and IV
of this Treaty, does not exceed, for warheads attributed
to deployed ICBMs, deployed SLBMs, and deployed
heavy bombers, a number between 3800 and 4250 or
such lower number as each Party shall decide for itself,
but in no case shall such number exceed 4250.
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2. Within the limitations provided for in paragraph 1 of
this Article, the aggregate numbers for each Party shall
not exceed:

(a) 2160, for warheads attributed to deployed
SLBMs;

(b) 1200, for warheads attributed to deployed ICBMs
of types to which more than one warhead is
attributed; and

(c) 650, for warheads attributed to deployed heavy
ICBMs.

3. Upon fulfillment of the obligations provided for in
paragraph 1 of this Article, each Party shall further re-
duce and limit its ICBMs and ICBM launchers, SLBMs
and SLBM launchers, heavy bombers, ICBM warheads,
SLBM warheads, and heavy bomber armaments, so
that no later than January 1, 2003, and thereafter, the
aggregate number for each Party, as counted in accor-
dance with Articles III and IV of this Treaty, does not
exceed, for warheads attributed to deployed ICBMS,
deployed SLBMS, and deployed heavy bombers, a
number between 3000 and 3500 or such lower number
as each Party shall decide for itself, but in no case shall
such number exceed 3500.

4. Within the limitations provided for in paragraph 3 of
this Article, the aggregate numbers for each Party shall
not exceed:

(a) a number between 1700 and 1750, for warheads
attributed to deployed SLBMs or such lower

165. Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty II, 3 January 1993

Introduction
Signed on 3 January 1993 by President George H. W. Bush and Russian President Boris Yeltsin, the Strategic Arms
Reduction Treaty II (also known as START II) was the most drastic arms reduction treaty to date, emphasizing that
the Cold War had indeed come to an end with the fall of the Soviet Union two years earlier. Although the U.S. Sen-
ate ratified the treaty on 26 January 1996, the Russian Duma did not give its assent until 14 April 2000. The treaty
went into effect on 5 December 2001. START II was intended to eliminate all heavy intercontinental ballistic
missiles (ICBMs) and all other multiple-warhead (MIRVed) ICBMs. It also imposed cuts in the signatory powers’
arsenals of strategic nuclear weapons by two-thirds from those they possessed when START talks began. When
the first phase ended, each side was expected to have reduced its total stockpile of strategic nuclear weapons to
3,800–4,250, falling to 3,000–3,500 by the end of the second stage, of which none might be MIRVs. Submarine-
launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs) were to be reduced to 1,700–1,750 for each side. Progress under this treaty was
less swift than anticipated. In 1997 the first stage, initially expected to end in December 2001, was extended to
December 2004, and the second state was extended from January 2003 to December 2007.



number as each Party shall decide for itself, but
in no case shall such number exceed 1750;

(b) zero, for warheads attributed to deployed ICBMs
of types to which more than one warhead is
attributed; and

(c) zero, for warheads attributed to deployed heavy
ICBMs.

5. The process of reductions provided for in para-
graphs 1 and 2 of this Article shall begin upon entry
into force of this Treaty, shall be sustained throughout
the reductions period provided for in paragraph 1 of
this Article, and shall be completed no later than seven
years after entry into force of the START Treaty. Upon
completion of these reductions, the Parties shall begin
further reductions provided for in paragraphs 3 and 4
of this Article, which shall also be sustained through-
out the reductions period defined in accordance with
paragraphs 3 and 6 of this Article.

6. Provided that the Parties conclude, within one year
after entry into force of this Treaty, an agreement on a
program of assistance to promote the fulfillment of the
provisions of this Article, the obligations provided for
in paragraphs 3 and 4 of this Article and in Article II of
this Treaty shall be fulfilled by each Party no later than
December 31, 2000.

[. . .]

ARTICLE IV
[. . .]

7. Each Party shall have the right to reorient to a con-
ventional role heavy bombers equipped for nuclear
armaments other than long-range nuclear ALCMS.
For the purposes of this Treaty, heavy bombers reori-
ented to a conventional role are those heavy bombers
specified by a Party from among its heavy bombers
equipped for nuclear armaments other than long-range
nuclear ALCMs that have never been accountable
under the START Treaty as heavy bombers equipped
for long-range nuclear ALCMS. The reorienting Party
shall provide to the other Party a notification of its
intent to reorient a heavy bomber to a conventional
role no less than 90 days in advance of such reorien-
tation. No conversion procedures shall be required
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for such a heavy bomber to be specified as a heavy
bomber reoriented to a conventional role.

8. Heavy bombers reoriented to a conventional role
shall be subject to the following requirements:

(a) the number of such heavy bombers shall not
exceed 100 at any one time;

(b) such heavy bombers shall be based separately
from heavy bombers with nuclear roles;

(c) such heavy bombers shall be used only for non-
nuclear missions. Such heavy bombers shall not
be used in exercises for nuclear missions, and
their aircrews shall not train or exercise for such
missions; and

(d) heavy bombers reoriented to a conventional role
shall have differences from other heavy bombers
of that type or variant of a type that are observ-
able by national technical means of verification
and visible during inspection.

9. Each Party shall have the right to return to a nuclear
role heavy bombers that have been reoriented in
accordance with paragraph 7 of this Article to a con-
ventional role. The Party carrying out such action shall
provide to the other Party through diplomatic channels
notification of its intent to return a heavy bomber to a
nuclear role no less than 90 days in advance of taking
such action. Such a heavy bomber returned to a nuclear
role shall not subsequently be reoriented to a conven-
tional role.

Heavy bombers reoriented to a conventional role that
are subsequently returned to a nuclear role shall have
differences observable by national technical means of
verification and visible during inspection from other
heavy bombers of that type and variant of a type that
have not been reoriented to a conventional role, as
well as from heavy bombers of that type and variant of
a type that are still reoriented to a conventional role.

[. . .]

Source: “Treaty between the United States of America and
the Russian Federation on Further Reduction and Limita-
tion of Strategic Offensive Arms,” 3 January 1993, U.S.
Department of State, http://www.state.gov/www/global/
arms/starthtm/start2/st2intal.html.
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[. . .]

THE NATURE OF CIVILIZATIONS

During the cold war the world was divided into the
First, Second and Third Worlds. Those divisions are
no longer relevant. It is far more meaningful now to
group countries not in terms of their political or eco-
nomic systems or in terms of their level of economic
development but rather in terms of their culture and
civilization.

What do we mean when we talk of a civilization? A
civilization is a cultural entity. Villages, regions, ethnic
groups, nationalities, religious groups, all have distinct
cultures at different levels of cultural heterogeneity.
The culture of a village in southern Italy may be dif-
ferent from that of a village in northern Italy, but both
will share in a common Italian culture that distinguishes
them from German villages. European communities,
in turn, will share cultural features that distinguish them
from Arab or Chinese communities. Arabs, Chinese and
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Westerners, however, are not part of any broader cul-
tural entity. They constitute civilizations. A civilization
is thus the highest cultural grouping of people and the
broadest level of cultural identity people have short of
that which distinguishes humans from other species. It
is defined both by common objective elements, such
as language, history, religion, customs, institutions, and
by the subjective self-identification of people. People
have levels of identity: a resident of Rome may define
himself with varying degrees of intensity as a Roman, an
Italian, a Catholic, a Christian, a European, a Westerner.
The civilization to which he belongs is the broadest
level of identification with which he intensely identi-
fies. People can and do redefine their identities and, as
a result, the composition and boundaries of civilizations
change.

Civilizations may involve a large number of people, as
with China (“a civilization pretending to be a state,” as
Lucian Pye put it), or a very small number of people,
such as the Anglophone Caribbean. A civilization may
include several nation states, as is the case with West-

166. Samuel P. Huntington: “The Clash of Civilizations,”
Summer 1973

Introduction
Once the Cold War had ended, political scientists and international relations specialists sought to discover what
were likely to be the guiding principles of the post–Cold War world. In 1989 the youthful diplomat Francis
Fukuyama suggested that history had effectively come to an end with the triumph of liberal democracy and mar-
ket capitalism and that there would be no further major conflicts among big powers. In an article published in 1993
in the prestigious journal Foreign Affairs that he subsequently expanded into a book, Samuel P. Huntington, a Har-
vard political scientist, offered a far more pessimistic vision of the future international system, arguing that it would
be dominated by a “clash of civilizations” between “the West and the rest.” The most important “fault lines” in
the world ran, he thought, along cultural lines. Whereas twentieth-century international conflicts had followed ide-
ological differences, those of the next century would pit Western Judeo-Christian civilization against “Islamic,
Confucian, Japanese, Hindu, Buddhist, or Orthodox cultures.” Huntington believed that elites in non-Western
countries no longer sought to adopt Western liberal values but were embracing their own civilizations’ values. He
foresaw non-Western states banding together to resist Western domination. Some critics charged that Huntington’s
categories were simplistic and that many of the differences he discerned corresponded to divisions between rich
and poor states that the Cold War had temporarily masked. To many observers, however, the 11 September 2001
attacks by radical Islamic terrorists on the World Trade Center in New York and the Pentagon building in Wash-
ington and subsequent Muslim bombings in Madrid and London, together with President George W. Bush’s dec-
laration that the guiding principle of U.S. foreign policy had become the “war on terror,” seemed to confirm
Huntington’s prediction that rivalry between Islam and the West was likely to become the defining feature of the
new international system.



ern, Latin American and Arab civilizations, or only one,
as is the case with Japanese civilization. Civilizations
obviously blend and overlap, and may include subciv-
ilizations. Western civilization has two major variants,
European and North American, and Islam has its Arab,
Turkic and Malay subdivisions. Civilizations are none-
theless meaningful entities, and while the lines between
them are seldom sharp, they are real. Civilizations are
dynamic; they rise and fall; they divide and merge.
And, as any student of history knows, civilizations dis-
appear and are buried in the sands of time.

Westerners tend to think of nation states as the prin-
cipal actors in global affairs. They have been that,
however, for only a few centuries. The broader reaches
of human history have been the history of civilizations.
In A Study of History, Arnold Toynbee identified 21
major civilizations; only six of them exist in the con-
temporary world.

WHY CIVILIZATIONS WILL CLASH

Civilization identity will be increasingly important in
the future, and the world will be shaped in large mea-
sure by the interactions among seven or eight major
civilizations. These include Western, Confucian, Japa-
nese, Islamic, Hindu, Slavic-Orthodox, Latin American
and possibly African civilization. The most important
conflicts of the future will occur along the cultural fault
lines separating these civilizations from one another.

Why will this be the case?

First, differences among civilizations are not only real;
they are basic. Civilizations are differentiated from
each other by history, language, culture, tradition and,
most important, religion. The people of different civi-
lizations have different views on the relations between
God and man, the individual and the group, the citizen
and the state, parents and children, husband and wife,
as well as differing views of the relative importance of
rights and responsibilities, liberty and authority, equal-
ity and hierarchy. These differences are the product
of centuries. They will not soon disappear. They are
far more fundamental than differences among political
ideologies and political regimes. Differences do not
necessarily mean conflict, and conflict does not neces-
sarily mean violence. Over the centuries, however, dif-
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ferences among civilizations have generated the most
prolonged and the most violent conflicts.

Second, the world is becoming a smaller place. The
interactions between peoples of different civilizations
are increasing; these increasing interactions intensify
civilization consciousness and awareness of differences
between civilizations and commonalities within civiliza-
tions. North African immigration to France generates
hostility among Frenchmen and at the same time in-
creased receptivity to immigration by “good” European
Catholic Poles. Americans react far more negatively to
Japanese investment than to larger investments from
Canada and European countries. Similarly, as Donald
Horowitz has pointed out, “An Ibo may be . . . an
Owerri Ibo or an Onitsha Ibo in what was the Eastern
region of Nigeria. In Lagos, he is simply an Ibo. In
London, he is a Nigerian. In New York, he is an
African.” The interactions among peoples of different
civilizations enhance the civilization-consciousness of
people that, in turn, invigorates differences and ani-
mosities stretching or thought to stretch back deep
into history.

Third, the processes of economic modernization and
social change throughout the world are separating
people from longstanding local identities. They also
weaken the nation state as a source of identity. In
much of the world religion has moved in to fill this gap,
often in the form of movements that are labeled “fun-
damentalist.” Such movements are found in Western
Christianity, Judaism, Buddhism and Hinduism, as
well as in Islam. In most countries and most religions
the people active in fundamentalist movements are
young, college-educated, middle-class technicians, pro-
fessionals and business persons. The “unsecularization
of the world,” George Weigel has remarked, “is one of
the dominant social facts of life in the late twentieth
century.” The revival of religion, “la revanche de
Dieu,” as Gilles Kepel labeled it, provides a basis for
identity and commitment that transcends national
boundaries and unites civilizations.

Fourth, the growth of civilization-consciousness is
enhanced by the dual role of the West. On the one
hand, the West is at a peak of power. At the same time,
however, and perhaps as a result, a return to the roots



phenomenon is occurring among non-Western civi-
lizations. Increasingly one hears references to trends
toward a turning inward and “Asianization” in Japan,
the end of the Nehru legacy and the “Hinduization” of
India, the failure of Western ideas of socialism and
nationalism and hence “re-Islamization” of the Mid-
dle East, and now a debate over Westernization versus
Russianization in Boris Yeltsin’s country. A West at the
peak of its power confronts non-Wests that increas-
ingly have the desire, the will and the resources to
shape the world in non-Western ways.

In the past, the elites of non-Western societies were
usually the people who were most involved with the
West, had been educated at Oxford, the Sorbonne or
Sandhurst, and had absorbed Western attitudes and
values. At the same time, the populace in non-Western
countries often remained deeply imbued with the in-
digenous culture. Now, however, these relationships
are being reversed. A de-Westernization and indige-
nization of elites is occurring in many non-Western
countries at the same time that Western, usually Amer-
ican, cultures, styles and habits become more popular
among the mass of the people.

Fifth, cultural characteristics and differences are less
mutable and hence less easily compromised and re-
solved than political and economic ones. In the former
Soviet Union, communists can become democrats, the
rich can become poor and the poor rich, but Russians
cannot become Estonians and Azeris cannot become
Armenians. In class and ideological conflicts, the key
question was “Which side are you on?” and people
could and did choose sides and change sides. In con-
flicts between civilizations, the question is “What are
you?” That is a given that cannot be changed. And as
we know, from Bosnia to the Caucasus to the Sudan,
the wrong answer to that question can mean a bullet in
the head. Even more than ethnicity, religion discrimi-
nates sharply and exclusively among people. A person
can be half-French and half-Arab and simultaneously
even a citizen of two countries. It is more difficult to be
half-Catholic and half-Muslim.

Finally, economic regionalism is increasing. The pro-
portions of total trade that were intraregional rose be-
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tween 1980 and 1989 from 51 percent to 59 percent in
Europe, 33 percent to 37 percent in East Asia, and 32
percent to 36 percent in North America. The impor-
tance of regional economic blocs is likely to continue
to increase in the future. On the one hand, success-
ful economic regionalism will reinforce civilization-
consciousness. On the other hand, economic regionalism
may succeed only when it is rooted in a common civi-
lization. The European Community rests on the shared
foundation of European culture and Western Chris-
tianity. The success of the North American Free Trade
Area depends on the convergence now underway of
Mexican, Canadian and American cultures. Japan, in
contrast, faces difficulties in creating a comparable
economic entity in East Asia because Japan is a society
and civilization unique to itself. However strong the
trade and investment links Japan may develop with
other East Asian countries, its cultural differences
with those countries inhibit and perhaps preclude its
promoting regional economic integration like that in
Europe and North America.

Common culture, in contrast, is clearly facilitating the
rapid expansion of the economic relations between the
People’s Republic of China and Hong Kong, Taiwan,
Singapore and the overseas Chinese communities in
other Asian countries. With the Cold War over, cultural
commonalities increasingly overcome ideological dif-
ferences, and mainland China and Taiwan move closer
together. If cultural commonality is a prerequisite for
economic integration, the principal East Asian economic
bloc of the future is likely to be centered on China.
This bloc is, in fact, already coming into existence.

[. . .]

Culture and religion also form the basis of the Eco-
nomic Cooperation Organization, which brings together
ten non-Arab Muslim countries: Iran, Pakistan, Turkey,
Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Turkmenistan,
Tadjikistan, Uzbekistan and Afghanistan. One impe-
tus to the revival and expansion of this organization,
founded originally in the 1960 by Turkey, Pakistan and
Iran, is the realization by the leaders of several of these
countries that they had no chance of admission to the
European Community. Similarly, Caricom, the Central



American Common Market and Mercosur rest on com-
mon cultural foundations. Efforts to build a broader
Caribbean-Central American economic entity bridging
the Anglo-Latin divide, however, have to date failed.

As people define their identity in ethnic and religious
terms, they are likely to see an “us” versus “them”
relation existing between themselves and people of
different ethnicity or religion. The end of ideologically
defined states in Eastern Europe and the former So-
viet Union permits traditional ethnic identities and
animosities to come to the fore. Differences in culture
and religion create differences over policy issues, rang-
ing from human rights to immigration to trade and
commerce to the environment. Geographical propin-
quity gives rise to conflicting territorial claims from
Bosnia to Mindanao. Most important, the efforts of the
West to promote its values of democracy and liberalism
as universal values, to maintain its military predomi-
nance and to advance its economic interests engender
countering responses from other civilizations. De-
creasingly able to mobilize support and form coalitions
on the basis of ideology, governments and groups will
increasingly attempt to mobilize support by appealing
to common religion and civilization identity.

The clash of civilizations thus occurs at two levels. At
the micro-level, adjacent groups along the fault lines
between civilizations struggle, often violently, over the
control of territory and each other. At the macro-level,
states from different civilizations compete for relative
military and economic power, struggle over the control
of international institutions and third parties, and com-
petitively promote their particular political and reli-
gious values.

THE FAULT LINES BETWEEN

CIVILIZATIONS

The fault lines between civilizations are replacing the
political and ideological boundaries of the Cold War as
the flash points for crisis and bloodshed. The Cold War
began when the Iron Curtain divided Europe politi-
cally and ideologically. The Cold War ended with the
end of the Iron Curtain. As the ideological division of
Europe has disappeared, the cultural division of Europe
between Western Christianity, on the one hand, and
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Orthodox Christianity and Islam, on the other, has re-
emerged. The most significant dividing line in Europe,
as William Wallace has suggested, may well be the
eastern boundary of Western Christianity in the year
1500. This line runs along what are now the bound-
aries between Finland and Russia and between the
Baltic states and Russia, cuts through Belarus and
Ukraine separating the more Catholic western Ukraine
from Orthodox eastern Ukraine, swings westward
separating Transylvania from the rest of Romania, and
then goes through Yugoslavia almost exactly along the
line now separating Croatia and Slovenia from the rest
of Yugoslavia. In the Balkans this line, of course, coin-
cides with the historic boundary between the Haps-
burg and Ottoman empires. The peoples to the north
and west of this line are Protestant or Catholic; they
shared the common experiences of European history—
feudalism, the Renaissance, the Reformation, the En-
lightenment, the French Revolution, the Industrial
Revolution; they are generally economically better off
than the peoples to the east; and they may now look
forward to increasing involvement in a common Euro-
pean economy and to the consolidation of democratic
political systems. The peoples to the east and south
of this line are Orthodox or Muslim; they historically
belonged to the Ottoman or Tsarist empires and were
only lightly touched by the shaping events in the rest
of Europe; they are generally less advanced economi-
cally; they seem much less likely to develop stable
democratic political systems. The Velvet Curtain of
culture has replaced the Iron Curtain of ideology as the
most significant dividing line in Europe. As the events
in Yugoslavia show, it is not only a line of difference; it
is also at times a line of bloody conflict.

Conflict along the fault line between Western and
Islamic civilizations has been going on for 1,300 years.
After the founding of Islam, the Arab and Moorish
surge west and north only ended at Tours in 732. From
the eleventh to the thirteenth century the Crusaders
attempted with temporary success to bring Chris-
tianity and Christian rule to the Holy Land. From the
fourteenth to the seventeenth century, the Ottoman
Turks reversed the balance, extended their sway over
the Middle East and the Balkans, captured Constantino-
ple, and twice laid siege to Vienna. In the nineteenth



and early twentieth centuries as Ottoman power de-
clined Britain, France, and Italy established Western
control over most of North Africa and the Middle East.

After World War II, the West, in turn, began to retreat;
the colonial empires disappeared; first Arab national-
ism and then Islamic fundamentalism manifested them-
selves; the West became heavily dependent on the
Persian Gulf countries for its energy; the oil-rich Muslim
countries became money-rich and, when they wished
to, weapons-rich. Several wars occurred between Arabs
and Israel (created by the West). France fought a bloody
and ruthless war in Algeria for most of the 1950s;
British and French forces invaded Egypt in 1956; Amer-
ican forces went into Lebanon in 1958; subsequently
American forces returned to Lebanon, attacked Libya,
and engaged in various military encounters with Iran;
Arab and Islamic terrorists, supported by at least three
Middle Eastern governments, employed the weapon
of the weak and bombed Western planes and installa-
tions and seized Western hostages. This warfare be-
tween Arabs and the West culminated in 1990, when
the United States sent a massive army to the Persian
Gulf to defend some Arab countries against aggression
by another. In its aftermath NATO planning is increas-
ingly directed to potential threats and instability along
its “southern tier.”

This centuries-old military interaction between the
West and Islam is unlikely to decline. It could become
more virulent. The Gulf War left some Arabs feeling
proud that Saddam Hussein had attacked Israel and
stood up to the West. It also left many feeling humili-
ated and resentful of the West’s military presence in
the Persian Gulf, the West’s overwhelming military
dominance, and their apparent inability to shape their
own destiny. Many Arab countries, in addition to the
oil exporters, are reaching levels of economic and social
development where autocratic forms of government
become inappropriate and efforts to introduce democ-
racy become stronger. Some openings in Arab political
systems have already occurred. The principal benefi-
ciaries of these openings have been Islamist move-
ments. In the Arab world, in short, Western democracy
strengthens anti-Western political forces. This may be
a passing phenomenon, but it surely complicates rela-
tions between Islamic countries and the West.
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[. . .]

The interactions between civilizations vary greatly in
the extent to which they are likely to be characterized
by violence. Economic competition clearly predomi-
nates between the American and European subcivi-
lizations of the West and between both of them and
Japan. On the Eurasian continent, however, the prolif-
eration of ethnic conflict, epitomized at the extreme in
“ethnic cleansing,” has not been totally random. It has
been most frequent and most violent between groups
belonging to different civilizations. In Eurasia the great
historic fault lines between civilizations are once more
aflame. This is particularly true along the boundaries
of the crescent-shaped Islamic bloc of nations from the
bulge of Africa to central Asia. Violence also occurs
between Muslims, on the one hand, and Orthodox
Serbs in the Balkans, Jews in Israel, Hindus in India,
Buddhists in Burma and Catholics in the Philippines.
Islam has bloody borders.

CIVILIZATION RALLYING:

THE KIN-COUNTRY SYNDROME

Groups or states belonging to one civilization that
become involved in war with people from a different
civilization naturally try to rally support from other
members of their own civilization. As the post–Cold
War world evolves, civilization commonality, what
H. D. S. Greenway has termed the “kin-country” syn-
drome, is replacing political ideology and traditional
balance of power considerations as the principal basis
for cooperation and coalitions. It can be seen gradually
emerging in the post–Cold War conflicts in the Persian
Gulf, the Caucasus and Bosnia. None of these was a
full-scale war between civilizations, but each involved
some elements of civilizational rallying, which seemed
to become more important as the conflict continued
and which may provide a foretaste of the future.

[. . .]

Civilization rallying to date has been limited, but it has
been growing, and it clearly has the potential to spread
much further. As the conflicts in the Persian Gulf, the
Caucasus and Bosnia continued, the positions of nations
and the cleavages between them increasingly were
along civilizational lines. Populist politicians, religious



leaders and the media have found it a potent means of
arousing mass support and of pressuring hesitant gov-
ernments. In the coming years, the local conflicts most
likely to escalate into major wars will be those, as in
Bosnia and the Caucasus, along the fault lines between
civilizations. The next world war, if there is one, will
be a war between civilizations.

THE WEST VERSUS THE REST

The west is now at an extraordinary peak of power in
relation to other civilizations. Its superpower opponent
has disappeared from the map. Military conflict among
Western states is unthinkable, and Western military
power is unrivaled. Apart from Japan, the West faces
no economic challenge. It dominates international
political and security institutions and with Japan inter-
national economic institutions. Global political and
security issues are effectively settled by a directorate
of the United States, Britain and France, world eco-
nomic issues by a directorate of the United States,
Germany and Japan, all of which maintain extraordi-
narily close relations with each other to the exclusion
of lesser and largely non-Western countries. Decisions
made at the U.N. Security Council or in the Inter-
national Monetary Fund that reflect the interests of
the West are presented to the world as reflecting the
desires of the world community. The very phrase “the
world community” has become the euphemistic collec-
tive noun (replacing “the Free World”) to give global
legitimacy to actions reflecting the interests of the
United States and other Western powers. Through
the IMF and other international economic institutions,
the West promotes its economic interests and imposes
on other nations the economic policies it thinks appro-
priate. In any poll of non-Western peoples, the IMF
undoubtedly would win the support of finance minis-
ters and a few others, but get an overwhelmingly un-
favorable rating from just about everyone else, who
would agree with Georgy Arbatov’s characterization of
IMF officials as “neo-Bolsheviks who love expropriat-
ing other people’s money, imposing undemocratic and
alien rules of economic and political conduct and sti-
fling economic freedom.”

Western domination of the U.N. Security Council and
its decisions, tempered only by occasional abstention
by China, produced U.N. legitimation of the West’s use
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of force to drive Iraq out of Kuwait and its elimination
of Iraq’s sophisticated weapons and capacity to produce
such weapons. It also produced the quite unprece-
dented action by the United States, Britain and France
in getting the Security Council to demand that Libya
hand over the Pan Am 103 bombing suspects and then
to impose sanctions when Libya refused. After defeat-
ing the largest Arab army, the West did not hesitate to
throw its weight around in the Arab world. The West in
effect is using international institutions, military power
and economic resources to run the world in ways that
will maintain Western predominance, protect Western
interests and promote Western political and economic
values.

[. . .]

The central axis of world politics in the future is likely
to be, in Kishore Mahbubani’s phrase, the conflict be-
tween “the West and the Rest” and the responses of
non-Western civilizations to Western power and values.
(Kishore Mahbubani, “The West and the Rest,” The
National Interest, Summer 1992.) Those responses gen-
erally take one or a combination of three forms. At one
extreme, non-Western states can, like Burma and North
Korea, attempt to pursue a course of isolation, to insu-
late their societies from penetration or “corruption” by
the West, and, in effect, to opt out of participation in
the Western-dominated global community. The costs
of this course, however, are high, and few states have
pursued it exclusively. A second alternative, the equiv-
alent of “band-wagoning” in international relations
theory, is to attempt to join the West and accept its
values and institutions. The third alternative is to
attempt to “balance” the West by developing eco-
nomic and military power and cooperating with other
non-Western societies against the West, while preserv-
ing indigenous values and institutions; in short, to
modernize but not to Westernize.

[. . .]

IMPLICATIONS FOR THE WEST

This article does not argue that civilization identities
will replace all other identities, that nation states will
disappear, that each civilization will become a single co-
herent political entity, that groups within a civilization



will not conflict with and even fight each other. This
paper does set forth the hypotheses that differences
between civilizations are real and important; civiliza-
tion-consciousness is increasing; conflict between civi-
lizations will supplant ideological and other forms of
conflict as the dominant global form of conflict; inter-
national relations, historically a game played out within
Western civilization, will increasingly be de-Western-
ized and become a game in which non-Western civi-
lizations are actors and not simply objects; successful
political, security and economic international institu-
tions are more likely to develop within civilizations
than across civilizations; conflicts between groups in
different civilizations will be more frequent, more sus-
tained and more violent than conflicts between groups
in the same civilization; violent conflicts between
groups in different civilizations are the most likely and
most dangerous source of escalation that could lead to
global wars; the paramount axis of world politics will
be the relations between “the West and the Rest”; the
elites in some torn non-Western countries will try to
make their countries part of the West, but in most
cases face major obstacles to accomplishing this; a cen-
tral focus of conflict for the immediate future will be
between the West and several Islamic-Confucian states.

This is not to advocate the desirability of conflicts
between civilizations. It is to set forth descriptive
hypotheses as to what the future may be like. If these
are plausible hypotheses, however, it is necessary to
consider their implications for Western policy. These
implications should be divided between short-term
advantage and long-term accommodation. In the short
term it is clearly in the interest of the West to promote
greater cooperation and unity within its own civili-
zation, particularly between its European and North
American components; to incorporate into the West
societies in Eastern Europe and Latin America whose
cultures are close to those of the West; to promote and
maintain cooperative relations with Russia and Japan;
to prevent escalation of local inter-civilization conflicts
into major inter-civilization wars; to limit the expan-
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sion of the military strength of Confucian and Islamic
states; to moderate the reduction of Western military
capabilities and maintain military superiority in East
and Southwest Asia; to exploit differences and conflicts
among Confucian and Islamic states; to support in other
civilizations groups sympathetic to Western values and
interests; to strengthen international institutions that
reflect and legitimate Western interests and values and
to promote the involvement of non-Western states in
those institutions.

In the longer term other measures would be called for.
Western civilization is both Western and modern. Non-
Western civilizations have attempted to become mod-
ern without becoming Western. To date only Japan has
fully succeeded in this quest. Non-Western civiliza-
tions will continue to attempt to acquire the wealth,
technology, skills, machines and weapons that are part
of being modern. They will also attempt to reconcile
this modernity with their traditional culture and values.
Their economic and military strength relative to the
West will increase. Hence the West will increasingly
have to accommodate these non-Western modern civi-
lizations whose power approaches that of the West but
whose values and interests differ significantly from
those of the West. This will require the West to main-
tain the economic and military power necessary to pro-
tect its interests in relation to these civilizations. It will
also, however, require the West to develop a more pro-
found understanding of the basic religious and philo-
sophical assumptions underlying other civilizations and
the ways in which people in those civilizations see their
interests. It will require an effort to identify elements
of commonality between Western and other civiliza-
tions. For the relevant future, there will be no universal
civilization, but instead a world of different civiliza-
tions, each of which will have to learn to coexist with
the others.

Source: Samuel P. Huntington, “The Clash of Civiliza-
tions?” Foreign Affairs 72(3) (Summer 1993): 22–49.
Reprinted by permission of Foreign Affairs, Copyright 
1993 by the Council on Foreign Relations, Inc.



Primary Source
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In October and November 1986, two secret U.S. Gov-
ernment operations were publicly exposed, potentially
implicating Reagan Administration officials in illegal
activities. These operations were the provision of assis-
tance to the military activities of the Nicaraguan contra
rebels during an October 1984 to October 1986 prohi-
bition on such aid, and the sale of U.S. arms to Iran in
contravention of stated U.S. policy and in possible vio-
lation of arms-export controls. In late November 1986,
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Reagan Administration officials announced that some
of the proceeds from the sale of U.S. arms to Iran had
been diverted to the contras.

As a result of the exposure of these operations, Attor-
ney General Edwin Meese III sought the appointment
of an independent counsel to investigate and, if neces-
sary, prosecute possible crimes arising from them.

The Special Division of the United States Court of
Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit appointed

167. Lawrence E. Walsh: Final Report of the Independent Counsel
for Iran-Contra Matters, 1993

Introduction
One of the most damaging episodes for U.S. President Ronald Reagan, the Iran-Contra scandal seized Americans’
attention during 1985–1987. It was revealed that the Reagan administration had secretly negotiated the sale of arms
to Iran in the hope of winning the return of American hostages held by the Iranians in Lebanon and in order to
finance aid to the Contra rebels, who were fighting the Marxist Sandinista government in Nicaragua. This action
was in violation of the Boland Amendment, which prohibited aid to the Contras, and of stated U.S. policies not to
negotiate with the Iranians. The matter was eventually turned over to Special Prosecutor Lawrence Walsh, who
submitted the final report of his investigation to the U.S. House of Representatives on 4 August 1993. One of the
major questions that Walsh had to investigate was the degree of Reagan administration involvement. It was White
House officials, rather than the State Department, who conceived and implemented these activities. Reagan ini-
tially claimed to have been unaware of them but nonetheless took full responsibility for them, while Vice President
George H. W. Bush also stated that he himself had been “out of the loop” on the subject. National Security Advi-
sor Robert McFarlane, who had conceived the scheme as a means of improving relations with Iran and made a
secret trip to Iran as part of the operation, tried but failed to commit suicide during the investigation. No hostages
were freed as a result of these negotiations. McFarlane and his successor, John Poindexter, were both convicted of
lying to Congress, but their sentences were overturned on appeal, as was that of Colonel Oliver North, a National
Security Council (NSC) aide who had been heavily involved in the implementation of these schemes. Most of the
other high-ranking officials whom Walsh indicted, including U.S. Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger, who
had been accused of lying to and withholding information from Congress, were pardoned after Bush became pres-
ident. The Iran-Contra scandal undoubtedly tarnished Reagan’s second term in office, since the president had
either deliberately misled the American people and broken various laws or else failed to exercise proper supervi-
sion over lower-level officials within his administration. In March 1987 Reagan spoke on national television, telling
the American people that he regretted the situation and had been incorrect in stating earlier that the United States
had not traded arms for hostages but that he believed his actions had been right. Reagan’s approval ratings at one
stage dropped to 46 percent but by the time he finished his presidency had rebounded to 63 percent. Some Amer-
ican politicians have since asserted that in the broader national interest they declined to pursue the Iran-Contra
Affair as aggressively as might have been possible because they did not wish to bring down the first U.S. president
to serve two uninterrupted terms in office since Dwight D. Eisenhower during the 1950s. The executive summary
of the report prepared by Walsh was nonetheless a damning catalog of legal violations and abuses of power by a
wide range of high-level Reagan administration officials.



Lawrence E. Walsh as Independent Counsel on De-
cember 19, 1986, and charged him with investigating:

(1) the direct or indirect sale, shipment, or transfer
since in or about 1984 down to the present, of
military arms, materiel, or funds to the govern-
ment of Iran, officials of that government, per-
sons, organizations or entities connected with or
purporting to represent that government, or per-
sons located in Iran;

(2) the direct or indirect sale, shipment, or transfer
of military arms, materiel or funds to any gov-
ernment, entity, or person acting, or purporting
to act as an intermediary in any transaction
referred to above;

(3) the financing or funding of any direct or indirect
sale, shipment or transfer referred to above;

(4) the diversion of proceeds from any transaction
described above to or for any person, organiza-
tion, foreign government, or any faction or body
of insurgents in any foreign country, including,
but not limited to Nicaragua;

(5) the provision or coordination of support for per-
sons or entities engaged as military insurgents
in armed conflict with the government of Nica-
ragua since 1984.

This is the final report of that investigation.

OVERALL CONCLUSIONS

The investigations and prosecutions have shown that
high-ranking Administration officials violated laws and
executive orders in the Iran/contra matter.

Independent Counsel concluded that:

the sales of arms to Iran contravened United States
Government policy and may have violated the Arms
Export Control Act;

the provision and coordination of support to the
contras violated the Boland Amendment ban on aid to
military activities in Nicaragua;

the policies behind both the Iran and contra opera-
tions were fully reviewed and developed at the highest
levels of the Reagan Administration;

although there was little evidence of National Se-
curity Council level knowledge of most of the actual
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contra-support operations, there was no evidence that
any NSC member dissented from the underlying pol-
icy of keeping the contras alive despite congressional
limitations on contra support;

the Iran operations were carried out with the knowl-
edge of, among others, President Ronald Reagan, Vice
President George Bush, Secretary of State George P.
Shultz, Secretary of Defense Caspar W. Weinberger,
Director of Central Intelligence William J. Casey, and
national security advisers Robert C. McFarlane and
John M. Poindexter; of these officials, only Weinberger
and Shultz dissented from the policy decision, and
Weinberger eventually acquiesced by ordering the De-
partment of Defense to provide the necessary arms; and

large volumes of highly relevant, contemporaneously
created documents were systematically and willfully
withheld from investigators by several Reagan Admin-
istration officials.

Following the revelation of these operations in Octo-
ber and November 1986, Reagan Administration offi-
cials deliberately deceived the Congress and the public
about the level and extent of official knowledge of and
support for these operations.

In addition, Independent Counsel concluded that the
off-the-books nature of the Iran and contra operations
gave line-level personnel the opportunity to commit
money crimes.

PROSECUTIONS

In the course of Independent Counsel’s investiga-
tion, 14 persons were charged with criminal violations.
There were two broad classes of crimes charged: Oper-
ational crimes, which largely concerned the illegal use
of funds generated in the course of the operations, and
“cover-up” crimes, which largely concerned false state-
ments and obstructions after the revelation of the
operations. Independent Counsel did not charge vio-
lations of the Arms Export Control Act or Boland
Amendment. Although apparent violations of these
statutes provided the impetus for the cover-up, they are
not criminal statutes and do not contain any enforce-
ment provisions.

All of the individuals charged were convicted, except
for one CIA official whose case was dismissed on



national security grounds and two officials who received
unprecedented pre-trial pardons by President Bush
following his electoral defeat in 1992. Two of the
convictions were reversed on appeal on constitutional
grounds that in no way cast doubt on the factual guilt
of the men convicted. The individuals charged and the
disposition of their cases are:

(1) Robert C. McFarlane: pleaded guilty to four-
counts of withholding information from
Congress;

(2) Oliver L. North: convicted of altering and de-
stroying documents, accepting an illegal gratu-
ity, and aiding and abetting in the obstruction
of Congress; conviction reversed on appeal;

(3) John M. Poindexter: convicted of conspiracy,
false statements, destruction and removal of
records, and obstruction of Congress; convic-
tion reversed on appeal;

(4) Richard V. Secord: pleaded guilty to making
false statements to Congress;

(5) Albert Hakim: pleaded guilty to supplement-
ing the salary of North;

(6) Thomas G. Clines: convicted of four counts of
tax-related offenses for failing to report income
from the operations;

(7) Carl R. Channell: pleaded guilty to conspiracy
to defraud the United States;

(8) Richard R. Miller: pleaded guilty to conspiracy
to defraud the United States;

(9) Clair E. George: convicted of false statements
and perjury before Congress;

(10) Duane R. Clarridge: indicted on seven counts
of perjury and false statements; pardoned be-
fore trial by President Bush;

(11) Alan D. Fiers, Jr.: pleaded guilty to withhold-
ing information from Congress;

(12) Joseph F. Fernandez: indicted on four counts
of obstruction and false statements; case dis-
missed when Attorney General Richard L.
Thornburgh refused to declassify information
needed for his defense;

(13) Elliott Abrams: pleaded guilty to withholding
information from Congress;

(14) Caspar W. Weinberger: charged with four counts
of false statements and perjury; pardoned be-
fore trial by President Bush.
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At the time President Bush pardoned Weinberger and
Clarridge, he also pardoned George, Fiers, Abrams, and
McFarlane.

THE BASIC FACTS OF IRAN/CONTRA

The Iran/contra affair concerned two secret Reagan
Administration policies whose operations were coor-
dinated by National Security Council staff. The Iran
operation involved efforts in 1985 and 1986 to obtain
the release of Americans held hostage in the Middle
East through the sale of U.S. weapons to Iran, despite
an embargo on such sales. The contra operations from
1984 through most of 1986 involved the secret gov-
ernmental support of contra military and paramilitary
activities in Nicaragua, despite congressional prohibi-
tion of this support.

The Iran and contra operations were merged when
funds generated from the sale of weapons to Iran were
diverted to support the contra effort in Nicaragua.
Although this “diversion” may be the most dramatic
aspect of Iran/contra, it is important to emphasize that
both the Iran and contra operations, separately, vio-
lated United States policy and law. The ignorance of
the “diversion” asserted by President Reagan and his
Cabinet officers on the National Security Council in no
way absolves them of responsibility for the underlying
Iran and contra operations.

The secrecy concerning the Iran and contra activities
was finally pierced by events that took place thousands
of miles apart in the fall of 1986. The first occurred on
October 5, 1986, when Nicaraguan government soldiers
shot down an American cargo plane that was carrying
military supplies to contra forces; the one surviving
crew member, American Eugene Hasenfus, was taken
into captivity and stated that he was employed by the
CIA. A month after the Hasenfus shootdown, Presi-
dent Reagan’s secret sale of U.S. arms to Iran was
reported by a Lebanese publication on November 3.
The joining of these two operations was made public
on November 25, 1986, when Attorney General Meese
announced that Justice Department officials had dis-
covered that some of the proceeds from the Iran arms
sales had been diverted to the contras.

When these operations ended, the exposure of the
Iran/contra affair generated a new round of illegality.



Beginning with the testimony of Elliott Abrams and
others in October 1986 and continuing through the
public testimony of Caspar W. Weinberger on the last
day of the congressional hearings in the summer of
1987, senior Reagan Administration officials engaged
in a concerted effort to deceive Congress and the
public about their knowledge of and support for the
operations.

Independent Counsel has concluded that the Presi-
dent’s most senior advisers and the Cabinet members
on the National Security Council participated in the
strategy to make National Security staff members Mc-
Farlane, Poindexter and North the scapegoats whose
sacrifice would protect the Reagan Administration in
its final two years. In an important sense, this strategy
succeeded. Independent Counsel discovered much of
the best evidence of the cover-up in the final year of
active investigation, too late for most prosecutions.

[. . .]

AGENCY SUPPORT OF THE

OPERATIONS

Following the convictions of those who were most cen-
tral to the Iran/contra operations, Independent Coun-
sel’s investigation focused on the supporting roles
played by Government officials in other agencies and
the supervisory roles of the NSC principals. The
investigation showed that Administration officials who
claimed initially that they had little knowledge about
the Iran arms sales or the illegal contra-resupply oper-
ation North directed were much better informed than
they professed to be. The Office of Independent Coun-
sel obtained evidence that Secretaries Weinberger and
Shultz and White House Chief of Staff Donald T.
Regan, among others, held back information that would
have helped Congress obtain a much clearer view of
the scope of the Iran/contra matter. Contemporaneous
notes of Regan and Weinberger, and those dictated by
Shultz, were withheld until they were obtained by
Independent Counsel in 1991 and 1992.

THE WHITE HOUSE AND OFFICE OF

THE VICE PRESIDENT

As the White House section of this report describes
in detail, the investigation found no credible evidence
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that President Reagan violated any criminal statute.
The OIC could not prove that Reagan authorized or
was aware of the diversion or that he had knowledge of
the extent of North’s control of the contra-resupply
network. Nevertheless, he set the stage for the illegal
activities of others by encouraging and, in general
terms, ordering support of the contras during the Octo-
ber 1984 to October 1986 period when funds for the
contras were cut off by the Boland Amendment, and in
authorizing the sale of arms to Iran, in contravention
of the U.S. embargo on such sales. The President’s dis-
regard for civil laws enacted to limit presidential actions
abroad specifically the Boland Amendment, the Arms
Export Control Act and congressional-notification
requirements in covert-action laws created a climate
in which some of the Government officers assigned to
implement his policies felt emboldened to circumvent
such laws.

President Reagan’s directive to McFarlane to keep the
contras alive “body and soul” during the Boland cut-
off period was viewed by North, who was charged by
McFarlane to carry out the directive, as an invitation to
break the law. Similarly, President Reagan’s decision
in 1985 to authorize the sale of arms to Iran from Israeli
stocks, despite warnings by Weinberger and Shultz that
such transfers might violate the law, opened the way
for Poindexter’s subsequent decision to authorize the
diversion. Poindexter told Congress that while he made
the decision on his own and did not tell the President,
he believed the President would have approved. North
testified that he believed the President authorized it.

Independent Counsel’s investigation did not develop
evidence that proved that Vice President Bush violated
any criminal statute. Contrary to his public pronounce-
ments, however, he was fully aware of the Iran arms
sales. Bush was regularly briefed, along with the Presi-
dent, on the Iran arms sales, and he participated in dis-
cussions to obtain third-country support for the contras.
The OIC obtained no evidence that Bush was aware
of the diversion. The OIC learned in December 1992
that Bush had failed to produce a diary containing con-
temporaneous notes relevant to Iran/contra, despite
requests made in 1987 and again in early 1992 for the
production of such material. Bush refused to be inter-
viewed for a final time in light of evidence developed



in the latter stages of OIC’s investigation, leaving un-
resolved a clear picture of his Iran/contra involvement.
Bush’s pardon of Weinberger on December 24, 1992
pre-empted a trial in which defense counsel indicated
that they intended to call Bush as a witness.

The chapters on White House Chief of Staff Regan
and Attorney General Edwin Meese III focus on their
actions during the November 1986 period, as the Pres-
ident and his advisers sought to control the damage
caused by the disclosure of the Iran arms sales. Regan
in 1992 provided Independent Counsel with copies of
notes showing that Poindexter and Meese attempted
to create a false account of the 1985 arms sales from
Israeli stocks, which they believed were illegal, in
order to protect the President. Regan and the other
senior advisers did not speak up to correct the false
version of events. No final legal determination on the
matter had been made. Regan said he did not want to
be the one who broke the silence among the Presi-
dent’s senior advisers, virtually all of whom knew the
account was false.

The evidence indicates that Meese’s November 1986
inquiry was more of a damage-control exercise than an
effort to find the facts. He had private conversations
with the President, the Vice President, Poindexter,
Weinberger, Casey and Regan without taking notes.
Even after learning of the diversion, Meese failed to
secure records in NSC staff offices or take other pru-
dent steps to protect potential evidence. And finally, in
reporting to the President and his senior advisers,
Meese gave a false account of what he had been told by
stating that the President did not know about the 1985
HAWK shipments, which Meese said might have been
illegal. The statute of limitations had run on Novem-
ber 1986 activities before OIC obtained its evidence.
In 1992, Meese denied recollection of the statements
attributed to him by the notes of Weinberger and
Regan. He was unconvincing, but the passage of time
would have been expected to raise a reasonable doubt
of the intentional falsity of his denials if he had been
prosecuted for his 1992 false statements.

THE ROLE OF CIA OFFICIALS

Director Casey’s unswerving support of President Rea-
gan’s contra policies and of the Iran arms sales encour-
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aged some CIA officials to go beyond legal restrictions
in both operations. Casey was instrumental in pairing
North with Secord as a contra-support team when the
Boland Amendment in October 1984 forced the CIA
to refrain from direct or indirect aid. He also supported
the North-Secord combination in the Iran arms sales,
despite deep reservations about Secord within the CIA
hierarchy.

Casey’s position on the contras prompted the chief of
the CIA’s Central American Task Force, Alan D. Fiers,
Jr., to “dovetail” CIA activities with those of North’s
contra-resupply network, in violation of Boland restric-
tions. Casey’s support for the NSC to direct the Iran
arms sales and to use arms dealer Manucher Ghorbani-
far and Secord in the operation, forced the CIA’s Direc-
torate of Operations to work with people it distrusted.

Following the Hasenfus shootdown in early October
1986, George and Fiers lied to Congress about U.S. Gov-
ernment involvement in contra resupply, to, as Fiers
put it, “keep the spotlight off the White House.” When
the Iran arms sales became public in November 1986,
three of Casey’s key officers—George, Clarridge and
Fiers—followed Casey’s lead in misleading Congress.

Four CIA officials were charged with criminal offenses
—George, the deputy director for operations and the
third highest-ranking CIA official; Clarridge, chief of
the European Division; Fiers; and Fernandez. George
was convicted of two felony counts of false statements
and perjury before Congress. Fiers pleaded guilty to
two misdemeanor counts of withholding information
from Congress. The four counts of obstruction and false
statements against Fernandez were dismissed when
the Bush Administration refused to declassify informa-
tion needed for his defense. Clarridge was awaiting
trial on seven counts of perjury and false statements
when he, George and Fiers were pardoned by Presi-
dent Bush.

STATE DEPARTMENT OFFICIALS

In 1990 and 1991, Independent Counsel received new
documentary evidence in the form of handwritten
notes suggesting that Secretary Shultz’s congressional
testimony painted a misleading and incorrect picture of
his knowledge of the Iran arms sales. The subsequent



investigation focused on whether Shultz or other
Department officials deliberately misled or withheld
information from congressional or OIC investigators.

The key notes, taken by M. Charles Hill, Shultz’s
executive assistant, were nearly verbatim, contempo-
raneous accounts of Shultz’s meetings within the
department and Shultz’s reports to Hill on meetings
the secretary attended elsewhere. The Hill notes and
similarly detailed notes by Nicholas Platt, the State
Department’s executive secretary, provided the OIC
with a detailed account of Shultz’s knowledge of the
Iran arms sales. The most revealing of these notes were
not provided to any Iran/contra investigation until
1990 and 1991. The notes show that—contrary to his
early testimony that he was not aware of details of the
1985 arms transfers—Shultz knew that the shipments
were planned and that they were delivered. Also in
conflict with his congressional testimony was evidence
that Shultz was aware of the 1986 shipments.

Independent Counsel concluded that Shultz’s early
testimony was incorrect, if not false, in significant re-
spects, and misleading, if literally true, in others. When
questioned about the discrepancies in 1992, Shultz did
not dispute the accuracy of the Hill notes. He told OIC
that he believed his testimony was accurate at the time
and he insisted that if he had been provided with the
notes earlier, he would have testified differently. Inde-
pendent Counsel declined to prosecute because there
was a reasonable doubt that Shultz’s testimony was
willfully false at the time it was delivered.

Independent Counsel concluded that Hill had will-
fully withheld relevant notes and prepared false testi-
mony for Shultz in 1987. He declined to prosecute
because Hill’s claim of authorization to limit the pro-
duction of his notes and the joint responsibility of
Shultz for the resulting misleading testimony, would at
trial have raised a reasonable doubt, after Independent
Counsel had declined to prosecute Shultz.

Independent Counsel’s initial focus on the State De-
partment had centered on Assistant Secretary Elliott
Abrams’ insistence to Congress and to the OIC that he
was not aware of North’s direction of the extensive
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contra-resupply network in 1985 and 1986. As assistant
secretary of state for inter-American affairs, Abrams
chaired the Restricted Inter-Agency Group, or RIG,
which coordinated U.S. policy in Central America.
Although the OIC was skeptical about Abrams’ testi-
mony, there was insufficient evidence to proceed
against him until additional documentary evidence
inculpating him was discovered in 1990 and 1991, and
until Fiers, who represented the CIA on the RIG,
pleaded guilty in July 1991 to withholding information
from Congress. Fiers provided evidence to support
North’s earlier testimony that Abrams was knowledge-
able about North’s contra-supply network. Abrams
pleaded guilty in October 1991 to two counts of with-
holding information from Congress about secret Gov-
ernment efforts to support the contras, and about his
solicitation of $10 million to aid the contras from the
Sultan of Brunei.

SECRETARY WEINBERGER AND

DEFENSE DEPARTMENT OFFICIALS

Contrary to their testimony to the presidentially ap-
pointed Tower Commission and the Select Iran/contra
Committees of Congress, Independent Counsel deter-
mined that Secretary Weinberger and his closest aides
were consistently informed of proposed and actual
arms shipments to Iran during 1985 and 1986. The key
evidence was handwritten notes of Weinberger, which
he deliberately withheld from Congress and the OIC
until they were discovered by Independent Counsel in
late 1991. The Weinberger daily diary notes and notes
of significant White House and other meetings con-
tained highly relevant, contemporaneous information
that resolved many questions left unanswered in early
investigations.

The notes demonstrated that Weinberger’s early testi-
mony that he had only vague and generalized informa-
tion about Iran arms sales in 1985 was false, and that he
in fact had detailed information on the proposed arms
sales and the actual deliveries. The notes also revealed
that Gen. Colin Powell, Weinberger’s senior military
aide, and Richard L. Armitage, assistant secretary of
defense for international security affairs, also had de-
tailed knowledge of the 1985 shipments from Israeli
stocks. Armitage and Powell had testified that they did



not learn of the November 1985 HAWK missile ship-
ment until 1986.

Weinberger’s notes provided detailed accounts of high-
level Administration meetings in November 1986 in
which the President’s senior advisers were provided
with false accounts of the Iran arms sales to protect
the President and themselves from the consequences
of the possibly illegal 1985 shipments from Israeli
stocks.

Weinberger’s notes provided key evidence supporting
the charges against him, including perjury and false
statements in connection with his testimony regard-
ing the arms sales, his denial of the existence of notes
and his denial of knowledge of Saudi Arabia’s multi-
million dollar contribution to the contras. He was par-
doned less than two weeks before trial by President
Bush on December 24, 1992.

There was little evidence that Powell’s early testi-
mony regarding the 1985 shipments and Weinberger’s
notes was willfully false. Powell cooperated with the
various Iran/contra investigations and, when his recol-
lection was refreshed by Weinberger’s notes, he readily
conceded their accuracy. Independent Counsel de-
clined to prosecute Armitage because the OIC’s limited
resources were focused on the case against Weinberger
and because the evidence against Armitage, while sub-
stantial, did not reach the threshold of proof beyond a
reasonable doubt.

THE REAGAN, BUSH AND CASEY

SEGMENTS

The Independent Counsel Act requires a report as to
persons not indicted as well as those indicted. Because
of the large number of persons investigated, those dis-
cussed in individual sections of this report are limited
to those as to whom there was a possibility of indict-
ment. In addition there are separate sections on Presi-
dent Reagan and President Bush because, although
criminal proceedings against them were always unlikely,
they were important subjects of the investigation, and
their activities were important to the action taken with
respect to others.
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CIA Director Casey is a special case. Because Casey
was hospitalized with a fatal illness before Indepen-
dent Counsel was appointed, no formal investigation
of Casey was ever undertaken by the OIC. Casey was
never able to give his account, and he was unable to
respond to allegations of wrongdoing made about him
by others, most prominently North, whose veracity is
subject to serious question. Equally important, fun-
damental questions could not be answered regarding
Casey’s state of mind, the impact, if any, of his fatal ill-
ness on his conduct and his intent.

Under normal circumstances, a prosecutor would hesi-
tate to comment on the conduct of an individual whose
activities and actions were not subjected to rigorous
investigation, which might exculpate that individual.
Nevertheless, after serious deliberation, Independent
Counsel concluded that it was in the public interest
that this report expose as full and complete an account
of the Iran/contra matter as possible. This simply could
not be done without an account of the role of Director
Casey.

OBSERVATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

This report concludes with Independent Counsel’s
observations and conclusions. He observes that the
governmental problems presented by Iran/contra are
not those of rogue operations, but rather those of Exec-
utive Branch efforts to evade congressional oversight.
As this report documents, the competing roles of the
attorney general—adviser to the President and top law-
enforcement officer—come into irreconcilable conflict
in the case of high-level Executive Branch wrongdoing.
Independent Counsel concludes that congressional
oversight alone cannot correct the deficiencies that
result when an attorney general abandons the law-
enforcement responsibilities of that office and under-
takes, instead, to protect the President.

[. . .]

Source: Lawrence E. Walsh, Final Report of the Independent
Counsel for Iran-Contra Matters, Vol. 1 (Washington, DC:
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1993). Also available 
at Federation of American Scientists, http://www.fas.org/
irp/offdocs/walsh.



Primary Source
INTERVIEWER: Could you tell me how you person-
ally experienced the restrictive Cold War atmosphere
that came through the Fifties?

ALLEN GINSBERG: Well, part of that atmosphere
was the sort of anti-Communist hysteria of McCarthy-
ism, but culminating in ’53 or so, with the execution of
the Rosenbergs. It was a little harsh. Whatever they did,
it wasn’t worth killing people, you know, killing them.
I remember sending a wire to Eisenhower and saying:
“No, that’s the wrong thing.” Drawing blood like that
is the wrong thing, because it’s ambiguous; and espe-
cially, there was one commentator on the air, called
Fulton Lewis, who said that they smelt bad, and there-
fore should die. There was an element of anti-Semitism
in it. But I remember very clearly on the radio, this guy
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Fulton Lewis saying they smelt bad. He was a friend
of J. Edgar Hoover, who was this homosexual in the
closet, who was blackmailing almost everybody.

But that year, ’53, I was living with William Burroughs
in New York, and he was conceiving the first routines
of Naked Lunch, which were parodies of Cold War
bureaucracy mentality and police state mentality. And
I remember that year very vividly, that Mosaddeq was
overthrown in Iran, in Persia, because it was suspected
that he might be neutral, or left, though he wasn’t, but
he really wanted to nationalize the oilfields, which the
Shah later did anyway. And I remember the CIA over-
threw Mosaddeq, and he wept in court; and we’ve had
karmic troubles and war troubles with Iran ever since.
That was the seed of all the Middle Eastern catastrophe
we’re facing now.

168. Allen Ginsberg, Interview on the Counterculture
and the Cold War

Introduction
One of the more striking features of the 1960s was the degree of interconnection among the various protest move-
ments that developed during the decade. Their roots dated back at least to the 1950s, when a group of young Amer-
ican poets and writers known as the Beats, its most prominent members Allen Ginsberg, Jack Kerouac, William S.
Burroughs, and Neal Cassady, emerged in New York and California. Dissatisfaction with what they considered to
be their own country’s stifling conformity led them to explore unorthodox art forms in literature, painting, sculp-
ture, and music; turn to African and Asian culture; and test the boundaries of censorship. Ginsberg’s 1957 poem
Howl, for example, was the subject of a celebrated obscenity case. The Beats pioneered alternative lifestyles in the
United States, experimenting with mind-altering drugs, investigating Eastern religions including Zen Buddhism,
and bearing the banner of a sexual revolution that regarded heterosexual monogamy as only one option among
many other less-conventional ways of life. As representatives of what they termed the counterculture, they ques-
tioned all accepted standards of morality and placed great emphasis on spontaneity, self-fulfillment, and attaining
harmony with nature and the universe. The Beats rejected the pressures and demands that large corporate organi-
zations placed on their employees, and ecological concerns for the environment often made them hostile to big
business, or the Establishment, whose economic and cultural dominance in the United States they considered
dehumanizing and dangerous. Several of the Beats, including Ginsberg, came from traditionally radical back-
grounds, and they broke with the prevailing anticommunist Cold War orthodoxy of the 1950s, especially the man-
ner in which the United States felt free to impose its will on other nations, such as Guatemala and Iran. During the
1960s, the Beats generally supported the civil rights movement and were particularly prominent in the anti–Vietnam
War protests. For many young people in the 1960s, the Beats attained near iconic status. Their vocal advocacy of
individual freedom and more relaxed and satisfying lifestyles appealed to many young people, and far broader
social acceptance of nonconventional personal choices became a lasting legacy of the counterculture. Interviewed
shortly before his death in connection with a much-publicized CNN television series on the Cold War, Ginsberg
vividly recalled the origins of the counterculture and his involvement in the interrelated anti-Establishment cam-
paigns of the 1960s.



[At the] same time, in 1953, the Arbenz government in
Guatemala was overthrown, and I was much aware of
that, despite the neutrality of the American papers
and the lack of real reporting. The actual event was
that Allen Dulles was running the CIA, I believe; John
Foster Dulles was Eisenhower’s Secretary of State; they
both had relations to the . . . I think it was the Sullivan
and Cromwell law firm. The Sullivan and Cromwell
law firm were representing United Fruit, and so, for
the United Fruit’s interests we overthrew a democrat-
ically elected leader . . . Jacobo Arbenz in Guatemala.
And that was followed by . . . well, what is it? . . . 30
years or 40 years of persecution of the Guatemalan
indigenous peoples, with the death of 200,000 of them
—at least so the New York Times says—particularly
under the later leadership of General Ríos Montt, who
turns out also to have been a disciple of Pat Robertson,
the right-wing moralist, Bible-thumping Christ an-
nouncer, assuming for himself the morality and ethics
of Jesus.

So many, many seeds of karmic horror: mass death,
mass murder, were planted in those years, including,
very consciously for me—I was quite aware of it—the
refusal of John Foster Dulles to shake Zhou Enlai’s
hand at the Geneva Conference which ended the
French war in Indochina, or was supposed to end it.
Now the Americans had been sending France $40 mil-
lion a year to pursue that war, and then the Americans
cut off the funds, so the French didn’t have funds. But
as Bernard Fall points out, and many others, General
Salan and others maintained the war through the pro-
ceeds of the opium sales in Chelon, the Chinese sec-
tion of Saigon, and the war was funded for a while by
them. Then, when the Americans finally took over, with
a puppet president, Diem who had been cultivated in
the Merinal Academy in the East Coast by Cardinal
Spellman . . . another flaming faggot, who in disguise
was a sort of a war dragon and one of the instigators of
the Vietnam War . . . so Diem was a Catholic, and we
had installed him as the puppet in a Buddhist country.
So, when I arrived in Saigon in 1963, coming after sev-
eral years in India, I was astounded to find that this
Buddhist country was being run by a Catholic Ameri-
can puppet. And, in sitting down with David Halber-
stam and I think Charles Morer and Peter Arnett
and others, who were reporting for the American news-
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papers, I got a completely different idea in the early
Sixties, ’63, May 30th ’63 to . . . oh, June 10th or so . . .
completely different idea of what was going on in the
war than I’d had reading the papers abroad or in Amer-
ica. They all said that the war could not be won; there
was no light at the end of the tunnel; and Ambassador
Lodge’s reports to the President were false, or hyper-
optimistic and misleading; and that they were getting
flak and criticism for reporting what they saw on the
spot there. But to go back to the Fifties, what was . . .
it felt like in the Fifties—given all these karmic vio-
lent errors that the CIA was making in Iran, in Latin
America, the real problem was that none of this was
clearly reported in the press. It was reported with apolo-
gies or with rationalizations or with the accusation that
Arbenz was a communist, or that Mosaddeq was a
communist. Mosaddeq was mocked, especially when
he wept in court, with tears that were tears, and very
tragic, both for America and Iran. And he was consid-
ered . . . you know, in Time magazine, which was sort of
the standard party line, like the Stalinist party line, he
was considered the . . . you know, some kind of jerk.

Of course, in those days Walt Whitman was considered
a jerk, and William Carlos Williams was considered a
jerk, and any sign of natural man was considered a jerk.
The ideal, as you could find it in advertising in the loose
organizations, was the man of distinction: actually, a
sort of British-looking guy with a brush moustache and
a tweed coat, in a club library, drinking—naturally—
the favorite drug, the drug of choice of the Establish-
ment. And this was considered and broadcast as . . .
advertised as the American century. Well, you know,
Burroughs and I and Kerouac had already been read-
ing Oswald Spengler on the decline in the West and
the cycles of civilizations, and found this proclamation
of the American century a sort of faint echo of Hitler’s
insistence on his empire lasting 1,000 years, or the
Roman Empire’s neglect of the central cities. And we
were thinking in terms of the fall of America, and a
new vision and a new religiousness, really, a second
religiousness, which Kerouac spoke of in the Fifties,
and exemplified, say, with his introduction to Eastern
thought into the American scene, from the beginning
of the 1950s through his book Mexico City Blues, poems
which were Buddhist-flavored, through his open por-
trait of Gary Snyder in The Dharma Bum(s), the book



The Dharma Bums—a long-haired rucksack revolution,
a rebellion within the cities against the prevailing war
culture, and a cultivation of the countryside and the
beginning of ecological considerations and ecological
reconstruction.

So you had McCarthyism, you had a completely false
set of values being presented in terms of morality, ethics
and success: the man of distinction. You had to put
down the most tender parts of American conscience,
Whitman and Williams. You had the aggression of the
closet queen J. Edgar Hoover and the alcoholic, intem-
perate Senator McCarthy working together. You had a
stupid Post Master General, Arthur Somerfield, who
presented the President, Eisenhower, with Lady Chat-
terley’s Lover on his desk, with dirty words underlined;
and it was reported, I think in Time or in Newsweek, that
Eisenhower said, “Terrible—we can’t have this!” And
so there was censorship, particularly censorship of lit-
erature towards . . . it was not . . . like, unconsciously or
inadvertently, the things that were censored were the
anti-war, anti-macho, anti-imperial texts, whether the
beginnings of Burroughs’s Naked Lunch in the Fifties,
Kerouac’s Visions of Cody, which could not be printed
in those days, Lady Chatterley’s Lover, Henry Miller. So
we had D. H. Lawrence banned, Catullus banned; the
Satyricon and Petronius’ Arbiter couldn’t be printed
completely in English, it had to be printed in Latin in
the Modern Library editions.

So we had electoral censorship, literary censorship.
You had a large-scale electoral censorship on a much
more subtle, vast wave, with the CIA, bankrolling the
Congress for Cultural Freedom and a number of liter-
ary magazines, like Encounter, Truth, (We Won in?) Africa,
Demonat, and others. Stephen Spender, I remember,
used to complain to me that he’d bring in articles criti-
cal of the American imperium in Latin America, and
somehow Laski, or whoever was working with him, or
Arnold Beichman, I don’t know—somehow, when he
left their office, they would . . . it was rejected and
nothing but anti-Communist, anti-Russian screeds were
there. Very good reporting in that aspect, very good, but
on the other hand there was no balance in reporting
the horrors of American imperial invasion and overthrow
and CIA subversion—all over the world, actually—
much less CIA invasion of the intellectual body politic,
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with the funding of the National Student Association,
Congress for Cultural Freedom, all those magazines;
even the Pen Club was tainted with that for a while.
So there was this invasion of subsidy for a somewhat
middle-right-wing party line. And the interesting
thing is, most of those people that were working in the
CIA, that worked that out, were ex-commies; they had
the same Stalinist mentality: they just transferred it over
to the right wing, and it prevails to this very day. But it
was . . . ex-radicals, or even Marxists, who, disillusioned
by the show trials of 1937 and the anti-Semitism of
Stalin, went all the way over to the extreme right and
began suppressing their understanding of the trouble
with the American capitalism and imperialism, and
didn’t strike a good balance, as did a few intellectuals,
like Irving Howe, an American who had explored the
World of Our Fathers, Ian McGuint . . . the first-genera-
tion of Slavic, Russian and Jewish geniuses that rose
out of the American soil after the great immigrations of
1895, which is part of my family too, because my
mother came over from Russia in 1895.

So, to summarize: in the Fifties you had invasion of the
intellectual world, subtly and secretly, by the CIA. You
had invasion of political worlds in the Middle East, in
Central America and Africa, I presume, and in Asia,
again with secret police. I believe it was Wesley Fischel,
the professor at East Lansing, Wisconsin, the Univer-
sity of Wisconsin, who trained President Diem’s secret
police and brought them over intact to Saigon, under
the auspices of the CIA, back in the early Fifties, when
Diem was installed, ’56 or so. You had a subversion of
student activity and a blanketing of student protest.
That’s why you had the extreme rise of SDS, and later
(Prairie Fire?) in the early Sixties, because normal stu-
dent investigation and rebellion against the status quo
had been suppressed by CIA funding of the National
Student Association, with the presidents of the Student
Association quite witting.

You had a literary atmosphere where there was censor-
ship, where there was very little vigor, where an Eliotic
conservative attitude was dominant in the academies,
which excluded then Whitman as canon or Williams as
canon or Minna Loy, or Louis Nightecker, or Cobracussi
or Charles (unclear), or the whole imagist/objectivists’
lineage which came into prominence in America in the



Fifties and transformed American poetry to open form.
So you had a closed form in poetry, and a closed form
of mind, is what it boils down to,

[. . .]

[. . .]
GINSBERG: What were the tenets or themes of the
counter-culture, as I know them from the Forties and
Fifties, meaning the beat group and some allied friends.
[. . .]

First of all, open forum in poetry, rather than a closed
forum. It’s like when you split the atom, you get energy.
So we were following Whitman and William Carlos Wil-
liams and the imagists and objectivists in technique,
rather than the academic folks who were having a
metronomic beat. That happened in painting, poetry,
music and all the arts. And that involved candor and
spontaneity, spontaneous composition, a classic thing
from Tibet, Japan, China, not recognized here as clas-
sic because people weren’t scholarly enough, so they
thought it was some home-made spontaneous prosody,
but it was the great tradition of Milarapa, the Tibetan
poet.

Candor, arising from that, meaning if you’re saying
what’s really on your mind spontaneously, you might
say things that people would object to or censor. Thus
Burroughs’s Naked Lunch, which couldn’t be printed in
America until after many, many legal trials.

An interest in ecology and restoration of the planet,
particularly on the part of Kerouac, who said “The earth
is an Indian thing,” or Gary Snyder who’s a famous
ecological poet, or Michael McLure whose specialty is
in biology, or Philip Lamonti as a surrealist, using sur-
realist means to go back to the indigenous mind, so to
speak.

Then there was also an interest in breaking the bonds
of censorship, which we did, and being able to speak
freely. There was an exuberance in art rather than any
sort of a wet blanket, some sense of exuberance that
. . . as Blake said, “exuberance is beauty”, and even
some visionary element. There was the introduction,
along with that, of Eastern thought, Zen and Tibetan
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Buddhism, from the early Fifties on, through Kerouac
and specifically through Gary Snyder, who was study-
ing Chinese and Japanese in the early Fifties, and then
went to study in a Zen monastery in Kyoto, where I
joined him on that trip from India through Saigon to
Kyoto to Vancouver. So meditation practice and ex-
ploration of the texture of consciousness was central,
meaning exploration of our own aggression, and some
way of relating to our own aggression rather than it run
wild over the world as the American diplomacy was
allowing: American fear, aggression dominance, macho
delusion, to destroy other cultures.

We had a real strong interest in African American cul-
ture and in the arts of African American culture, which
have never been fully recognized as the great Ameri-
can contribution to world culture. So, the entire pro-
gram of Kerouac’s writing is really related to the new
sounds and the new rhythms of beebop, with Charlie
Parker and Dizzy Gillespie and Thelonius Monk and
other musicians whom he visited and heard directly in
Harlem during the late Thirties, early Forties.

So there was an interest in both Asiatic culture and
African American culture, The Tibetan Book of the Dead
. . . so an expanding of the American horizon of what
was canon, what was the canon: not merely the Judeo-
Christian but also the Deists, Buddhists, and let us say
animists or indigenous, worship of stocks and stones,
as the Catholics would say, who came to America and
burned all the Mayan goddesses, despising the pagan
cultures. So we were actually checking out the pagan
cultures, and finding a refinement, both artistic and
intellectual, that we didn’t have in Western culture, a
Western culture based on some kind of either logical
Aristotelian . . . a thing is either A or not A, or there’s
one single monotheist center, as distinct from the old
hermetic tradition of Heraclitus through Blake and the
Eastern tradition of no center, or emptiness, or ku, or
shrwinyatah, that things are real but simultaneously no
inherent permanent nature. That’s a big intellectual
distinction, and we were beginning to absorb that ques-
tion through the Highest Perfect Wisdom sutra, which
is chanted every morning in Zen and Tibetan rooms.

So there was a complete change of mind, and also a
rediscovery of America itself and the indigenous land,



people, folk tales, folk music, urban folk arts like bee-
bop and dozens, rather than a looking to Europe for
sophisticated models only. . . . 

. . . [O]h, I forgot the Sexual Revolution, gay liberation
—yeah, you’ve got to add that in! So if you have com-
plete change in view of the function and texture of
consciousness, complete change in sexual tolerance,
complete opening of artistic form, complete accept-
ance of human nature as is, as the fit subject matter,
including the chaos of human nature, as your ground,
naturally any young generation finds that exciting,
’cause they can reclaim their own bodies, their own
speech and their own minds, they can use their own
bodies, they can use their own speech, they can use
their own minds, as the basis for their art or for their
love-making or for their business. Naturally it caught
on, because the whole older thing was censored, stul-
tified, secret, secretive. The whole point of the Cold
War, of the nuclear matter, was that it was all done in
secrecy. From whatever proclivities they had in bed,
through whatever proclivities they had in the war room
of the White House or the Pentagon, through the cre-
ation of the single greatest political decision of the
century: to make the bomb and drop it, you’ve to got
realize it was all done undemocratically and in secret.
And people had to hide their emotions sexually, hide
their personal feelings, disguise themselves as men of
distinction, and create a world-ravaging Frankenstein,
the nature of which they could never put back in the
bottle, or . . . to mix my metaphor, a genie that they
couldn’t put back in the bottle, or a Frankenstein that
they couldn’t stop, because we still don’t know what to
do with the wastes, the nuclear waste. So, boasting
intelligence, they made a half-assed science that did
not take into account its own results, and the complete
equation was not resolved, yet they had the pride of
billions and billions and billions and trillions of dollars
of investment, trillions of dollars of war materials,
secrecy, perquisites, pride, an incredible conspiracy of
silence surrounding what was supposed to be a demo-
cratic nation. We were never consulted on the creation
of the bomb; and people are so blind to the horror of
that situation, they don’t get it, that there was a dozen
people in secret that took the decision that shakes the
world, in what is supposed to be a democracy. This is
Stalinism at its worst, or Hitlerism at its worst. People
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are not used to thinking of America or the West in these
terms, but you really have to realistically look and see
how we have poisoned the world.

There is the further problem that, because of conspic-
uous consumption, we are maybe more responsible for
the garbage on the planet than anyone else, and for
setting models of garbage . . . of disposable planets, so
to speak.

[. . .]

. . . [O]ne other question we haven’t covered, which
was the introduction of the drugs which alter conscious-
ness very slightly, like marijuana, which had a bad rep
from the Government, but which actually, when one
tried, one found that they were quite mild, like mari-
juana certainly. You know, I remember my first expe-
rience was that it made my vanilla ice cream with
chocolate syrup Sunday delightful to eat, like a totem
I’d never . . . an icon I’d never experienced before.
And this was supposed to be the drug that sent Alger-
ian dogs frothing at the mouth, mad. [Laughs] So actu-
ally, that was one reason that the US Government lost
its authority, all the way up to the levitation of the Pen-
tagon in 1967. [Laughs] It was simply that the author-
ity of the “government” word was deconstructed, the
authority of the Pentagon was deconstructed by one
good-looking kid putting a flower in the barrel of the
gun held by another good-looking kid in uniform.
Everybody realized the Pentagon is an arbitrary author-
ity. You know, it’s like in Blake “old Nobodaddy”. So
. . . much less LSD, of which Blake might say “The
eye, altering, alters all”—i.e. a change of consciousness
that’s experienced for, say, 8–10 hours, and that actu-
ally gives some perspective to the entire structure of
social consciousness, the social arrangement, that you
begin to see . . . X-ray, a little X-ray view of that; and
particularly during a wartime, the realization of . . .
people would get high, and I think that LSD was
likely enough that psychedelics may have been a great
catalyst to the anti-war movement. That was my guess
at the time, and still is. So there’s another element.

OK, so what did it feel like? It felt like we were walk-
ing around in a large mass hallucination, sustained by
all the politicians, but particularly Lyndon Johnson and



later by Nixon, extremely, based on lies and secrecy,
sustained by the media, who were not able to . . . or
couldn’t conceive that the whole structure of the
United States mentality could be so wrong and so dis-
astrous and so Earth-destroying, because they partici-
pated in primping it up all the time. So, in a sense it
was a piece of cake. You know, [Laughs] all these mad-
men walking around in a dream, and all you had to do
is make some common sense. You know, all I had to
do is say was . . . say, “I’m putting my queer shoulder
to the wheel,” [Laughs] or, you know, “I here declare
the end of the war—I here declare the end of the war.”
Lyndon Johnson never even declared it: he just sent
soldiers over. OK, if he’s going to have that chutzpah,
that brass, OK, I can undeclare it. And not only that:
my word is going to outlast his. [Laughs] So it was sort
of both a play, and at the same time a serious attempt
to communicate to people, to transmit information that
came from experience and self-knowledge, from wider
travel, from maybe a deeper heart understanding, than
was being displayed in the official media party line.
And I’m using that word, “party line”, with the over-
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shadow echo of the Communist Party line. We defi-
nitely had a party line, The Times had a party line, and
they’ve still got it.

[. . .]

So you had an establishment party line which, after all,
is part of the power structure, and worse and worse
from those days to this, as it gets more and more con-
centrated. But the beginning of that concentration of
power in so few hands was back in the Fifties, when
the networks and the few newspapers of record—Times,
Washington Post—were in a state of what the Alcoholics
Anonymous people would call “denial” of both scandal,
error, and treason even.

[. . .]

Source: “Interview with Allen Ginsberg (8/11/96),” The
National Security Archive, http://www.gwu.edu~nsarchiv/
coldwar/interviews/episode-13/ginsberg1.html. Courtesy 
of CNN.

169. Daniel Ortega and Oscar Manuel Sobalvarro:
Interviews with Sandinista and Contra Leaders

Introduction
In 1979, a leftist government came to power in Nicaragua after the overthrow of ruling strongman Anastasio
Somoza Debayle. The youthful new president, Daniel Ortega Saavedra, had spent years in the Sandinista National
Liberation Front (SNLF), the anti-Somoza urban guerrilla movement. Ortega was initially only one among a five-
person junta established in 1979, but as representatives of other parties left this coalition he became de facto leader,
winning a large majority in national elections called in 1984. The administration of U.S. President Ronald Reagan
denounced these as a sham and refused to recognize the new government, although outside observers thought
them reasonably fair. As a young revolutionary, Ortega had already established a close relationship with Fidel Cas-
tro’s communist government of Cuba, which sent 2,500 military and political advisors to assist the new government.
When Reagan became president in 1981, his administration began to provide aid to anti-Sandinista Contra forces
of Nicaraguan exiles, based in camps in neighboring Honduras and Costa Rica, who waged civil war against the new
regime, mounting various types of disruptive sabotage. Reagan also imposed economic sanctions and embargoes on
the Sandinista government. Even though Nicaragua’s population was only 4.5 million, the Reagan administration
argued that the Sandinista regime represented a major communist threat to all of Latin America, providing Soviet and
Cuban forces with another base in the Western Hemisphere. In 1987 Costa Rican President Óscar Arias Sánchez
helped to negotiate a cease-fire agreement between the Contras and the SNLF under whose terms national elections
were scheduled for 1990. The Sandinistas lost these elections probably in part because their conscription policies
and suppression of human rights had made them unpopular, as had economic difficulties and infrastructural dam-
age due to the impact of the U.S.-backed civil war and other sanctions.



Primary Source
Interview with Daniel Ortega, Sandinista

Leader, Nicaraguan President (translated from

Spanish)

On the origins of the Sandinista revolution:
We grew up in a situation where we didn’t know what
freedom or justice were, and therefore we didn’t know
what democracy was. . . . The people of Nicaragua were
suffering oppression. This made us develop an aware-
ness which eventually led us to commit ourselves to
the struggle against the domination of the capitalists
of our country in collusion with the U.S. government,
i.e. imperialism. And that’s why our struggle took on
an anti-imperialist character.

One has to bear in mind that during my childhood and
adolescence, I suffered the repression of the Somoza
dictatorship in every way: economically, socially, as
well as at the hands of the police—because if we went
out on the street to play baseball, for example, the
police would come and beat us up and put us in prison.
There was nowhere for young people to play sports,
and all we experienced was repression. I also became
aware through the experience of my family, because
my father had fought alongside Sandino and had been
imprisoned by Somoza, and my mother was also anti-
Somoza and had been sent to jail. And they used to
tell all those stories. On the other hand, there were no
civic channels through which one might try to achieve
change in our country, so we came to the conclusion
that the only way to overthrow the dictatorship was
through armed struggle.

The Cuban Revolution hadn’t triumphed yet. My idol
was Sandino, and also Christ. I was brought up a Chris-
tian, but I regarded Christ as a rebel, a revolutionary,
someone who had committed himself to the poor and
the humble and never sided with the powerful. I had a
Christian upbringing, so I would say that my main
early influences were a combination of Christianity,
which I saw as a spur to change, and Sandinism, repre-
sented by the resistance against the Yankee invasion.
Later, the triumph of the Cuban Revolution was very
influential, and Fidel, Che, and Camilo [Cienfuegos]
became our main role models. There were also wars
going on in Algeria and in Vietnam, which further en-
couraged us to believe that victory was possible.
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On Latin American support for the Sandinistas:
[Cuba and Nicaragua] were close together and both
suffered a dictatorship backed by the United States:
there it was Batista, here it was Somoza. And there was
a desire for profound change; I mean, not just replac-
ing one dictatorship with another, or going from an iron
dictatorship to a formal dictatorship within the frame-
work of liberal politics: we wanted a more profound
social change, a socialist change, and naturally that led
us to identify with the Cuban Revolution.

[Visiting Cuba], I really felt transported to a country
that was challenging imperialism, that was putting for-
ward an alternative to capitalism. I mean, it was chal-
lenging world capitalism and also the heavy weight of
international imperialism. And one came face to face
with these very spiritual, moral people who had a great
fighting spirit. That’s what I felt when I went to Cuba
for the first time. . . . 

Before the triumph of the Revolution, we received aid
primarily from Cuba. Cuba had always supported the
Sandinista struggle. Later on, as we developed the
struggle in our country, Cuba was able to give us much
more support. When the governments of Carlos Andres
Perez in Venezuela, Omar Torrijos in Panama and
Rodrigo Carazo in Costa Rica coincided in power, it
became easier to bring in weapons from Havana through
Panama, and then from Havana directly to Costa Rica,
which of course assisted us greatly in overthrowing
Somoza’s dictatorship. . . . 

On the Sandinistas’ relationship with the 
United States:
[We took power] with great enthusiasm and a great
desire to transform the country, but also with the worry
that we would have to confront the United States,
something which we regarded as inevitable. It’s not
that we fell into a kind of geopolitical fatalism with
regard to the United States, but historically speaking
the United States has been interfering in our country
since the last century, and so we said, “The Yankees
will inevitably interfere. If we try to become indepen-
dent, the United States will intervene.”

I would say that we tried to neutralize that confronta-
tion with the United States, and around September of



’79 I went to the United Nations, and before that I
visited Washington and had a meeting with President
Carter. During the meeting with President Carter, we
proposed the development of a new kind of relation-
ship with the United States. During our exchange, [he
said that] the American government was worried about
the implications of the revolution and that the conser-
vative sections of the United States perceived it as a
threat. We insisted that this was an opportunity, as I
said to Carter, for the United States to make good the
historical damage they had inflicted on our country.
Our national anthem still includes the words “Yankee,
the enemy of humanity,” and we said to him that the
only way to abolish that line would be for the attitude
of the imperialist powers to change throughout the
world, and specifically towards Nicaragua. And then,
in concrete terms, we asked President Carter for a cer-
tain amount of economic help, and for material support
to build up a new army, because the old one had been
wiped out. We needed weapons, because Nicaragua
didn’t manufacture any at the time, so we were asking
them to help us in this respect. But they couldn’t re-
spond, because there was a public debate going on
in the United States at that moment, and the conser-
vatives were accusing Carter of opening the door to
“communism,” which was the word they used for these
changes. It was up to the U.S. Congress to make these
kinds of decisions, and the Congress did not want to
approve such decisions.

[Our relationship with Cuba] was precisely the challenge
—that the United States should respect our right to
maintain friendly relations with whoever Nicaragua
wanted. If the United States wanted to put conditions
on Nicaragua’s relations [with other countries], then it
meant that we were starting off on the wrong foot, that
the old imperialist attitude was still the same and there
was nothing democratic about it at all, and that they
were keeping up their dictatorial attitude throughout
the world, supported by their economic and military
power. So this meant that we started trying to find
weapons in other parts of the world. Of course, the
kind of support that Cuba could give us was very lim-
ited when it came to building up our army, since they
didn’t manufacture armaments in the quantities that
we required. So we turned to Algeria and the Soviet
Union for support. The first weapons that we received
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came from Algeria. Algeria identified very much with
our struggle. We conducted a series of negotiations at
the time, and the first reply we received came from
Algeria. Then we began to receive support from other
countries of the socialist community, and mainly from
the Soviet Union. . . . 

I remember perfectly well that when we began work-
ing in that direction, which we did quite openly, the
U.S. government sent us an emissary, Mr. Thomas
Enders, and I remember my conversation with him.
He came to tell us very clearly that the United States
was not going to allow a Soviet-Cuban communist
bridgehead to be established in this continent. I said
that we had a right to maintain relations with any other
country, and that they should respect that right. And
then he said that I should understand that they had the
power to crush us, to which I replied that we were
ready to fight and confront them even though they were
a big power—that Sandino had already confronted
them in the past and that we were ready to do so again
if they tried to crush us.

On Soviet support for the Sandinista regime:
Well, first of all, we did not assume that others would
fight on our behalf; we the Nicaraguans were ready to
fight ourselves. What we asked for were weapons so
that we could defend ourselves—that’s what we asked
of the Soviet Union, of the socialist countries of East-
ern Europe, of the Algerians, of the Vietnamese; and
that’s what we received so that we could arm the Nica-
raguan people and defend ourselves in that war imposed
on us by Ronald Reagan’s Administration over a num-
ber of years.

[From the Soviet Union] we received rifles, which
were still what our government most needed, because
clearly, if the United States invaded us, we wouldn’t
be in a position to wage a mobile war with heavy arma-
ments, so our defense would have to rely on our ability
to develop popular resistance forces, guerrillas, through-
out the country. So rifles were our main request, plus a
few heavy armaments. Some tanks and helicopters
arrived from the Soviet Union, but we never managed
to get any MiG planes. We asked for planes so that we
could use them in this war imposed on us by the United
States, because with interceptor planes we could have



neutralized the Contras’ aerial logistics from Hon-
duras, El Salvador and Costa Rica. But it seems that
the United States put such heavy pressure on the
Soviet Union, that even though the Soviets were will-
ing and had already committed themselves in writing
to send us MiG-21 planes and trained [our] pilots . . .
they began procrastinating. And I even remember that
in one of the exchanges we had with them, they said
that the United States had threatened [them]—and I
remember they even did it publicly during a visit to
France, in the presence of President Mitterrand. We
had explored the possibility of the French sending
us Mirage [planes], and the French were willing; and
when this became known, the Americans reacted by
announcing publicly that they would not allow those
armaments to enter Nicaragua and that they would
bomb the Nicaraguan ports [if they arrived]. We asked
the Soviets and the French to send the planes regard-
less, that we were willing to take the risk of Nicaragua
being bombed. But in the end it wasn’t possible for the
planes to arrive in our country. There was an attempt,
I remember, to send some smaller planes from Libya,
and those planes got as far as Brazil, where they were
intercepted and sent back to Libya.

I think that the Soviet Union was guided by a socialist
agenda, and that this socialist agenda was in the minds
of the Soviet leadership and Party members. There
was a conviction that the socialist cause was a just one,
and so wherever there were struggles against colonial-
ism, imperialism and neocolonialism, the Soviet Union
would support those struggles and those causes, in
the form of economic and military help. The economic
assistance that the Soviet Union gave Nicaragua was
invaluable.

On the Sandinistas’ war with the Contras:
The fact is that the United States is behind what has
happened in Nicaragua, and what they did was to pro-
mote a confrontation between Nicaraguans. And we
already know how many millions of dollars and arma-
ments they approved for the war in Nicaragua, and the
things that were openly discussed in the U.S. Congress
about our ports, the contempt of the United States
for international law, for the resolutions of the United
Nations Security Council and the decisions of the Inter-
national Court of Justice, and so on. And of course, it
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was painful to have to accept that we were being con-
fronted by another part of the Nicaraguan people, who
were as poor as the Sandinistas who were defending
the Revolution, but who acted as tools of an imperial-
ist policy. . . . 

This was a war that went beyond [Nicaragua], and
without the United States the Contras would not have
existed. Without the United States it would have been
impossible for Somoza’s former Guard to regroup, and
it was they who started to organize the first counter-
revolutionary units. Without the United States, there
simply would not have been an armed uprising in our
country. So I think it’s very clear that external factors
played a role in this matter, because I repeat, if I had
had the resources to start fostering wars, I could have
done so anywhere in the world—in the United States,
for example: first stir people up and then provide them
with the weapons to defend the rights they feel they
have been denied. . . . 

I would say that what was going on here was a con-
frontation with the United States. That was their dis-
course and that’s how they trained [the Contras]. I
mean, they trained them to make the same speech to
the people as Somoza had made. Somoza set himself
up as dictator of our country in the name of anti-
communism and the fight against communism, and
according to Somoza, Sandino was a communist, as he
was in the eyes of the United States. So the training they
gave the Contras—that whole manual the CIA prepared
and all the rest of it—was aimed at exacerbating an
already backward mentality, because a population with
more than 60 percent illiteracy is obviously a backward
population; and a good part of the Contras themselves
come from this same section of the population.

Interview with Oscar Manuel Sobalvarro, Chief

of Staff, “Contra” rebel army, Nicaragua

(translated from Spanish)

On why he opposed the Sandinistas:
It was the repression carried out by the Sandinistas
which forced me to take the decision to fight, in partic-
ular because we saw that Nicaragua’s democracy was
under threat. The Sandinistas promised democracy, but
what we began to see a few months after their triumph
was very different. . . . 



My father is a peasant; his name is Justo Pastor Sobal-
varro. He is a man of few means, hardworking, who
serves his community. He used to grow coffee in the
province of Jinotega, but his property was confiscated
by the Sandinista regime. . . . 

My father, who was a liberal, said to me: “I think that
these people are communists.” That’s what Somoza
used to say in his speeches, and my father—though
he didn’t support Somoza and was a great liberal—
believed it. And being the age I was at the time—I was
19, very young—listening to my father say that every
day influenced me, and I started thinking that yes, the
Sandinistas were communists. And when they began
to give signs that they were, I believed it, and that’s what
made me decide to fight against them, even though
the idea of joining the military and taking up arms to
fight against someone hadn’t crossed my mind.

At the beginning of their government, the Sandinista
Front promoted a literacy campaign, and this program
included first and foremost the education of adults in
the rural areas. And they sent student brigades to the
mountains. These brigades included foreigners who
were appointed coordinators of the groups. One of
these coordinators came to our house, and this person
turned out to be a Soviet, and in his speech he said that
God didn’t exist, that God was Fidel Castro, and that
it was necessary to serve Fidel Castro; that the govern-
ment of Nicaragua was at the disposal of Fidel Castro,
and that it was necessary to serve the government,
and all this kind of thing—which we the Nicaraguans
weren’t used to, because we’ve been very Catholic,
especially my family. And I would say the Nicaraguans
in general are very Catholic. And for someone to sud-
denly turn up and tell us that God doesn’t exist really
started putting a lot of doubts in our minds. . . . 

There was a lot of hatred. Personally speaking, I was
first and foremost affected physically by the Sandinista
Front, because we were taken out of our homes and
our families and threatened with being shot, and at
that moment I began to build up a tremendous hatred
against the Front’s structures, and I felt the desire to
fight against these people because they were doing a
lot of damage. Just as they hurt me and my family per-
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sonally, we also saw how they hurt other people, and
we really had the desire and the morale to fight. . . . 

[We didn’t like the] systems which the Sandinista gov-
ernment implanted in Nicaragua, such as the control of
private property, the political persecution of all those
who didn’t identify with the Sandinista regime, who
didn’t say “I’m a Sandinista.” All this forced many Nica-
raguans to fight against the Sandinistas, because, first
of all, we weren’t prepared to give up what was ours,
our property. The Sandinistas came and confiscated
our properties. All those who didn’t agree with the
Sandinista policies were subjected to confiscations and
imprisonment, and their lives were threatened. Many
were murdered just for disagreeing with the Sandinista
Front. This sort of thing turned many Nicaraguan peas-
ants against the Sandinistas and made them decide to
fight [against them] militarily. . . . 

On joining the Contras:
I started [fighting] on March 20, 1980, with hunting
rifles. My purpose in fighting the Sandinista Front at
that time was not to wage war against them but to con-
vey to the Sandinista government the message that the
peasants and many other Nicaraguans did not agree
with [the introduction of] new things which were alien
to the way of life that we knew, and that if what they
were trying to do was to implant a totalitarian commu-
nist regime, well, we weren’t going to agree to that.
And that’s how we began the struggle. Initially we were
a group of 15 young men, and then it grew to 30, and I
was one of the leaders and main promoters of the group.
That’s how the Contras were born: what were known
as the MILPAS: Milicias Populares Anti-Sandinistas
[Anti-Sandinista People’s Militias].

As part of the struggle against the Sandinista regime,
we started laying ambushes; and it was during one of
these ambushes that we retrieved two Soviet rifles.
And it then became necessary to show the world that
the Sandinistas really were being supported and sup-
plied by the Soviet Union and Cuba. The best way of
showing it was to present the Soviet-made weapons to
the public, so after we retrieved these weapons I de-
cided to go to Honduras to ask for support to present
the weapons. After some time, we managed to make
contact with Commander Enrique Bermudez, known



as “Commander 380,” and through him we showed the
weapons to the U.S. government authorities who were
in Honduras, and they were persuaded that the San-
dinistas were indeed being supported and supplied by
the Soviet countries. . . . 

This, of course, was in 1981, almost a year after the
struggle began. Initially, we had used pistols and hunt-
ing rifles, but by now we had war weapons which we had
captured, and their number was gradually increasing.

On U.S. support for the Contras:
It was through some contacts with the U.S. government
that we started to receive help—first of all through
Argentine instructors, who trained us, and then the
Americans became directly involved in giving us help.
There were difficult moments, times when we were
getting help, and then the U.S. Congress cut off the aid,
so we had to renew the struggle to seek help. Some of
our people who represented the political side of the
resistance lobbied the U.S. Congress to try to get help
to continue the war against the Sandinistas. However,
we were always fighting against the Sandinistas, even
without help from the U.S. government. . . . 

I think that the support we received from the U.S.
government wasn’t aimed at us achieving a military
victory in Nicaragua. I think we received help to pres-
surize the Sandinista government into making changes.
And it was not just the pressure that we exerted as
guerrillas, but there were also the interests of the neigh-
boring countries: Guatemala, El Salvador, Costa Rica
and Honduras, who through the Esquipulas II agree-
ment managed to get the Sandinistas to commit them-
selves to a process of democratization. And after these
agreements, we became involved in negotiations with
the Sandinistas. I also think that the Sandinistas were
forced to negotiate not only because of the pressure
exerted by the Central American countries, but because
of the military pressure we exerted on them; because
we were on top of them, gaining terrain every day, and
they were unable to stop the guerrilla movement in
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Nicaragua through military force. So it was a combina-
tion of those two factors, and of course the [Sandinista]
Front made mistakes—the Front made many more mis-
takes than we did as a resistance movement.

On Nicaragua’s role in the Cold War:
There was a war going on in Nicaragua, there was a war
going on in El Salvador, there was guerrilla warfare in
Guatemala, there were small movements in Honduras
—so naturally the big powers had a political interest in
these events. We, as armed guerrilla groups, were an
important factor in these big powers achieving their
aims. . . . 

The interests of the Soviet countries were to spread
the guerrilla movements throughout Latin America,
and so of course we were protecting, let’s say, the inter-
ests of the Americans by preventing these subversive
movements from going any further. And I think that
we, the Nicaraguans, were a very important factor in
preventing the guerrilla movement in El Salvador
from consolidating itself and taking power . . . mainly
because their strength depended on the support they
received from the Sandinistas in Nicaragua, and since
we were confronting the Sandinistas directly, the San-
dinistas didn’t have time to help the Salvadoran guer-
rillas, as well as other guerrillas in Guatemala and so
on. So in this sense we were an important factor, and
this was shown by the fact that when the resistance
was dismantled, the Salvadoran guerrilla movement
had to be dismantled too because they no longer had
any base from which to continue fighting. . . . And I
think that at that very moment, the United States also
achieved their aim of forestalling the emergence of any
more guerrilla movements.

Source: “Daniel Ortega, Sandinista Leader, Nicaraguan
President,” CNN.com, http://edition.cnn.com/SPECIALS/
cold.war/episodes/18/interviews/ortega/, Courtesy of CNN.
“Oscar Manuel Sobalvarro, Chief of Staff, ‘Contra’ Rebel
Army, Nicaragua,” http://www.cnn.com/SPECIALS/
cold.war/episodes/18/interviews/sobalvarro/.



Primary Source
There has been a continuing debate over when reform
actually began in our country. Politicians and journal-
ists have been trying to locate the exact point at which
all our dramatic changes began. Some assert that reforms
in Russia did not really begin until 1992.

The basis for reform was laid by Khrushchev. His break
with the repressive policies of Stalinism was a heroic
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feat of civic action. Khrushchev also tried, though with-
out much success, to make changes in the economy.
Significant attempts were made within the framework
of the so-called Kosygin reforms. Then came a long
period of stagnation and a new attempt by Yuri An-
dropov to improve the situation in our society. An obvi-
ous sign that the times were ripe for change was the
activity of the dissidents. They were suppressed and
expelled from the country, but their moral stand and
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Introduction
In March 1985 Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev became general secretary of the Communist Party of the Soviet
Union (CPSU) and his country’s supreme leader, succeeding three elderly and ailing predecessors under whom eco-
nomic, social, and international problems had slowly accumulated for well over a decade. From the late 1970s
onward, all major Soviet economic indicators suddenly declined. The economic growth rate, 5.2 percent from 1966
to 1970, fell to 2.7 percent, and growth in industrial production, investment, productivity, and consumption also
dropped, sometimes to negative or near-negative levels. Oil production leveled off, and from 1979 to 1982 Russia
suffered droughts and poor harvests. Lagging modernization in such old industries as steel, combined with the tardy
introduction of new technology such as computers, left the Soviet Union trailing the West. The nature of the Soviet
economy and society discouraged individualist inventors and entrepreneurs whose efforts contributed to Western
economic growth. From the early 1970s, Soviet living standards, health care, and life expectancy all declined, while
infant mortality rose. When such problems appeared, serious systemic flaws in the Soviet command economy,
including its autarkic nature and the consequent absence of independent institutions that could provide credit and
capital, plus the nonexistence of fiscal economic incentives conspired to facilitate collapse rather than reform. Gor-
bachev, the first general secretary born since the 1917 Russian Revolution, was of a generation that laid far greater
emphasis on freedom of thought and choice than his predecessors had done. A dedicated communist, he frequently
referred to the lessons and thinking of the October Revolution and of the Soviet Union’s founder, Vladimir Lenin,
and stated that his policies were intended to implement these. Initially, Gorbachev hoped to reform the Soviet econ-
omy and society from within, strengthening communism through the twin policies of perestroika (economic restruc-
turing) and glasnost (openness). In practice, his reforms initially provoked yet further problems and helped to further
weaken the Soviet Union, stirring up party opposition to his reforms. Glasnost largely meant freedom of speech, and
glasnost-inspired criticism on occasion undercut the economic restructuring of perestroika and could be and was
turned against Gorbachev himself. Reluctant to embrace a market economy outright or to inflict the pain incumbent
on full-scale economic restructuring, he opted for half-measures, retaining much of the command economy structure
of price supports and controls, which undercut the reforms he initiated. Although the 1988 Law on Cooperatives per-
mitted private ownership of businesses, the Soviet Union also lacked the independent financial, banking, credit, and
stock exchange facilities needed to underpin the development of a market economy. High inflation, shortages,
strikes, and falling productivity were the immediate results of Gorbachev’s economic reforms, and many ordinary
Soviet citizens living on fixed incomes suffered from declining living standards, while a small elite of well-connected
entrepreneurs were thought to be profiting massively from economic change. Seeking to reform the Soviet commu-
nist system, Gorbachev effectively destroyed it. His efforts to obtain major loans and economic assistance from the
United States and Western-dominated international institutions were less fruitful than he and his advisors hoped. As
his Western reputation grew, Gorbachev’s domestic popularity plummeted, and in August 1991 a coup attempt
almost overthrew him and effectively destroyed his political credibility. In December 1991 the Soviet Union itself
was dissolved, and Gorbachev resigned as its president. In retirement, he reflected on his record in office.



their proposals for change (for example, the ideas of
Andrei Sakharov) played a considerable role in creating
the spiritual preconditions for perestroika.

[. . .]

Perestroika was born out of the realization that prob-
lems of internal development in our country were ripe,
even overripe, for a solution. New approaches and
types of action were needed to escape the downward
spiral of crisis, to normalize life, and to make a break-
through to qualitatively new frontiers. It can be said
that to a certain extent perestroika was a result of a
rethinking of the Soviet experience since October.

The vital need for change was dictated also by the
following consideration. It was obvious that the whole
world was entering a new stage of development—some
call it the postindustrial age, some the information
age. But the Soviet Union had not yet passed through
the industrial stage. It was lagging further and further
behind those processes that were making a renewal in
the life of the world community possible. Not only was
a leap forward in technology needed but fundamental
change in the entire social and political process.

Of course it cannot be said that at the time we began
perestroika we had everything thought out. In the early
stages we all said, including myself, that perestroika
was a continuation of the October revolution. Today I
believe that that assertion contained a grain of truth
but also an element of delusion.

The truth was that we were trying to carry out funda-
mental ideas that had been advanced by the October
revolution but had not been realized: overcoming
people’s alienation from government and property,
giving power to the people (and taking it away from
the bureaucratic upper echelons), implanting demo-
cracy, and establishing true social justice.

The delusion was that at the time I, like most of us,
assumed this could be accomplished by improving and
refining the existing system. But as experience accu-
mulated, it became clear that the crisis that had para-
lyzed the country in the late 1970s and early 1980s was
systemic and not the result of isolated aberrations. The
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logic of how matters developed pointed to the need to
penetrate the system to its very foundations and change
it, not merely refine or perfect it. We were already talk-
ing about a gradual shift to a social market economy, to
a democratic political system based on rule of law and
the full guarantee of human rights.

This transition turned out to be extremely difficult and
complicated, more complicated than it had seemed to
us at first. Above all, this was because the totalitarian
system possessed tremendous inertia. There was resist-
ance from the party and government structures that
constituted the solid internal framework of that system.
The nomenklatura encouraged resistance. And this is
understandable: Since it held the entire country in its
hands, it would have to give up its unlimited power
and privileges. Thus the entire perestroika era was filled
with struggles—concealed at first and then more open,
more fully exposed to public view—between the forces
for change and those who opposed it, those who, espe-
cially after the first two years, simply began to sabotage
change.

The complexity of the struggle stemmed from the
fact that in 1985 the entire society—politically, ideo-
logically, and spiritually—was still in the thrall of old
customs and traditions. Great effort was required to
overcome these traditions, as mentioned above. There
was another factor. Destroying the old system would
have been senseless if we did not simultaneously lay
the foundations for a new life. And this was genuinely
unexplored territory. The six-year perestroika era was
a time filled with searching and discovery, gains and
losses, breakthroughs in thought and action, as well
as mistakes and oversights. The attempted coup in
August 1991 interrupted perestroika. After that there
were many developments, but they were along differ-
ent lines, following different intentions. Still, in the
relatively short span of six years we succeeded in doing
a great deal. The reforms in China, incidentally, have
been going on since 1974, and their most difficult prob-
lems still remain unsolved.

What specifically did we accomplish as a result of the
stormy years of perestroika? The foundations of the
totalitarian system were eliminated. Profound demo-
cratic changes were begun. Free general elections were



held for the first time, allowing real choice. Freedom of
the press and a multiparty system were guaranteed.
Representative bodies of government were established,
and the first steps toward a separation of powers were
taken. Human rights (previously in our country these
were only “so-called,” reference to them invariably
made only in scornful quotation marks) now became
an unassailable principle. And freedom of conscience
was also established.

Movement began toward a multistructured, or mixed,
economy providing equality of rights among all forms
of property. Economic freedom was made into law.
The spirit of enterprise began to gain strength, and pro-
cesses of privatization and the formation of joint stock
companies got under way. Within the framework of our
new land law, the peasantry was reborn and private
farmers made their appearance. Millions of hectares of
land were turned over to both rural and urban inhabi-
tants. The first privately owned banks also came on the
scene. The different nationalities and peoples were
given the freedom to choose their own course of devel-
opment. Searching for a democratic way to reform our
multinational state, to transform it from a unitary state
in practice into a national federation, we reached the
threshold at which a new union treaty was to be signed,
based on the recognition of the sovereignty of each
republic along with the preservation of a common eco-
nomic, social, and legal space that was necessary for all,
including a common defense establishment.

The changes within our country inevitably led to a
shift in foreign policy. The new course of perestroika
predetermined renunciation of stereotypes and the con-
frontational methods of the past. It allowed for a re-
thinking of the main parameters of state security and
the ways to ensure it. I will return to this subject.

In other words, the foundations were laid for normal,
democratic, and peaceful development of our country
and its transformation into a normal member of the
world community.

These are the decisive results of perestroika. Today,
however, looking back through the prism of the past
few years and taking into account the general trends of
world development today, it seems insufficient to reg-
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ister these as the only results. Today it is evidently of
special interest to state not only what was done but also
how and why perestroika was able to achieve its results,
and what its mistakes and miscalculations were.

Above all, perestroika would have been simply impossible if
there had not been a profound and critical reexamination not
only of the problems confronting our country but a rethinking
of all realities—both national and international.

Previous conceptions of the world and its developmen-
tal trends and, correspondingly, of our country’s place
and role in the world were based, as we have said, on
dogmas deeply rooted in our ideology, which essen-
tially did not permit us to pursue a realistic policy.
These conceptions had to be shattered and funda-
mentally new views worked out regarding our coun-
try’s development and the surrounding world.

[. . .]

The practical work of perestroika was to renounce stereo-
typical ideological thinking and the dogmas of the past. This
required a fresh view of the world and of ourselves with no
preconceptions, taking into account the challenges of the pres-
ent and the already evident trends of the future in the third
millennium.

During perestroika, and often now as well, the initia-
tors of perestroika have been criticized for the absence
of a “clear plan” for change. The habit developed over
decades of having an all-inclusive regimentation of
life. But the events of the perestroika years and of the
subsequent period have plainly demonstrated the fol-
lowing: At times of profound, fundamental change in the
foundations of social development it is not only senseless
but impossible to expect some sort of previously worked out
“model” or a clear-cut outline of the transformations that
will take place. This does not mean, however, the absence of
a definite goal for the reforms, a distinct conception of their
content and the main direction of their development.

All this was present in perestroika: a profound democ-
ratization of public life and a guarantee of freedom of
social and political choice. These goals were proclaimed
and frequently reaffirmed. This did not exclude but
presupposed the necessity to change one’s specific



reference points at each stage as matters proceeded and
to engage in a constant search for optimal solutions.

An extremely important conclusion follows from the
experience of perestroika: Even in a society formed
under totalitarian conditions, democratic change is
possible by peaceful evolutionary means. The problem
of revolution and evolution, of the role and place of
reforms in social development, is one of the eternal
problems of history. In its inner content perestroika of
course was a revolution. But in its form it was an evo-
lutionary process, a process of reform.

[. . .]

From the very beginning of the changes our country’s
leadership assigned primary importance to open com-
munication with the people, including direct disclo-
sure in order to explain the new course. Without the
citizens’ understanding and support, without their par-
ticipation, it would not have been possible to move
from dead center. That is why we initiated the policies
of perestroika and glasnost simultaneously.

Like perestroika itself, glasnost made its way with con-
siderable difficulty. The nomenklatura on all levels,
which regarded the strictest secrecy and protection of
authorities from criticism from below as the holy of
holies of the regime, opposed glasnost in every way
they could, both openly and secretly, trampling its first
shoots in the local press. Even among the most sincere
supporters of perestroika, the tradition over many years
of making everything a secret made itself felt. But
it was precisely glasnost that awakened people from
their social slumber, helped them overcome indiffer-
ence and passivity and become aware of the stake they
had in change and of its important implications for
their lives. Glasnost helped us to explain and promote
awareness of the new realities and the essence of our
new political course. In short, without glasnost there
would have been no perestroika.

The question of the relation between ends and means is one
of the key aspects of politics and of political activity. If the
means do not correspond to the ends, or, still worse,
if the means contradict the ends, this will lead to set-
backs and failure. The Soviet Union’s experience is
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convincing evidence of this. When we began pere-
stroika as a process of democratic change, we had to
ensure that the means used to carry out these changes
were also democratic.

In essence, glasnost became the means for drawing
people into political activity, for including them in the
creation of a new life, and this, above all, corresponded
to the essence of perestroika. Glasnost not only cre-
ated conditions for implementing the intended reforms
but also made it possible to overcome attempts to sab-
otage the policy of change.

We are indebted to glasnost for a profound psycholog-
ical transformation in the public consciousness toward
democracy, freedom, and the humanist values of civi-
lization. Incidentally, this was one of the guarantees
that the fundamental gains of this period would be
irreversible.

Perestroika confirmed once again that the normal, demo-
cratic development of society rules out universal secrecy as
a method of administration. Democratic development pre-
supposes glasnost—that is, openness, freedom of information
for all citizens and freedom of expression by them of their
political, religious, and other views and convictions, freedom
of criticism in the fullest sense of the word.

Why, then, did perestroika not succeed in achieving all
its goals? The answer primarily involves the question
of “harmonization” between political and economic
change.

The dominant democratic aspect of perestroika meant
that the accent was inevitably placed on political re-
form. The dialectic of our development during those
years was such that serious changes in the economic
sphere proved to be impossible without emancipating
society politically, without ensuring freedom—that is,
breaking the political structures of totalitarianism. And
this was accomplished. But economic change lagged
behind political change, and we did not succeed in
developing economic change to the full extent.

In recent years I have often had occasion to refute crit-
icism to the effect that we should have begun with
economic changes and held tightly to the political reins,



as was done in China. There was no lack of under-
standing of economics on our part, still less scorn or
disregard for it. To dispute that line of criticism it is
sufficient to examine the chronology of events of pere-
stroika. From the very beginning most plenary sessions
of our Central Committee were devoted precisely to
restructuring the economy. This aspect of the process
occupied nearly three-quarters of my time and effort as
general secretary, as well as the work of my colleagues
and our government agencies. However, the state
monopoly ownership that prevailed in our economy for
decades, the administrative-command system that
had left its mark on our economic personnel and party
leaders, most of whom had been trained in economic
management, indeed the very character of our eco-
nomic system which had been functioning over such
a prolonged period—all these factors contributed to
incredibly powerful inertia, which made the task of switch-
ing over onto new tracks, the tracks of a real market
economy, tremendously difficult. Even if all our eco-
nomic ideas and decisions during perestroika had been
flawless (and I cannot say they were), that inertia would
have been present.

Change had begun, but we were searching for an opti-
mal way of making a peaceful transition from a totali-
tarian economy to a democratic one. The search was
long and drawn out. Moods of disillusionment and dis-
appointment, loss of faith in perestroika, dissatisfaction
with the worsening material situation—all these forces
began to rise among the people (although the material
conditions at that time cannot be compared to those
that resulted from the “shock therapy” of Gaidar and
Yeltsin). Support for the reforms in our society grew
distinctly weaker, and populist demagogues took advan-
tage of this, promising to correct matters in the course
of one year, which was sheer balderdash. But people
wanted a quick change for the better. The society’s
dissatisfaction over market conditions was thoroughly
exploited by the opponents of reform inside the CPSU.

Another factor that threatened perestroika was the
delay in solving the nationalities question, transform-
ing the USSR from an actual unitary state to a truly
multinational federation and thus, in the last analysis,
bringing the situation into correspondence with the
relevant clauses of the Soviet constitution. Nationalist
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elements and the ruling circles in the [non-Russian]
republics, deciding that the moment had come to
weaken Control from the center, took advantage of this.

The negative processes began to gain strength after
Yeltsin’s group came to power in Russia and issued a
declaration of sovereignty for the Russian Federation.
The intention behind this was in fact to eliminate the
union of republics (although nothing was said about
that at the time). They were able to counter that de-
structive policy line with the line of preserving the
union and reforming it fundamentally. By July 1991
the various republics had agreed on a new union treaty.
The attempted coup by the opponents of reform
thwarted the signing of that treaty. And although those
opponents were defeated, the events of August 1991
gave a powerful impetus to the processes of disintegra-
tion, and the position of the central government of the
Soviet Union was greatly undermined. The leadership
of the Russian Republic took advantage of this. It
had already been attempting constantly to assume the
right to make decisions that would affect the entire
union. Thus the process of estrangement and disunifi-
cation among the republics was intensified, and all this
resulted, in December 1991, in an agreement between
Russia, Ukraine, and Belarus to dissolve the USSR.

These are some of the lessons of perestroika. Of course
I have only indicated the most important and funda-
mental ones. These lessons, it would seem, have a def-
inite importance not only for historians. Today when
the entire world is in flux, when the need for change
has arisen in many countries as a result of the many
new challenges of the approaching new century, any
experience of change and reform takes on a significance
that is not limited by national borders.

I can say this without fear of error: The experience of
the transition from totalitarianism to democracy in my
country, for all its uniqueness, contains much that may
be of interest to democratic reformers in other coun-
tries. Especially if we keep in mind the intensified ten-
dency toward decentralization and the rising new wave
of nationalism. What about for Russia itself? What
might be useful for its further development? The con-
tinuing crisis in Russia is explained in many respects
by the fact that it departed from the evolutionary road



of reforms and yielded to the influence of the propo-
nents of “shock therapy.” It retreated from genuinely
democratic standards in public life, scorned the social
imperative, and failed to resolve the question of estab-
lishing proper federated relationships. We can be sure
that the future of Russia as a democratic, peace-loving,
humane country can be assured only if it continues to
move along the path of genuinely democratic renewal,
which was begun by perestroika—of course taking into
account in the process all the new elements that have
emerged.

In concluding this chapter let us once again recall Oc-
tober. The revolution of 1917 was victorious under the
banner of ultrademocratic slogans. These slogans were
not merely demagogic, not just a means of winning
power. They expressed a profound basis for the trans-
formation of our country, a country that used to be
called the Russian empire. However, the Bolsheviks,
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and after them Stalin, demonstrated to their country
and to the world in the most convincing way that
democracy cannot be built on principles of hatred, hos-
tility, or elimination of one part of society, or of the
world, by another. Today in Russia, in the final analysis,
we have come to understand democracy as a universal
human value, and the task we face is not to end up once
again in the position of serving as a “negative model.”

Thoughts about perestroika naturally encompass the
entire complex of problems of the new thinking, includ-
ing, in foreign policy, the international aspect. The road
to a new foreign policy was a long one.

[. . .]

Source: Mikhail Gorbachev, Gorbachev on My Country and on
the World (New York: Columbia University Press, 2000),
55–66. Copyright © 2000 Columbia University Press.
Reprinted with permission.
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Introduction
In March 1985 Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev succeeded the elderly Konstantin Chernenko as general secretary
of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU) and top Soviet leader. Gorbachev, the first Soviet leader born
after the Russian Revolution of 1917, sought to revitalize the Soviet Union both domestically and abroad. He was
a dedicated communist who looked back to the October 1917 revolution and frequently cited the teachings of
Vladimir Lenin, the Bolshevik founder of the Soviet Union. At home, Gorbachev introduced policies of perestroika
(economic restructuring) and glasnost (openness) that he hoped would strengthen Soviet communism, although
ultimately they contributed to the socialist system’s collapse. Although Western leaders at first found his overtures
difficult to credit, Gorbachev also sought a genuine rapprochement with Western countries that he hoped would
enable both Cold War antagonists and their allies to make major cuts in conventional and nuclear weapons. By the
mid-1980s, the cost of maintaining an empire and acting as leader of the international communist camp was impos-
ing heavy economic burdens on the Soviet Union. Military spending by then absorbed 13–14 percent (18 percent
according to some figures) of gross national product as opposed to 10–12 percent in the early 1960s, diverting funds
from domestic economic development. Most countries in Eastern Europe, the core of Soviet security concerns, still
sullenly resented Soviet domination. Economic difficulties of the 1970s caused by rising petroleum prices further
eroded Soviet popularity, as the Russians chose in 1982 to cut by 10 percent their oil shipments to East European
allies, whose own economies also suffered from rigid autarky. Globally assertive Soviet foreign policies carried a
high price tag, as Soviet clients throughout the world demonstrated insatiable appetites for economic and military
aid, while expanding Russian overseas activities almost automatically triggered determined American responses in
opposition, which in turn demanded further Soviet expenditures. The lengthy Afghan intervention, which lasted
until 1989, embroiled Soviet troops in a costly and unwinnable guerrilla war that produced heavy casualties, an
expensive and demoralizing entanglement that echoed previous American involvement in Vietnam. When Gorba-
chev assumed power, his counterpart in the United States was the staunchly anticommunist Republican President
Ronald Reagan, who implemented a major arms buildup after 1980 and had announced his intention of undertaking



Primary Source
[. . .]

The need for a major reversal in world politics was sub-
sequently repeated in discussions with other foreign
leaders, including those of the United States, Great
Britain, West Germany, Japan, India, and China.

Perhaps of special interest was the meeting with U.S.
Vice President George Bush and Secretary of State
George Schultz, where we presented our views on So-
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viet foreign policy. I will quote several passages from
that meeting:

The Soviet Union will pursue an active and con-
structive policy based on an understanding of its
role and responsibility as a great power. On the
global level we see our task as that of promot-
ing, in all our relations with other governments,
the aim of creating a healthier international sit-
uation and of generating conditions for the ex-
pansion of international ties, cultural exchanges,

a vastly expensive program, the Strategic Defense Initiative, to build a satellite-mounted antimissile system in
space. Fear of a costly arms race that would further strain the Soviet Union’s fragile economy may well have been
one of the motives impelling Gorbachev to improve relations with the West. In speeches at the time and in subse-
quent writings, he stressed less self-interested factors: that the world had become heavily interdependent, that
diversity among nations had to be accepted, that nuclear weapons were so dangerous and destructive that they
could not be used, and that “politics based on the use of force is doomed.” International leaders habitually, of
course, employed high-flown rhetoric on such subjects, often as a substitute for practical action. Gorbachev
shrewdly noted that “because of the prevailing mistrust between East and West, only specific measures could con-
tribute to establishing trust.” American and European leaders were indeed initially wary of responding to Gor-
bachev’s overtures, suspecting that these were only empty gestures designed to persuade the West to relax its
guard. In Europe, where since the late 1970s the collapse of détente and the subsequent nuclear buildup had pro-
voked public alarm and a determination to preserve the Pan-European gains of the previous two decades, Gor-
bachev quickly won great popularity. Margaret Thatcher, the hard-line British prime minister in whom Reagan
found a political soul mate, urged her colleague to work with the Soviet leader, and Reagan was far readier than
many of his advisors to trust Gorbachev. In 1987 the superpowers signed the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces
(INF) Treaty, eliminating all medium-range missiles in Europe and imposing strong verification procedures. The
Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START I), which Gorbachev and George H. W. Bush, who succeeded Reagan,
concluded in 1991 cut long-range weapons dramatically. In 1985 Gorbachev extended glasnost and perestroika to
Soviet satellites in Eastern Europe, hoping thereby to strengthen communism in those countries but in practice
promoting rapidly accelerating East European criticism of communism. Although the Soviet hold on this once vital
and unnegotiable security interest was increasingly precarious, in 1988 Gorbachev unilaterally reduced the Soviet
armed forces by 500,000 and withdrew 10,000 tanks, 8,500 artillery systems, and 800 combat units from Eastern
Europe. The Soviet Union decided against intervention should these satellites choose to reject communism, insti-
tute free elections, and leave the Soviet empire, which by 1990 all had done. Symbolically, in 1989 the Berlin Wall
was dismantled, and the following year the two Germanies united, retaining North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO) membership despite Soviet objections. The following year, the two European power blocs signed a Treaty
on Conventional Forces in Europe, providing for mutual reductions in conventional armed forces on the part of
both European blocs. On 1 April 1991 the Warsaw Pact itself was dissolved. Between 1989 and 1991, the Soviet
Union also liquidated its expensive global commitments to revolutionary and quasi-revolutionary regimes and other
clients in Nicaragua, Afghanistan, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Cuba, Vietnam, and elsewhere. A new rapprochement
with China mirrored the warming of Soviet-Western relations and made it unnecessary to maintain large Soviet
forces on the Sino-Soviet border. Gorbachev’s policies made him a hero in the West, but to many Russians who took
pride in their country’s great-power status, the policies seemed an exercise in national humiliation, contributing to
a coup attempt against him in August 1991 that, although ultimately unsuccessful, destroyed his authority. In
December 1991 Gorbachev finally resigned as president of the now-defunct Soviet Union.



exchanges in the fields of science, technology,
and so on.

We attribute great importance to our relations
with the United States. We have no desire to
achieve military superiority over the United States,
and we have no intention of infringing on the
valid interests of the United States. In our opin-
ion, there are great possibilities for fruitful coop-
eration between us.

We must learn to construct international rela-
tions in the real world. The formulation of policy
and its practical implementation in all likelihood
will depend on how those realities are under-
stood. . . . Every country has certain constant or
permanent interests. Accordingly, in carrying
out our foreign policy we must take into account
the interests of each state. We cannot proceed on
the basis that might makes right. . . . We cannot
understand the present policy of the United
States. It simply does not fit in with the concept
of normal international relations.

A short while later, on April 10, 1985, as general secre-
tary of the CPSU Central Committee, I received a visit
from Thomas (“Tip”) O’Neill, speaker of the U.S.
House of Representatives, and a meeting with him
ensued. This meeting was along the same lines as the
previous one, but with a greater degree of candor. In
my effort to convey to the American congressman my
views on the seriousness of the moment, the new pos-
sibilities emerging, and the terms and conditions that
should be observed if these possibilities were to become
a reality, I said the following:

The relations between our countries are pre-
sently in a kind of ice age. We favor restoring
Soviet-American relations to normal channels. At
bottom, our position includes the understanding
that a fatal conflict of interest between our countries is
not inevitable. Further, we have a common interest
—in avoiding nuclear war, in guaranteeing the
security of both our countries, of preserving life
itself for our respective peoples. . . . We do not
wish to remake the United States in our own
image, regardless of what we like or dislike about
that nation. However, the United States should
also not undertake the quixotic task of remaking
the Soviet Union to suit its own tastes. That
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would just lead to war. . . . Many problems exist in
the world—political, economic, and social—but
there is a way out, namely, peaceful coexistence,
the recognition that each nation has the right to
live as it wishes. There is no other alternative. . . .
We must build a bridge toward cooperation. But
to build such a bridge, as everyone knows, con-
struction must proceed from both sides.

In these two discussions—first with George Bush and
George Schultz and then with Tip O’Neill—in addi-
tion to the kind of ideas the Soviet government had
previously formulated, new ones were presented that
had not been part of Soviet policy in the past. I am
referring to the principle of balancing interests (and,
accordingly, the renunciation of “zero-sum” diplomacy),
that is, the need to search for mutually acceptable
compromises, to recognize freedom of choice for each
nation, and to acknowledge that any system is valid if
chosen by the people.

The same principles were posed in meetings with
Margaret Thatcher and Helmut Kohl. Also touched on
in these meetings were specific problems of bilateral
and Europeanwide relations.

An important step in the conceptual development of
our new views on foreign policy was taken at the April
1985 Central Committee plenum—the same plenum
at which a presentation of forthcoming changes in our
government’s domestic policy were first set forth. To
quote from the general secretary’s report:

We are in favor of proper, correct, smoothly
functioning, and, if you will, civilized relations
between states based on genuine respect for
international legal norms. But one thing must be
clear: Only if imperialism renounces any attempt
to resolve by military means the historic dispute
between our two social systems will we be suc-
cessful in bringing international relations back
into the channel of normal cooperation.

This was the general framework defining what we saw
at the time as the limits of what was possible.

Later in the report two other points were singled out:
First, “disputed questions and conflict situations must



be resolved by political means—that is our firm con-
viction”; and, second, “the CPSU, and the Soviet
state, unalterably support the right of self-determina-
tion for all peoples, that is, the freedom to decide their
own socioeconomic conditions and build their future
without interference from the outside. To deny any
nation this sovereign right is a hopeless task, doomed
from the start.”

This principle was universal in the renewed form of
Soviet policy. It applied to all governments and states,
including those belonging to the so-called socialist sys-
tem. This was emphasized at two meetings that took
place in 1985 with leaders of the Warsaw Pact coun-
tries, one on March 13, the other on April 26. The fol-
lowing summarizes what was said at those meetings:

The relationship between allied countries [i.e., be-
tween the Soviet Union and its allies] had to be re-
shaped. Relations were to develop based on principles
of independence, equality, and noninterference in one
another’s internal affairs. Each country was to bear
responsibility for the decisions it made. In other words,
and this point was emphasized, we were ending the so-
called Brezhnev doctrine; we were turning a new page,
leaving behind the old one on which were recorded
episodes of the USSR’s intervention in its allies’ inter-
nal affairs.

Not all the leaders attending the Warsaw Pact meet-
ings may have fully appreciated the meaning of what
was said. After all, similar words had been spoken in
the past, which had by no means prevented our troops
from being sent, for example, into Czechoslovakia. But
soon everyone realized we were talking about a serious
and firm orientation.

On May 8, at a meeting celebrating the fortieth anniver-
sary of the victory over fascism, another proposition was
put forward signifying an important step toward ex-
panding the framework of the new foreign policy. The
following statement was made: “The only sensible
solution today is to establish active cooperation among
all governments in the interest of a peaceful future for
all; it is the creation, utilization, and development of
international mechanisms and institutions of such coop-
eration that would make it possible to find optimal cor-
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relations between national interests and the interests
of humanity as a whole.” The advancement of this
thesis indicated that the USSR’s concept of foreign
policy, in contrast to that of the past, was beginning to
move away from narrow class positions to include the
new realities in the new world.

This theme was developed further during my visit to
France, in discussions with President Mitterand and at
meetings with parliamentarians, as evinced by the fol-
lowing statement made at that time:

There is closer and closer interconnection and
interdependence among countries and continents.
This is an inevitable condition for the develop-
ment of the world economy, for scientific and
technical progress, for the accelerated exchange
of information, and for the movement of people
and goods on the earth’s surface and even in outer
space—in short, for the overall development of
human civilization. Unfortunately the advances
of civilization are by no means always used to
promote the people’s well-being. Scientific and
technological achievements are too often used to
create means of destruction, to produce and
stockpile ever more terrifying weapons.

Under these conditions Hamlet’s question—
To be, or not to be?—no longer confronts just the
individual but challenges the human race as well.
Indeed it is becoming a global question. There
can only be one answer: Humanity and civiliza-
tion must survive. But this can be ensured only
by learning to live together, to get along side by
side on this small planet, by mastering the diffi-
cult art of considering one another’s interests.

In the person of Mitterand I had found a partner who
took these questions seriously.

During the meeting with Mitterand our side advanced
one more proposition that further developed the theme
under discussion: “We think that in current circum-
stances it is especially important not to carry ideological
disagreements, in imitation of certain medieval fanat-
ics, into the realm of relations among states.”

Based on all these ideas, and as a means of renewing
international relations, a meeting was held in November



1985 between the general secretary of the CPSU Cen-
tral Committee and the president of the United States,
Ronald Reagan. Summarizing the results of this meet-
ing, which was marked, above all, by progress on these
very questions regarding human survival and a mutual
recognition of the inadmissibility of nuclear war or a
policy course aimed at achieving military supremacy, I
said the following:

Yes, I am convinced that at the present stage of
international relations, which is characterized by
greater interconnectedness among states, by their
interdependence, a new policy is required. We
believe that a new approach requires that the
current policies of all states be nourished by the
realities of today’s world. This is an essential pre-
requisite for any state in constructing its foreign
policy and will also contribute to improving the
world situation.

[. . .]

Seeking to end the nuclear arms race, on July 30 we
declared a moratorium on nuclear testing, to begin on
August 6, 1985 (and this was extended several times).
We appealed to the government of the United States
to follow our example.

At the same time a message was sent to President
Reagan proposing a substantial reduction in strategic
nuclear weapons, which would of course be linked with
the renunciation of a nuclear arms race in space.

On September 17 we published Soviet proposals to the
United Nations concerning the basic directions and
principles of international cooperation in the peaceful
utilization and nonmilitarization of outer space.

The above is an incomplete list of initiatives taken
during 1985. But it shows well enough that the propos-
als we introduced were quite specific, and their imple-
mentation was easily verifiable. These were realistic
measures aimed at stopping the expansion of the nu-
clear arms race.

It should be noted that the measures taken by the
Soviet leadership were in some cases unilateral, whereas
at other times proposals were addressed equally to both
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sides. What was involved, then, was the desire to give
material content to the idea of a renewal of inter-
national relations, based on the principle of equal
security for both sides and freeing them both from a
confrontational approach.

The idea was precisely for all to have equal security.
For example, when the Soviet Union stopped taking
countermeasures in response to U.S. actions in Europe,
the level of security increased for the entire continent;
at the same time no harm was done to the interests
of the USSR itself, for at the time the USSR had
superiority in medium-range missiles in Europe. All
the appropriate measures were carefully worked out, of
course, with the active participation of both our politi-
cal and military leadership.

Were the new Soviet ideas and the corresponding prac-
tical measures assessed fairly in the West? The answer
is yes and no. Western observers at the time noted that
something new was apparent in the Soviet proposals,
but they often regarded this as merely a propaganda
maneuver.

The appraisal of the specific actions taken by the
USSR was basically positive, but by no means was a
symmetrical response made all at once. (True, the
United States, beginning in late 1985, did in fact slow
down its deployment of medium-range missiles in
Europe.) The cessation of nuclear testing on our part,
which received a broad and positive response from
most governments and world public opinion, was not
reciprocated by the United States, which continued its
testing.

Obviously hard work lay ahead and possibly for a long
time. At a CPSU Central Committee plenum on Octo-
ber 15, 1985, taking into account the events that had
transpired, we took note of increased “counteraction
by the aggressive forces of imperialism in response
to the positive changes in the world.” These forces
aspired to social revenge and, for that purpose, sought
to maintain international tension.

In all meetings and discussions between the general
secretary of the CPSU Central Committee and repre-
sentatives of Western governments, constructive ideas



were advanced but these were often accompanied by
serious, specific, and sometimes quite sharp criticism
of the foreign policy positions held by our negotiating
partners—above all, the Americans. In all cases the ob-
servation was made that steps toward new world rela-
tions must be mutual; otherwise nothing would come
of them.

At the Twenty-seventh CPSU Congress in February–
March 1986 a balance sheet was drawn on the work
that had been accomplished. It was at this plenum that
we first formulated the basic, general conclusions that
would become the decisive framework of the new
thinking. Nothing can diminish the importance of
these first steps—both theoretical and practical—that
were taken during 1985 toward promoting world coop-
eration. All this was a substantial prologue to the active
and assertive promotion of the new principles and
methods in world affairs.

The Conception (1985–1991)
As said above, the ideas of the new thinking were not
fixed for all time. They constantly evolved. Three
main phases in their development can be identified.

The first phase was connected, above all, with the posi-
tion put forward at the Twenty-seventh CPSU Congress
and the deepening of that position in the subsequent
period. It was characterized by a theoretical-political
analysis of major changes in the world that had taken
place since World War II and by the political require-
ments those changes raised. The practical task was to
search for a realistic way to end the Cold War and find
a way out of the vicious circle of mistrust, hostility, and
confrontation.

The second phase found expression, above all, in the
speech by the general secretary of the CPSU Central
Committee at the UN General Assembly on Decem-
ber 7, 1988, at a time when the first changes for the
better in international affairs were becoming evident.
This phase was marked by the advancement of major
ideas having to do with prospects for planetwide
development. We were no longer talking about “the
struggle between two camps” but about the global
interests of humanity, the principles of a new world
order, and the urgent need for a future based on the
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codevelopment of all members of the international
community.

The third phase was reached in 1990–91. It embodied
the idea that changes in the realm of international rela-
tions alone were insufficient, that the future of human-
ity could be reliably assured only along the lines of
a new paradigm of civilization itself, in a process in
which a new form of civilization was emerging.

What are the basic postulates of the new thinking? Its
starting point is the recognition that despite their
dissimilarities all the nations of the world are inter-
dependent. We speak of recognition because this
interdependence, which is a form of unity or oneness,
had been taking shape for decades. This dynamic had
been studied by scientists and scholars outside the
Soviet Union and was taken into account by Western
foreign policy. As early as 1975, for example, Henry
Kissinger declared that global interdependence had be-
come a central factor of U.S. diplomacy. In the Soviet
Union, on the other hand, this viewpoint concerning
interdependence was perceived as an “alien class”
concept. Nonetheless interdependence was a tangible
reality, impossible to disregard, and by the mid-1980s
it had become the foremost tendency in world relations.

On the one hand, the internationalization of economic
life, the mutual influence or reciprocal effect of politi-
cal decisions taken by various nations, and the forma-
tion of an increasingly dense worldwide informational
and cultural network—all this was creating an entirely
new picture of the world. On the other hand, many com-
plicated and acute global problems had accumulated
—for example, problems of ecology, demography, raw
materials, and energy sources—and were impossible
to resolve within the framework of a single country or
even region.

[. . .]

Albert Einstein was one of the first to speak of the
necessity for new thinking in the nuclear age. But no
one listened to his warnings. (In general, scientific con-
clusions usually go unheeded even today.) Yet the very
first atomic bomb explosions at Hiroshima and Naga-
saki demonstrated that we had entered a new stage in



human history. For the first time in its history, the
human race had weapons that could extinguish all life
on earth. The Day of Judgment, instead of being a bib-
lical allegory, could become a reality, a tragedy made
by human hands. This realization was what dictated my
statement as CPSU general secretary on January 15,
1986. The main point of that statement was the pro-
posal that we move toward a nonnuclear world in the
twenty-first century.

Deep reflection on the situation, on the possible con-
sequences if weapons of mass destruction were used,
forced us to draw three theoretical-political conclusions
of prime importance.

The first was that the nature of modern weaponry
leaves no country any hope of defending itself by
purely military and technical means, not even if, for
example, it created the most powerful defense system
possible. The problem of guaranteeing security appears
more and more clearly as a political problem that can
and must be solved, above all, by political means.
And political means imply negotiations—and still more
negotiations. Negotiations presuppose patience, toler-
ance, and a consistent search for mutually acceptable
compromises.

[. . .]

A second conclusion—actually a corollary of the first—
is that politics based on the use of force is doomed.

Of course there are attempts to show that this is not so,
that wars—even small ones—can still serve as a con-
tinuation of politics by other means and can produce
definite results. But the experience of the entire era
since World War II shows that not a single armed con-
flict has given its participants or, above all, its initiators
any serious political dividends.

A peace based on positions of strength is internally un-
stable, no matter how one may argue the case. By its
very nature, such a peace is based on confrontation,
secret or open, on the constant danger of eruptions of
fighting, the constant temptation to attempt to achieve
one’s aims through the use of force. This kind of peace
is advantageous (if under present-day criteria such a
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thing can be considered an advantage) only to the arms
manufacturers.

It is already true today and will especially be true in
the future that the authority or prestige of a govern-
ment, and its place in the international community, will
increasingly be defined not by the size of its armies but
by its civilized conduct, by its commitment to univer-
sal human interests, by the freedom and prosperity of
its citizens, by its ability to preserve and enrich its
uniqueness not at the expense of others but through
honest and mutually advantageous cooperation with
others.

We must be realists. The road to such a world will be
long and difficult. Renunciation of the use of force in
politics, renunciation of the practice of measuring the
security of a country by its armed strength—these aims
will not be achieved all at once.

With minimal agreement among nations, the field of
operation for the politics of force can be limited or nar-
rowed. Unsanctioned use of force on an international
level would immediately be subjected to rigorous col-
lective counteraction.

A third conclusion, which is a logical continuation of
the first two, is that security under contemporary con-
ditions (especially if we speak of the major nuclear
powers) can only be mutual. Taking world relations as
a whole, security can only be universal.

These were the considerations that inspired Soviet
policy, leading us to advance a program in 1986 for cre-
ating a universal system of international security that
would encompass not only military but also political,
economic, and humanitarian fields.

The theory and methodology of the new thinking
were based on the desire to combine military policy
with a moral approach to world affairs. This is a highly
complicated task; much has been said and written
about it in the past as well as at the present time, but
no solutions have yet been found. We cannot say that a
full solution was achieved even in the perestroika era.
Nevertheless it cannot be denied that the basic inter-
national decisions made in that era did correspond to



principles of morality. Reflections on the essential
problems of the modern world, the ways in which the
world has been developing, and the principles of rela-
tions among nations gradually led us to the following
conclusion: It is impossible to provide for and guaran-
tee new horizons in the future by limiting oneself to
the improvement of international relations—that is, the
existing ties among nations. The ultimate solutions
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lie in the very basic elements of human existence, the
deep-running processes that determine the life of the
human community.

Source: Mikhail Gorbachev, Gorbachev on My Country and 
on the World (New York: Columbia University Press, 2000),
180–193. Copyright © 2000 Columbia University Press.
Reprinted with permission.
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All modern armies have two primary classes of soldier: officers and enlisted
men. This distinction originated in the armies of ancient times. In the
medieval period, the distinction was between knights and men at arms; that
is, between nobility and commoners. Through the beginning of the twenti-
eth century, the distinction between military officers and enlisted soldiers
reflected the social class distinctions of society as a whole. An officer was, by
definition, a gentleman. The breakdown in the old social order that began
during World War I was likewise reflected in the world’s armies. By the end of
World War II, the distinction between officers and enlisted men had become
far more a professional one than a social one.

Officers, who comprise 10–15 percent of modern armies, are further
divided into three basic groups. Company-grade officers (lieutenants and
captains) are responsible for the leadership of platoons and companies. Field-
grade officers (majors and colonels) lead battalions and regiments. General
officers command the higher military echelons and also coordinate the over-
all direction of an army and its military activities. It is the generals who
answer directly to the political leadership of modern democracies. In some
armies, the highest-level general officers hold the title of marshal. Navies also
recognize three broad groups of officers, without necessarily using the army
terms. In most militaries, generals and admirals are collectively called flag
officers because each one has a personal flag bearing the insignia of his rank.
Although women flag officers are not uncommon in the U.S. military today,
the first one only appeared in the U.S. Army in the early 1970s. Female flag
officers are still a rarity in most of the world’s militaries.

Enlisted soldiers, sailors, and airmen are divided into two basic cate-
gories: enlisted men and noncommissioned officers (NCOs). The term used
for the NCO varies from army to army—for example, Unteroffizier in German
or sous officier in French—but the meaning is universal. In any army, NCOs
are the backbone of the organization. They are the ones responsible for train-
ing individual soldiers and for training and leading fire teams and squads.
They hold key leadership positions in platoons and companies. At the higher
levels, they assist staff officers in the planning and execution of operations.
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In all armies, the larger majority of the enlisted ranks denote the distinctions
within the NCO corps. During the Cold War, the Soviet Union and the War-
saw Pact militaries had the weakest and least professional NCO corps. The
American, British, and Canadian militaries had by a wide margin the best
NCO corps. The Vietnam War decimated the U.S. NCO corps, but it was
painstakingly rebuilt in the 1970s and 1980s. Today, most American senior
NCOs have some college education, and many have bachelor’s or even mas-
ter’s degrees—something that would have been unthinkable as recently as
the late 1950s.

NCOs include corporals, sergeants, and, in some armies, warrant officers.
In most navies, the NCOs are called petty officers and, in some cases, war-
rant officers. Warrant officer is the most difficult to classify because its exact
status varies from army to army. Most armies of the Cold War period followed
the British model, in which warrant officers were the highest category of
NCOs. In the U.S. military, by contrast, warrant officers were a distinct per-
sonnel class between officers and enlisted men. They were, and still are,
considered to be specialist officers, highly skilled in a certain functional area
(such as pilots), receiving pay equivalent to company-grade officers but with-
out the full range of command authority and responsibilities.

In the U.S. military, warrant officers were, and still are, much closer to
commissioned officers. In the British military warrant officers are clearly the
most senior of the NCOs. Contrary to widely held popular belief, the rank of
sergeant major does not exist in the British military. Rather, it is a position
title—or an appointment, as the British call it—such as squad leader or com-
pany commander. The rank of the NCO holding the sergeant major position
is always warrant officer, but he is always addressed by his position title of
sergeant major. There is, then, no direct comparison between British and U.S.
warrant officers, which partially explains the difficulty in correlating military
ranks in any period of history.

The confusion between U.S. and British warrant officers causes problems
to this day in many North American Treaty Organization (NATO) headquar-
ters. Most armies of the Cold War had warrant officers within the British
model. Italy, Poland, Greece, and Romania are among the few countries that
have warrant officers within the U.S. model. The U.S. Army, Navy, and
Marine Corps had four grades of warrant officer during the Cold War period,
although a fifth grade was added right as the Cold War was ending. The U.S.
Air Force, on the other hand, discontinued warrant officers in 1959.

While the U.S. military officer rank structure remains today essentially
the same as it was in World War II, enlisted rank structures were completely
revised in the late 1950s. All the services added two more enlisted pay grades,
bringing the total to nine. But while the air force and navy created two new
ranks at the top of their enlisted structures, the army and the marine corps
added one new rank to the top and another one to the bottom. The result has
been a number of anomalies. For example, a master sergeant in the army and
the marine corps is a pay grade E-8, while in the air force he is an E-7, or one
rank lower. The same applied to the rank of staff sergeant, which in the army
and marines corps is an E-6, while it is only an E-5 in the air force.
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In the late 1950s, the U.S. Army also created specialist ranks for the pay
grades E-4 through E-9. In theory, specialists were not NCOs, and despite
their pay grades they ranked below corporal, the lowest NCO rank. It never
worked out that way in practice. A specialist 5 was, for all practical purposes,
treated as an NCO, although within a given pay grade, hard-stripe NCOs
always took precedence over specialists. Because the line between special-
ists and NCOs continued to blur, the U.S. Army eliminated the ranks of
specialist 8 and specialist 9 in the late 1960s. In the subsequent years the
remaining specialist ranks were eliminated, one at a time from the top down.
By the end of the Cold War, only specialist 4 remained. While a specialist 4
was definitely not an NCO, a corporal (also a pay grade E-4) definitely was.

Establishing rank equivalency among armies is an inexact science at
best, as the confusion over warrant officers and sergeants major illustrates.
Common sense would seem to dictate that two soldiers in different armies
with the exact same rank titles would be essentially equivalent. Unfortu-
nately, that is not the case. The rank of major general provides one of the
best examples. British and U.S. major generals are essentially equivalent,
but they are not the same as a Soviet or Warsaw Pact general major. In the
U.S. Army, major general was and is the second of the general officer ranks,
whereas in the Soviet Army it was the first. Rather than simply accepting
rank titles at face value, a reasonably approximate rank equivalency can only
be established by considering what the holder of that rank actually did.

The problem of rank equivalency is further compounded by the fact that
all armies did not have the same number of ranks, whether for officers or
enlisted personnel, and sometimes even the various militaries of the same
country do not have the same number of ranks. Most armies had three ranks
of company-grade officer, but the Soviet and Warsaw Pact armies had four.
The British Navy has no officer rank equivalent to the British Army’s second
lieutenant. The British Navy and the British Air Force have only one grade
of warrant officer (senior NCO), but the British Army has two. The Canadian
Army and Air Force, on the other hand, have three grades of warrant officer.
The Norwegian military has only four enlisted ranks, the senior-most being
only at the midlevel of the NATO rank-protocol list. At the most senior levels,
countries such as the United Kingdom, France, Turkey, and Poland have mar-
shals, who rank above their four-star generals. As it did during World War II,
however, the Soviet Army had three levels of marshal, as did the Democratic
People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK, North Korea). The People’s Republic of
China (PRC) had two. Officer candidates had their own separate rank struc-
tures in most armies. But the ranks of cadet, midshipman, aspirant, fahnrich,
and so on were essentially temporary training ranks. Of the eleven distinct
enlisted ranks, only the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG, West Germany)
had all eleven. Of the fifteen possible officer ranks, only North Korea had all
fifteen.

All air forces grew from their respective armies in the first part of the
twentieth century. By the Cold War, almost all air forces were independent
organizations. In many countries, the rank structures for both army and air
force are identical, or nearly so. The British Air Force has an officer rank
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structure parallel to that of the British Army but with completely different
rank titles and insignia. The rank titles and insignia of U.S. Air Force officers
are exactly the same as in the U.S. Army, while the enlisted rank structure is
somewhat different, and the rank insignia are completely different.

Many countries during the Cold War, especially in NATO, had a fourth
branch of service that may have technically been part of one of the three main
services but was nonetheless distinctively separate in terms of operations,
uniform, and rank structure. There were two basic types of such organizations
—marines and military police. The marine corps of the United States, United
Kingdom, Spain, the Netherlands, Republic of Korea (ROK, South Korea),
and Republic of Vietnam (RVN, South Vietnam) were all nominally part of
those countries’ naval establishments. Their rank structures, and in most cases
their rank insignia, were more similar to those countries’ respective armies.
France, Italy, Belgium, and West Germany all had national military police
organizations that came under their respective ministries of defense. The
German Bundesgrenzschutz (Border Police) were organized and equipped
along military lines and had a specific combat role in time of war. The Bun-
desgrenzschutz passed to purely civilian control in 1994. The French Gen-
darmerie Nationale is actually a separate branch of the French military. For
most of the Cold War, the Italian Carabiniere was a separate corps under the
Italian Army, but after the Cold War it became a separate branch of the Ital-
ian military. As with the Bundesgrenzschutz, the Belgian Gendarmerie passed
to purely civilian status in 1992.

The following tables represent an attempt to equate the various enlisted
and officer ranks during the Cold War. In determining the level at which to
place a given rank, the duties and responsibilities of the person holding that
rank take precedence over the face value of the rank title. The tables do not
include officer candidates or true warrant officers. Warrant officers as NCOs
are included. Many armies also had special rank structures and designations
for musicians, buglers, and pipers, which likewise are not included in the
table. During the more than forty years of the Cold War period, most armies
made various changes to their rank structures, and some even made com-
plete overhauls more than once. In constructing these tables, the objective
was to present a snapshot at about 1975. Even that level of precision was not
completely possible. The result, then, are tables based on the best informa-
tion available ranging from the late 1960s to the early 1980s.

The British Army, which describes itself as “a very tribal organization,”
had, and still has, a sometimes confusing number of variations on the enlisted
ranks from regiment to regiment. In some cases, just the title of the rank
varies, with the insignia remaining the same. Corporals and lance corporals in
the British Artillery, for example, are called bombardiers and lance bom-
bardiers. Other ranks, such as squadron quartermaster corporal, had a unique
rank insignia and existed only in the Household Cavalry. For the most part,
the British enlisted ranks shown in the tables are the most common.

David T. Zabecki
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Army Forces Rank Comparison

United States Soviet Union United Kingdom West Germany France

Officers General of the Army Marshal Sovetskogo Soyuza Field Marshal Maréchal de France

Glavnyi Marshal Roda Voisk

Marshal Roda Voisk

General General Armii General General Général d´Armée

Lieutenant General General Polkovink Lieutanant-General Generalleutnant Général de Corps d´Armée

Major General General Leitenant Major-General Generalmajor Général de Division

Brigadier General General Maior Brigadier Brigadegeneral Général de Brigade

Colonel Polkovnik Colonel Oberst Colonel

Lieutenant Colonel Podpolkovink Lieutenant-Colonel Oberstleutnant Lieutenant-Colonel

Major Maior Major Major Commandant

Captain Kapitan Captain Hauptmann Capitaine

First Lieutenant Starshii Leitenant Lieutenant Oberleutnant Lieutenant

Lietenant

Second Lieutenant Mladshii Leitenant Second Lieutenant Leutnant Sous-Lieutenant

Enlisted Command Sergeant Starshina Warrant Officer Oberstabsfeldwebel Major
Class 1

Major Sergeant

Major

First Sergeant Starshii Serzhant Warrant Officer Stabsfeldwebel Adjudant-Chef
Class 2

Master Sergeant

Hauptfeldwebel

Platoon Sergeant Staff Sergeant Oberfeldwebel Adjudant

Sergeant First Class

Specialist 7

Staff Sergeant Serzhant Sergeant Feldwebel Sergent-Chef
Specialist 6

Maréchal-des-Logis-Chef

Sergeant Specialist 5 Mladshii Serzhant Corporal Bombardier Stabsunteroffizier Sergent Maréchal-des-Logis

Corporal Specialist 4 Lance Corporal Unteroffizier Caporal-Chef

Lance Bombardier Brigadier-Chef

Private First Class Efreitor Hauptgefreiter Caporal

Brigadier

Private (E-2) Obergefreiter Soldat de 1ère Classe

Gefreiter

Private (E-1) Ryadovi Private Trooper Soldat Grenadier Soldat de 2ème Classe

Gunner Sapper Kannonier
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Army Forces Rank Comparison (continued)

Italy Turkey Belgium Canada Denmark

Officers Maresal

Generale di Corpo d´Armata Orgeneral Generaal General General
con Incarichi Speciali

Generale di Corpo d´Armata Korgeneral Luitenant-Generaal Lieutenant-General Generalløjtnant

Generale di Divisione Tümgeneral Generaal-Majoor Major-General Generalmajor

Generale di Brigata Tuggeneral Brigadegeneraal Brigadier-General Brigadegeneral

Colonnello Albay Kolonel Colonel Oberst

Tenente Colonnello Yarbay Luitenant-Kolonel Lieutenant-Colonel Oberstløjnant

Maggiore Binbasi Majoor Major Major

Capitano Yüzbasi Kapitein-Commandant Captain Kaptajn

Tenente Üstegman Kapitein Lieutenant Premierløjtnant

Luitenant Løjtnant

Sottotenente Tegmen Onderluitenant Second Lieutenant Sekondøjtnant

Enlisted Sergente Maggiore Astsubay Kidemli Adjudant-Chef Command Warrant Officer Seniorsergent af 
Bascavus 1. Grad

Chief Warrant Officer

Astsubay Bascavus Adjudant Master Warrant Officer Seniorsergent af 
2. Grad

Astsubay Kidemli 
Ustcavus

Sergente Astsubay Ustcavus 1ste Sergeant-Majoor Warrant Officer Oversergent

Astsubay Kidemli 1ste Sergeant Sergeant Sergent
Cavus

Astsubay Cavus Sergeant Master Corporal Korporal

Caporal Maggiore Cavus Korporaal-Chef Corporal Overkonstabel af 
1. Grad

Onbasi Korporaal Trained Private Overkonstabel af 
2. Grad

Caporale 1ste Soldaat Basic Private

Soldato Er Soldat Private Recruit Konstabel
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Army Forces Rank Comparison (continued)

Greece Luxembourg Netherlands Norway Portugal

Officers Marechal

Stratigos Generaal General General

Antistratigos Luitenant-Generaal Generalløytnant Tenente-General

Ypostratigos Generaal-Majoor Generalmajor Major-General

Taxiarchos Brigade-Generaal Oberst I Brigadeiro-General

Syntagmatarchis Colonel Kolonel Oberst II Coronel

Antisyntagmatarchis Lieutanant-Colonel Luitenant-Kolonel Oberstløytnant Tenente-Coronel

Tagmatarchis Major Majoor Major Major

Lochagos Capataine Kapitein Ritmeester Kaptein Rittmester Capitão

Ypolochagos Premier Lieutenant Eerste-Luitenant Løytnant Tenente

Anthypolochagos Lieutenant Tweede-Luitenant Fenrik Alferes

Enlisted Archilochias Adjutant-Major Adjudant-Onderofficier Sargento-Mor

Epilochias Adjutant-Chef Sergeant-Majoor Sargento-Chefe
Opperwachtmeester

Sargento-Ajudante

Lochias Adjutant Sergeant der 1e Klasse Primeiro-Sargento

Wachtmeester der 1e Klasse

Sergent-Chef Sergeant Wachtmeester Sersjant Segundo-Sargento

Decaneas Premier Sergent Korporaal der 1e Klasse Korporal Furriel

Decaneas Sergent Korporaal Visekorporal Segundo-Furriel

Ypodecaneas Caporal-Chef Soldaat der 1e Klasse Primeiro-Cabo

Huzaar der 1e Klasse

Kanonier der 1e Klasse

Caporal Segundo-Cabo

Soldat de Première Classe

Stratiotis Soldat Soldaat Menig Soldado

Huzaar

Kanonier
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Army Forces Rank Comparison (continued)

Spain East Germany Poland Romania Czechoslovakia

Officers Capitán General Marschall der DDR Marszalek Polski

Armeegeneral General de Armata Armádní Generál

Teniente General Generaloberst General Broni General Colonel Generálplukovník

General de División Generalleutnant General Dywizja General Locotenent Generálporucík

General de Brigada Generalmajor General Brygady General Maior Generálmajor

Coronel Oberst Pulkownik Colonel Plukovník

Teniente Coronel Oberstleutnant Podpulkownik Locotenent Colonel Podplukovník

Comandante Major Major Maior Major

Capitán Hauptmann Kapitian Capitan Kapitán

Teniente Oberleutnant Porucznik Locotenent Maior Nadporucík

Alférez Leutnant Podporucznik Locotenent Porucík

Subteniente Unterleutnant Chorazy Sublocotenent Podporucík

Enlisted Brigada Stabsfeldwebel Starszy Sierzant Sztabowy Plutonier Adjutant Sef Nadpraporcík

Oberfeldwebel Sierzant Sztabowy Plutonier Adjutant Praporcík

Plutonier Major Podpraporcík

Sargento Primero Feldwebel Starszy Sierzant Plutonier Nadrotmistr

Sargento Unterfeldwebel Sierzant Sergent Major Rotmistr

Cabo Primero Unteroffizier Plutonowy Sergent Rotný

Cabo Stabsgefreiter Starszy Kapral Caporal Cetar

Gefreiter Kapral Fruntas Desátník

Soldado Primero Starszy Szeregowiec Svobodník

Soldado Soldat Szeregoweic Soldat Vojín

Rank Structures, Selected Cold War Militaries 2877



Army Forces Rank Comparison (continued)

Bulgaria Hungary Finland Cuba Israel

Officers Comandante en Jefe

Armeyski General Hadseregtábornok Kenraali General de Ejército

General-Polkovnik Vezérezredes Kenraaliluutnantti General de Cuerpo de Ejército Rav Alúf

General-Leytenant Altábornagy Kenraalimajuri General de División Alúf

General-Mayor Vezérörnagy Prikaatikenraali General de Brigada Tat Alúf

Polkovnik Ezredes Eversti Coronel Alúf Mishné

Podpolknovik Alezredes Everstiluutnantti Teniente Coronel Sgan Alúf

Mayor Örnagy Majuri Mayor Rav Séren

Kapitan Százados Kapteeni Capitán Séren

Starshi Leytenant Föhadnagy Yliluutnantti Primer Teniente Ségen

Leytenant Hadnagy Luutnantti Teniente

Mladshi Leytenant Alhadnagy Vänrikki Subteniente Ségen Mishné

Enlisted Starshina Fötörzsörmester Sotilasmestari Primer Sub-Oficial Rav Nagád

Starshi Serzhant Törzsörmester Vääpeli Sub-Oficial Rav Samál Bakhír

Rav Samál
Mitkadém

Ylikersantti Sargento de Primera Rav Samál Rishón

Serzhant Örmester Kersantti Sargento de Segunda Rav Samál

Mladshi Serzhant Szakaszvezetö Alikersantti Sargento de Tercera Samál Rishón

Tizedes Korpraali Samál

Efreytor Örvezetö Soldado de Primera Rav Turái

Turái Rishón

Rednik Honvéd Sotamies Soldado Turái
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Army Forces Rank Comparison (continued)

People’s Republic

of China North Korea South Korea North Vietnam South Vietnam

Officers Zhong Hua Ren Ming Dae Wonsu Wonsu Thuong Tuong

Gong He Guo Da

Yuan Shuai

Zhong Hua Ren Ming Wonsu

Gong He Guo

Yuan Shuai

Chasu

Da Jiang Daejang Taejang Dai Tuong Dai Tuong

Shang Jiang Sangjang Chungjang Thuong Tuong Trung Tuong

Zhong Jiang Jungjang Sojang Trung Tuong Thieu Tuong

Shao Jiang Sojang Chungjang Thieu Tuong Chuan Toung

Da Xiao Daechwa Dai Ta

Shang Xiao Sangchwa Taeryong Thuong Ta Dai Ta

Zhong Xiao Jungjwa Chungryong Trung Ta Trung Ta

Shao Xiao Sojwa Soryong Thieu Ta Thieu Ta

Shang Wei Daewi Taewi Dai Uy Dai Uy

Zhong Wei Sangwi Chungwi Thuong Uy Trung Uy

Jungwi Trung Uy

Shao Wei Sowi Sowi Thieu Uy Thieu Uy

Enlisted Teukmu Sangsa Wonsa Thuong Si Thoung Si Nhat

Sangsa Sangsa Thuong Si

Shang Shi Jungsa Chungsa Trung Si Trung Si Nhat

Hasa Hasa Trung Si

Zhong Shi Sangkeub Byongjang Ha Si Ha Si Nhat

Xia Shi Jungkeub Sangbyong Ha Si

Shang Den Bing Hakeub Ilbyong Binh Nhat Binh Nhat

Yibyong Binh Nhi

Lei Bing Jeonsa Mudungbyong Binh Nhi Trung Dinh

Rank Structures, Selected Cold War Militaries 2879



Naval Forces Rank Comparison

United States Soviet Union United Kingdom West Germany France

Officers Fleet Admiral Admiral Flota Admiral of the Fleet

Sovetskogo Soyuza

Admiral Admiral Flota Admiral Admiral Amiral

Vice Admiral Admiral Vice-Admiral Vizeadmiral Vice-Amiral d’Escadre

Rear Admiral (Upper Half) Vitse Admiral Rear-Admiral Konteradmiral Vice-Amiral

Rear Admiral (Lower Half) Kontr Admiral Commodore Flotilenadmiral Contre-Amiral

Captain Kapitan Prevogo Ramga Captain Kapitän zur See Capitaine de Vaisseau

Commander Kapitan Vtrogo Ramga Commander Fregattenkapitän Capitaine de Frégate

Lieutenant Commander Kapitan Tret’yego Ramga Lieutenant-Commander Korvettenkapitän Capitaine de Corvette

Lieutanant Kapitan Leitenant Lieutenant Kapitänleutnanent Lieutenant de 
Vaisseau

Lieutenant (Junior Grade) Leienant Sub-Lieutenant Oberleutnant zur See Enseigne de Vaisseau de
1ere Classe

Ensign Mladshii Leitenant Leutnant zur See Enseigne de Vaisseau 
de 2eme Classe

Enlisted Master Chief Petty Officer Starshina Warrant Officer Class 1 Oberstabsbootsmann Major

Senior Chief Petty Officer Glavnyy Starshina Stabsbootsmann Maître-Principal

Hauptbootsmann

Chief Petty Officer Chief Petty Officer Oberbootsmann Premier-Maître

Petty Officer First Class Starshina Pervoy Stat’I Petty Officer Bootsmann Maître

Petty Officer Second Class Starshina Vtoroy Stat’I Leading Rate Obermaat Second Maître

Petty Officer Third Class Maat Quartier-Maître de 1ère
Classe

Seaman Airman Fireman Starshiny Matros Able Seaman Hauptgefreiter Quartier-Maître de 2ème
Classe

Seaman Apprentice Obergefreiter Maître-Brevet

Airman Apprentice

Fireman Apprentice

Gefreiter

Seaman Recruit Matros Ordinary Seaman Matrose Matelot
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Naval Forces Rank Comparison (continued)

Italy Turkey Belgium Canada Denmark

Officers Büyük Amiral

Ammiraglio di Squadra 
con Incarichi Speciali Oramiral Admiral

Ammiraglio di Squadra Koramiral Vice-Admiraal Vice-Admiral Admiral

Ammiraglio di Divisione Tümamiral Divise-Admiraal Rear Admiral Viceadmiral

Contrammiraglio Tugamiral Commodore Commodore Kontreadmiral

Capitano di Vascello Albay Kapitein-ter-Zee Captain Kommandør

Capitano di Fregata Yarbay Fregat-Kapitein Commander Kommandørkaptajn

Captiano di Corvetta Binbasi Korvette-Kapitein Lieutenant-Commander Orlogskaptajn

Tenente di Vascello Yüzbasi Luitenantter-Zee 1ste Klas Lieutenant Kaptajnløjtnant

Sottoenente di Vascello Üstegman Luitenantter-Zee Sub-Lieutenant Premierløjtnant

Vaandrigter-Zee Løjtnant

Guardiamarina Tegmen Vaandrigter-Zee 2de Klas Acting Sub-Lieutenant Sekondløjtnant

Enlisted Secondo Capo Astsubay Kidemli Oppermeester Command Chief Petty Seniorsergent af 1. Grad
Bascavus Officer

Chief Petty Officer 
1st Class

Astsubay Bascavus Eerste Meester-Chef Chief Petty Officer Seniorsergent af 2. Grad
2nd Class

Astsubay Kidemli 
Ustcavus

Sergente Astsubay Ustcavus Eerste Meester Petty Officer 1st Class Oversergent

Astsubay Kidemli Meester Petty Officer 2nd Class Sergent
Cavus

Astsubay Cavus Tweede Meester Master Seaman Korporal

Sottocapo Cavus Kwarter Meester Leading Seaman Overkonstabel af 1. Grad

Onbasi Eerste Matroos Able Seaman Overkonstabel af 2. Grad

Comune di 1a Classe Matroos Eerste Klasse Ordinary Seaman

Comune di 2a Classe Er Matroos Seaman Konstabel
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Naval Forces Rank Comparison (continued)

Greece Netherlands Norway Portugal Spain

Officers Admiraal Capitán General

Navarchos Luitenant-Admiraal Admiral Almirante de Armada

Antinavarchos Vice-Admiraal Viseadmiral Almirante Almirante

Yponavarchos Schout-bij-Nacht Kontradmiral Vice-Almirante Vice-Almirante

Archipliachos Commandeur Kommandør Contra-Almirante Contra-Almirante

Pliarchos Kapitein der Zee Kommandør Kaptein Capitão-de-Mar-e-Guerra Capitan de Navio

Antipliarchos Kapitein-Luitenant der Zee Orlogskaptein Capitão-de-Fragata Captain de Fragata

Plotarchos Luitenant ter Zee der 1ste Klasse Kapteinløytnant Capitão-Tenente Captain de Corbeta

Ypopliarchos Luitenant ter Zee der 2de Klasse Løytnant Primerio-Tenente Teniente de Navio 
(Oudste Categorie)

Anthypopliarchos Luitenant ter Zee der 2de Klasse Fenrik Segundo-Tenente Alférez de Navio

Simaioforos Luitenant ter Zee der 3de Klasse Ustskrevet Guarda-Marinha Alférez de Fragata

Enlisted Archikelefstis Adjudant-Onderofficier Sargento-Mor Brigada

Epikelefstis Sergeant-Majoor Sargento-Chefe

Sargento-Ajudante Sargento Primero

Kelefstis Primeiro-Sargento

Sergeant Kvartermester Segundo-Sargento Sargento
(Konstabel I Klasse)

Dokimos Kelefstis Ledende Menig Sub-Sargento Cabo Mayor
(Konstabel II Klasse)

Korporaal Menig 1 (Konstabel Cabo Cabo Primero
III Klasse)

Diopos Matross der 1e Klasse Marinheiro Cabo

Matross der 2e Klasse Primerio Grumete Mariniero Primero

Naftis Matross der 3e Klasse Menig Segundo Grumete Mariniero
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Naval Forces Rank Comparison (continued)

East Germany Poland Romania Bulgaria Finland

Officers Flottenadmiral Amiraali

Admiral Admiral Amiral Admiral Vara-Amiraali

Vizeadmiral Wice Admiral Vice-Amiral Vitseadmiral Kontra-Amiraali

Konteradmiral Kontra Admiral Contraamiral Kontraadmiral Lippue-Amiraali

Kapitän zur See Komandor Comandor Kapitan I Rang Kommodori

Fregattenkapitän Komandor Porucznik Captain-Comandor Kapitan II Rang Komentaja

Korvettenkapitän Komandor Podporucznik Locotenent-Comandor Kapitan III Rang Komantajakapteeni

Kapitänleutnanent Kapitan Marynarki Capitan de Marina Kapitan Leytenant Kapteeniluutnantti

Oberleutnant Porucznik Marynarki Locotenent Maior de Marina Starshi Leytenant Yliluutnantti

Leutnant Locotenent de Marina Leytenant Luutnantti

Unterleutnant Podporucznik Marynarki Sublocotenent de Marina Mladshi Leytenant Aliluutnantti

Enlisted Stabsobermeister Starszy Bosman Sztabowy Maistru Militar Principal Michman Sotilasmestari

Obermeister Bosman Sztabowy Maistru Militar Classa I Glaven Starshina Pursimies

Maistru Militar Classa II

Meister Starszy Bosman Maistru Militar Classa III Ylikersantti

Obermaat Bosman Maistru Militar Classa IV Starshina I Stepen Kersantti

Maat Plutonowy Bosmanmat Sergent Starshina II Stepen Alikersantti

Stabsgefreiter Starszy Mat Caporal Ylimatruusi

Obermatrose Mat Fruntas Starshi Matro

Starszy Marynarz

Matrose Marynarz Marinar Matros Matruusi
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Naval Forces Rank Comparison (continued)

People’s Republic

of China North Korea South Korea North Vietnam South Vietnam

Officers Wonsu

Chasu

Daejang Taejang Dai Tuong

Hai Jun Shang Jiang Sangjang Chungjang Do Doc Trung Tuong

Hai Jun Zhong Jiang Jungjang Sojang Pho Do Doc Thieu Tuong

Hai Jun Shao Jiang Sojang Chungjang Chuan Do Doc Chuan Toung

Hai Jun Da Xiao Daechwa Dai Ta

Hai Jun Shang Xiao Sangchwa Taeryong Thuong Ta Dai Ta

Hai Jun Zhong Xiao Jungjwa Chungryong Trung Ta Trung Ta

Hai Jun Shao Xiao Sojwa Soryong Thieu Ta Thieu Ta

Hai Jun Shang Wei Daewi Taewi Dai Uy Dai Uy

Hai Jun Zhong Wei Sangwi Chungwi Thuong Uy Trung Uy

Jungwi Trung Uy

Hai Jun Shao Wei Sowi Sowi Thieu Uy Thieu Uy

Enlisted Teukmu Sangsa Wonsa Thuong Si Thoung Si Nhat

Sangsa Sangsa Thuong Si

Hai Jun Shang Shi Jungsa Chungsa Trung Si Trung Si Nhat

Hasa Hasa Trung Si

Hai Jun Zong Shi Sangkeub Byongjang Ha Si Ha Si Nhat

Hai Jun Xia Shi Jungkeub Sangbyong Ha Si

Shang Den Bing Hakeub Ilbyong Binh Nhat Binh Nhat

Yibyong Binh Nhi

hui Bing Jeonsa Mudungbyong Binh Nhi Trung Dinh
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Naval Forces Rank Comparison (continued)

Cuba Israel

Officers Almirante

Vicealmirante Alúf

Contraalmirante Tat Alúf

Captain de Navio Alúf Mishné

Capitan de Fragata Sgan Alúf

Captain de Corbeta Rav Séren

Teniente de Navio Séren

Teniente de Fragate Ségen

Teniente de Corbeta

Alfrez Ségen Mishné

Enlisted Primer Sub-Oficial Rav Nagád

Sub-Oficial Rav Samál Bakhír

Rav Samál Mitkadém

Sargento de Primera Rav Samál Rishón

Sargento de Segunda Rav Samál

Sargento de Tercera Samál Rishón

Samál

Marinero de Primera Rav Turái

Turái Rishón

Marinero Turái
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Air Forces Rank Comparison

United States Soviet Union United Kingdom West Germany France

Officers General of the Air Force Marshal of the RAF Maréchal de France

Glavniy Marshal Aviatsii

Marshal Aviatsii

General General Armii Air Chief Marshal General Général d´Armée Aérienne

Lieutenant General General Polkovink Air Marshal Generalleutnant Général de Corps Aérienne

Major General General Leitenant Air Vice Marshal Generalmajor Général de Division Aérienne

Brigadier General General Maior Air Commodore Brigadegeneral Général de Brigade Aérienne

Colonel Polkovnik Group Captain Oberst Colonel

Lieutenant Colonel Podpolkovink Wing Commander Oberstleutnant Lieutenant-Colonel

Major Maior Squadron Leader Major Commandant

Captain Kapitan Flight Lieutenant Hauptmann Capitaine

First Lieutenant Starshii Leitenant Flying Officer Oberleutnant Lieutenant

Lietenant

Second Lieutenant Mladshii Leitenant Pilot Officer Leutnant Sous-Lieutenant

Enlisted Chief Master Sergeant Starshina Warrant Officer Class 1 Oberstabsfeldwebel Major

Senior Master Sergeant Starshii Serzhant Stabsfeldwebel Adjudant-Chef

Hauptfeldwebel

Master Sergeant Flight Sergeant Chief Oberfeldwebel Adjudant
Technician

Technical Sergeant Serzhant Sergeant Feldwebel Sergent-Chef

Staff Sergeant Mladshii Serzhant Corporal Stabsunteroffizier Sergent

Sergeant Senior Airman Junior Technician Unteroffizier Caporal-Chef

Airman First Class Efreitor Senior Aircraftsman Hauptgefreiter Caporal

Airman Leading Aircraftsman Obergefreiter Soldat de 1ère Classe

Gefreiter

Airman Basic Ryadovi Aircraftsman Flieger Soldat de 2ème Classe
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Air Forces Rank Comparison (continued)

Italy Turkey Belgium Canada Denmark

Officers Maresal

Generale di Squadra Aerea Orgeneral General
con Incarichi Speciali

Generale di Squadra Aerea Korgeneral Luitenant-Generaal Lieutenant-General General

Generale di Divisione Aerea Tümgeneral Generaal-Majoor Major-General Generalløjtnant

Generale di Brigata Aerea Tuggeneral Brigadegeneraal Brigadier-General Generalmajor

Colonnello Albay Kolonel Colonel Oberst

Tenente Colonnello Yarbay Luitenant-Kolonel Lieutenant-Colonel Oberstløjnant

Maggiore Binbasi Majoor Major Major

Capitano Yüzbasi Kapitein-Commandant Captain Kaptajn

Tenente Üstegman Kapitein Lieutenant Premierløjtnant

Luitenant Løjtnant

Sottotenente Tegmen Onderluitenant Second Lieutenant Sekondløjtnant

Enlisted Sergente Maggiore Astsubay Kidemli Bascavus Adjudant-Chef Command Warrant Seniorsergent af 
Officer 1. Grad

Chief Warrant Officer

Astsubay Bascavus Adjudant Master Warrant Seniorsergent af 
Officer 2. Grad

Astsubay Kidemli Ustcavus

Sergente Astsubay Ustcavus 1ste Sergeant-Majoor Warrant Officer Oversergent

Astsubay Kidemli Cavus 1ste Sergeant Sergeant Sergent

Astsubay Cavus Sergeant Master Corporal Korporal

1ere Aviere Cavus Korporaal-Chef Corporal Overkonstabel af 
1. Grad

Onbasi Korporaal Trained Private Overkonstabel af 
2. Grad

Aviere Scelto 1ste Soldaat Basic Private

Aviere Er Soldat Private Recruit Konstabel
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Air Forces Rank Comparison (continued)

Greece Netherlands Norway Portugal Spain

Officers Marechal Capitán General

Petrarchos Generaal General General

Antipterarchos Luitenant-Generaal Generalløytnant Tenente-General Teniente General

Ypopterarchos Generaal-Majoor Generalmajor Major-General General de División

Taxiarchos Commodore Oberst I Brigadeiro General de Brigada

Sminarchos Kolonel Oberst II Coronel Coronel

Antisminarchos Luitenant-Kolonel Oberstløytnant Tenente-Coronel Teniente Coronel

Episminagos Majoor Major Major Comandante

Sminagos Kapitein Kaptein Capitão Capitán

Yposminagos Eerste-Luitenant Løytnant Tenente Teniente

Alférez

Anthyposminagos Tweede-Luitenant Fenrik Alferes Subteniente

Enlisted Archisminias Adjudant-Onderofficier Sargento-Mor Brigada

Episminias Sergeant-Majoor Sargento-Chefe

Sargento-Ajudante

Siminias Sergeant der 1e Klasse Primeiro-Sargento Sargento Primero

Sergeant Sersjant Segundo-Sargento Sargento

Efedrossminias Korporaal der 1e Klasse Korporal Furriel Cabo Primero

Korporaal Vingsoldat Segundo-Furriel Cabo

Yposminias Soldaat der 1e Klasse Primeiro-Cabo

Segundo-Cabo Soldado Primero

Anthyposminias Smintis Soldaat Flysoldat Soldado Soldado
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Air Forces Rank Comparison (continued)

Est Germany Poland Romania Czechoslovakia Bulgaria

Officers Armeegeneral General Comandant Armádní Generál General

Generaloberst General Broni General Colonel Generálplukovník General-Polkovnik

Generalleutnant General Dywizja General Locotenent Generálporucík General-Leytenant

Generalmajor General Brygady General de Escadra Generálmajor General-Mayor

Oberst Pulkownik Comandor Plukovník Polkovnik

Oberstleutnant Podpulkownik Captain-Comandor Podplukovník Podpolknovik

Major Major Locotenent-Comandor Major Mayor

Hauptmann Kapitian Capitan Kapitán Kapitan

Oberleutnant Porucznik Locotenent Maior Nadporucík Starshi Leytenant

Leutnant Podporucznik Locotenent Porucík Leytenant

Unterleutnant Chorazy Sublocotenent Podporucík Mladshi Leytenant

Enlisted Stabsfeldwebel Starszy Sierzant Sztabowy Plutoner Adjutant Sef Nadpraporcík Starshina

Oberfeldwebel Sierzant Sztabowy Plutoner Adjutant Praporcík Starshi Serzhant

Plutoner Major Podpraporcík

Feldwebel Starszy Sierzant Plutoner Nadrotmistr

Unterfeldwebel Sierzant Sergent Major Rotmistr Serzhant

Unteroffizier Plutonowy Sergent Rotný Mladshi Serzhant

Stabsgefreiter Starszy Kapral Caporal Cetar

Gefreiter Kapral Fruntas Desátník Efreytor

Starszy Szeregowiec Svobodník

Flieger Szeregoweic Aviator Vojín Rednik
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Air Forces Rank Comparison (continued)

People’s Republic 

Hungary Finland of China North Korea South Korea

Officers Wonsu

Chasu

Hadseregtábornok Kenraali Kong Jun Da Jiang Daejang Taejang

Vezérezredes Kenraaliluutnantti Kong Jun Shang Jiang Sangjang Chungjang

Altábornagy Kenraalimajuri Kong Jun Zhong Jiang Jungjang Sojang

Vezérörnagy Prikaatikenraali Kong Jun Shao Jiang Sojang Chungjang

Kong Jun Da Xiao Daechwa

Ezredes Eversti Kong Jun Shang Xiao Sangchwa Taeryong

Alezredes Everstiluutnantti Kong Jun Zhong Xiao Jungjwa Chungryong

Örnagy Majuri Kong Jun Shao Xiao Sojwa Soryong

Százados Kapteeni Kong Jun Shang Wei Daewi Taewi

Föhadnagy Yliluutnantti Kong Jun Zhong Wei Sangwi Chungwi

Hadnagy Luutnantti Jungwi

Alhadnagy Vänrikki Kong Jun Shao Wei Sowi Sowi

Enlisted Fötörzsörmester Sotilasmestari Teukmu Sangsa Wonsa

Törzsörmester Vääpeli Sangsa Sangsa

Ylikersantti Kong Jun Shang Shi Jungsa Chungsa

Örmester Kersantti Hasa Hasa

Szakaszvezetö Alikersantti Kong Jun Zhong Shi Sangkeub Byongjang

Tizedes Korpraali Kong Jun Xia Shi Jungkeub Sangbyong

Örvezetö Shang Den Bing Hakeub Ilbyong

Yibyong

Honvéd Sotamies Lei Bing Jeonsa Mudungbyong
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Air Forces Rank Comparison (continued)

North Vietnam South Vietnam Cuba Israel

Officers Dai Tuong General de Ejército

Thuong Tuong Trung Tuong General de Cuerpo de Ejército

Trung Tuong Thieu Tuong General de División Alúf

Thieu Tuong Chuan Toung General de Brigada Tat Alúf

Dai Ta

Thuong Ta Dai Ta Coronel Alúf Mishné

Trung Ta Trung Ta Teniente Coronel Sgan Alúf

Thieu Ta Thieu Ta Mayor Rav Séren

Dai Uy Dai Uy Capitán Séren

Thuong Uy Trung Uy Primer Teniente Ségen

Trung Uy Teniente

Thieu Uy Thieu Uy Subteniente Ségen Mishné

Enlisted Thuong Si Thoung Si Nhat Primer Sub-Oficial Rav Nagád

Thuong Si Sub-Oficial Rav Samál Bakhír

Rav Samál Mitkadém

Trung Si Trung Si Nhat Sargento de Primera Rav Samál Rishón

Trung Si Sargento de Segunda Rav Samál

Ha Si Ha Si Nhat Sargento de Tercera Samál Rishón

Ha Si Samál

Binh Nhat Binh Nhat Soldado de Primera Rav Turái

Binh Nhi Turái Rishón

Binh Nhi Trung Dinh Soldado Turái

Rank Structures, Selected Cold War Militaries 2891



Special Branch Rank Comparison

France

United States United Kingdom West Germany Gendarmerie

Marine Corps Royal Marines Bundesgrenzschutz Nationale Italy Carabinieri

Officers General General

Lieutenant General Lieutanant-General Général de Corps Generale di Corpo 
d´Armée d´Armata

Major General Major-General Generalmajor im BGS Général de Division Generale di Divisione

Brigadier General Brigadier Brigadegeneral im BGS Général de Brigade Generale di Brigata

Colonel Colonel Oberst im BGS Colonel Colonnello

Lieutenant Colonel Lieutenant-Colonel Oberstleutnant im BGS Lieutenant-Colonel Tenente Colonnello

Major Major Major im BGS Commandant Maggiore

Captain Captain Hauptmann im BGS Capitaine Capitano

First Lieutenant Lieutenant Oberleutnant im BGS Lieutenant Tenente

Second Lieutenant Second Lieutenant Leutnant im BGS Sous-Lieutenant Sottotenente

Enlisted Sergeant Major Master Warrant Officer Class 1 Oberstabsmeister im BGS Major Sergente Maggiore
Gunnery Sergeant

First Sergeant Master Warrant Officer Class 2 Stabsmeister im BGS Adjudant-Chef
Sergeant

Hauptmeister im BGS

Gunnery Sergeant Colour Sergeant Obermeister im BGS Adjudant Sergente

Staff Sergeant Sergeant Meister im BGS Maréchal-des-Logis-Chef

Sergeant Corporal Hauptwachtmeister im BGS Aspirant

Corporal Lance Corporal Oberwachtmeister im BGS Maréchal-des-Logis Caporal Maggiore

Lance Corporal Grenzhauptjäger im BGS Brigadier-Chef

Private First Class Grenzoberjäger im BGS Brigadier Caporale

Grenztruppjäger im BGS

Private Marine Grenzjäger im BGS Gendarme Adjoint Soldato
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Special Branch Rank Comparison (continued)

Belgium Netherlands Spain South Korea South Vietnam

Gendarmerie Marine Corps Marine Corps Marines Marines

Officers Generaal Taejang

Luitenant-Generaal Luitenant-Generaal Chungjang Trung Tuong

Generaal-Majoor Generaal-Majoor General de División Sojang Thieu Tuong

Brigadegeneraal Brigade-Generaal General de Brigada Chungjang Chuan Toung

Kolonel Kolonel Coronel Taeryong Dai Ta

Luitenant-Kolonel Luitenant-Kolonel Teniente Coronel Chungryong Trung Ta

Majoor Majoor Comandante Soryong Thieu Ta

Kapitein-Commandant Kapitein Capitán Taewi Dai Uy

Kapitein Eerste-Luitenant Teniente Chungwi Trung Uy

Luitenant Alférez

Onderluitenant Tweede-Luitenant Subteniente Sowi Thieu Uy

Enlisted Adjudant-Chef Adjudant-Onderofficier der Mariniers Brigada Wonsa Thoung Si Nhat

Adjudant Sergeant-Majoor der Mariniers Sangsa Thuong Si

Sargento Primero

1ste Opperwachtmeester Chungsa Trung Si Nhat

Opperwachtmeester Sergeant der Mariniers Sargento Hasa Trung Si

1ste Wachtmeester Cabo Mayor Byongjang Ha Si Nhat

Wachtmeester Korporaal der Mariniers Cabo Primero Sangbyong Ha Si

Brigadier Marinier ders1e Klasse Cabo Ilbyong Binh Nhat

Soldato Primero Yibyong Binh Nhi

Gendarme Marinier der 2e Klasse Soldato Mudungbyong Trung Dinh
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