
A new China policy for the United States

Item Type text; Thesis-Reproduction (electronic)

Authors Goodnow, Gordon James, 1947-

Publisher The University of Arizona.

Rights Copyright © is held by the author. Digital access to this material
is made possible by the University Libraries, University of Arizona.
Further transmission, reproduction or presentation (such as
public display or performance) of protected items is prohibited
except with permission of the author.

Download date 19/05/2023 15:47:46

Link to Item http://hdl.handle.net/10150/318262

http://hdl.handle.net/10150/318262


A NEW CHINA POLICY FOE 
THE UNITED STATES

by
Gordon James Goodnow, Jr0

A Thesis Submitted to the Faculty of the
DEPASTI'SSNT OF GOVEHNMENT

In Partial; Fulfillment of the Bequirements, 
For the Degree of
MASTER OF ARTS

In the Graduate College
THE UNIVERSITY. OF ARIZONA

1 9  7 0



STATEMENT BY AUTHOR
This thesis has been submitted in partial fulfillment of re

quirements for an advanced degree at The University of Arizona and is 
deposited in the University Library to be made available to borrowers 
under rules of the Library.

Brief quotations from this thesis are allowable without special 
permission, provided that accurate acknowledgment of source is made. 
Requests for permission for extended quotation from or reproduction of 
this manuscript in whole or in part may be granted by the head of the 
major department or the Dean of the Graduate College when in his judg
ment the proposed use of the material is in the interests of scholar
ship. In all other instances, however, permission must be obtained 
from the author.

SIGNED

APPROVAL BY THESIS DIRECTOR
This thesis has been approved on the date shown below

R7 M. IMRENCE^ 
Professor of Government



ACKHOWLEDGMENTS

I ■would like to thank my thesis director, Dre Robert. 
Lawrence, for bis great assistance throughout the course of the 
writing of this thesis0 Despite an extremely busy schedule Dr0 
Lawrence found time to offer valuable advice and criticism con
cerning the thesiso



TABLE OF CONTENTS
Page

LIST OF TABLES eooeoeeeeoooooeoooooooeoooooooeoooeeooooooeooo *V1
ABSTBACT ©©©©©©©oooe©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©.©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©"vn
HJTROBUCTXON ©©©©©©©©oseooo©©. »oeooo®o©©oo©o©oo©ooo©ooooo©oooo I 

TllG Criteraia oooooooooeooooooooeooeooeoocooooeooooooooooo 3
UoSo GOALS AND POLICIES CONCEBNmG CHHrA AS STATED
BY EXECUTIVE OFFICIALS IN THE EISENHOWEB YEARS ©.©.<> © ©o © © © © © 13

The Pn̂ es3-cLexi*b ooooe©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©© 13 
The Secretary of State ©©©©©©©©©©©o©©,©o©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©© 20 
The Secretary of Defense © © © © © © © © © © © © © © © © <? © © © © © © © © © © © © © © © 2Y 
UoS-o Policies Toward China— »

Actions^ Not Words ©©©o©©©©©©©©©©©. ©©©©©©©©©©e©©©©©©©© 33 
UoNo Resolutions Sponsored^ Votes^ and

Other Actions ©©eeo©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©© 33 
Troop Deployments? Movements? and Other

"Defensive11 Measures ©©©e©©©©©©©©©©®©©©©©©©©©©©©© 3^ 
Trade, and Trade Agreements With Red China ©©©©©©©©©©© 47 
Cultural Relations Between the U©S© and China © © © © © © © $0 

Conelusion ©©©©©o©©©©©©©©©©©©c©©©©©©,©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©© ^2
U©S© GOALS AND POLICIES CONCERNING CHINA AS STATED
BY EXECUTIVE OFFICIALS IN THE KENNEDY-JOHNSON ERA ©©©©©©©©©©© 60

The resident ©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©o©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©© 60 
The Seciexary of State ©o©©©©©.©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©e©©©©©©©©©© 6S 
The Secretary of Dexense ©©©©©©©o©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©© 7^ 
UoSo. Policies Toward China—

Actions? Not Words o©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©© 32 
U©N© Resolutions Sponsored? Votes? and

Other Actions ©©©©©©©e©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©© 32 
Troop Deployments? Movements? and Other

"Defensive11 Measures ©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©o©©© 36 
Trade and Trade Agreements With Red China. © © © © © © © © © © © 92 
Cultural Relations Between the U®S© and China © © © © © © © 96

"*. ■ Conclusion ©©©©o©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©©.©©©©©© ©©©©©©©©©©©© 99

IV



V

TABLE OF COETEETS— -Continued

4o COECLUSIOUs THE ElSEl'EOWEH ERA-AID THE-
. ICEEEEBY"™iT OHESOE ERA. eoe. oeeoee^^eeeoeeeoeoeooeee^oseooeooeeo 3.0̂

5o. GUIBELIHES FOR FUTDRE U,S. POLICIES
REGARDHiG CHIEA. o e o e o e o o o o o o e o o o o o o o o o o o e o o o o e o o ^ o o o o o e o o e o  Il6

The Usefulness of Morgenthau8 s Criteria for
Political Analysis of International Relations „»„,, 140

LIST OiP !RE CI3S @ * 0 0 . o o o o o o o o o p & c c o o c q o  o e o e e o o o e o o . o  0 0 0 0 0 0  1-̂*5



LIST OP 'TABLES

Table
lo
2<>

3o

4.

5o

' ' ' Pag©
Suminary * C373."fce2?ia OOOOOOOOOOO^'OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO 12
Major U0Se Military Bases
3,11 Asia 1̂95 9~™1 0 oooooooooooooooooooooooo 0*0 OOOOOOOOOOOOOO- 45
UoSo—Asian Collective . .
Seonr1ty Agreements ooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo 4b
Exports and General Imports of Merchandise 
by Country of Destination and Origin,. 1949- 
1960, (in thousands of dollars), United
States and China (including Manchuria) . „ » »o o o o = o o o o.o«»«o o o o 50
Exports * and General Import s of Merchandise 
by Country of Destination and Origin, 1950- 
1968, (in thousands of dollars), United
States and China (including Manchuria). 000000=0000000000000 95



ABSTRACT
This thesis is intended to test the.utility of a portion 

of Hans J» Morgenthan * s "theory" of international relations as set 
forth in his recent book, A New Foreign Policy for the United 
States (Netr Yorks FoA. Praeger, 1969)» This writer attempts to 
add substance to Morgenthau's vague and unspecific framework of 
analysis with regard to U0S0 policy toward Communist China.

The criteria which result from the author’s modification 
of Morgenthau’s data are applied to the China policies of the 
Eisenhower, Kennedy, and Johnson administrations.

The main conclusion is that there was a slight, but gradual 
trend toward U.S. attempts to ease tension with China during the 
later years of the Eisenhower administration, and particularly 
during the Kennedy and Johnson administrations.

On the basis of previous U.S. policy and Morgenthau’s 
criteria, the following normative recommendations are set forth for 
the 1970’s. The U.S. should attempt to establish cultural exchanges 
and trade of non—strategic items with China. In addition, the U.S. 
should eventually diplomatically recognize Communist China and 
support its admission to the United Nations. Nationalist China 
should be made an independent state and the U.S. should guarantee 
its security against Chinese attack. The U.S. should stop trying 
to contain,Chinese predominance on the Asian mainland, and it should 
withdraw its troops from the Asian mainland to the island chain off 
the mainland, ranging from Japan to the Philippines.
- V  : , • - : ■ • ' vii • . ■ ■= ,



CHAPTER 1

IHTRODUCTXCE

Since the termination of World War II and the subsequent 
polarization of the world into three basic camps-— Communistsj, anti- 
Communists? and neutrals— there have been a great many general 
"theories" or conceptions of what UeSo foreign policy should be, 
and what ¥®S0 leaders were actually attempting to accomplish® Al
though the bipolar world has undergone a drastic transformation in 
the ensuing years, the number of studies of American foreign policy 
(most of them critical) has proliferated<?

One of the most highly regarded of these critical theorists
has been Hans Morgenthau® Morgenthau's "theory" was most fully
explained in Politics Among R a t i o n s His most recent book, A Hew

2Foreign Policy for the United States, . merely refines and expands 
some of his earlier concepts and beliefs® The purpose of this 
study is to test a portion of Morgenthau's "theory" as set forth 
in this recent work® Since Morgenthau is considered by many to be 
the "dean" of American international relations scholars, his work 
has been chosen to be examined and operationalized in this study®

1® Hans J» Morgenthau, Politics Among Hations; the 
Struggle for Power and Peace® (Hew York? Alfred A® Knopf, 1948)®

■ 2® Hans J® Morgenthau, A Hew;Foreign Policy for the 
United States® (Hew York? Frederick A® Praeger, 19697"®"
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Furthermore,. Morgenthau is in many ways representative of a great 
many foreign policy scholars in that he is often quite general and 
unspecific in his criticism of American foreign policy«. Morgenthau 
is even less specific in many of his recommendations for future 
U»S0 foreign, policyo To say that the UeSo must decide what is 
desirable, possible, and essential with regard to its national int
erest, as does Morgenthau, is not very helpful advice for a UeSo 
policymaker. Useful advice must be more specific and detailed.

This study is intended to employ part of Morgenthau’s 
foreign policy "theory" in order to discover whether it is.actually 
of any value— that is, whether it is anything more than a series 
of vague generalities. This study attempts to discover whether 
this vague and general type of approach of Morgenthau’s can be 
operationalized and given substance so as to be of practical use.
The second major purpose in undertaking this project is to discover 
whether there is some recognizable trend in U.S. foreign policy 
under the respective presidential administrations of Eisenhower, 
Kennedy, and Johnson. This will be tested specifically in relation 
to Communist China. This study also attempts to discover what, 
direction our China policy should take in the 1970’s, based on cri
teria mentioned later in this chapter.

The justification for undertaking such a study is the 
following. The so-called "dean" of American foreign policy theorists, 
Hans Morgenthau, has constantly published vague, general works.
But they are of little worth, except as moralistic preaching, if 
.they cannot tell us what specifically to do in foreign policy-making.
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Although, this is not the only goal of political analysis, it is 
an important goal which should receive considerable attention« So 
far, this has rarely been done» Yet it is necessary, if this app
roach is to help us avoid continuing to produce unplanned, disorgan
ized, and unsystematic foreign policies =. Furthermore, the increasing 
importance of China in the world dictates that we formulate the 
most appropriate China policy for the sake of U0S0 and world secur- 
. ity.

The main problem to be investigated is whether Morgenthau * s 
"theory" has any real use— or at least potential use— with regard 
to understanding, shaping, and guiding American policy toward Chinae 
If the potential is present, is it possible to.add substance to his 
general framework so as to make it meaningful? With the adaptation 
of Morgenthau1s two distinctions between that which is desirable 
and possible, and that which is desirable and essential for American 
foreign policy, can one draw meaningful conclusions about the 
effectiveness (past, present, and future) of American foreign policy 
toward China? Furthermore, can this framework indicate trends that 

' have developed in post-World War II UVS6 foreign policy toward 
China? Lastly, can this framework indicate fairly specific policies 
the UoSo should follow with regard to Communist China in the 1970fs?

A central focal point of this study is one of the basic 
arguments presented by Hans Morgenthau in A Hew Foreign Policy for 
the United States» Morgenthau maintains that the makers of United 
States foreign policy have confused that which is desirable and



that which is possible« as well as that which is desirable and 
that which is..essential relative to United States policy toward 
China and the rest of the nations of the world®. In the absence 
of Morgenthau doing it I have attempted to set up specific stand— . 
ards that can be used to distinguish between what is desirable and 
possible, and what is desirable and essential to the interests of 
the United States. These standards are then applied to postwar 
American policies to determine how closely official U.S« policies 
toward China approached these standards.

Although the Truman administration is briefly examined 
in the introductory chapter, this examination is limited to a 
brief background analysis in order to keep the project from becoming 
too large and unwieldy®

The China policy to which the previously mentioned criteria 
are applied is determined by analysing both the words and the deeds 
of each administratione The former will be determined by studying 
speeches by the President, Secretary Of State, and Secretary of 
Defense of each administration® The study is limited to the official 
UoSo government position as reflected by the executive branch, and 
does not concern itself with Congress or other interested parties®

The "deeds” or actions, rather than words, directed at 
China by the U,S® government will, also be examined® Total number 
and position of U.S® forces engaged in. “containing-1 Communist China 
are studied, as are other indicators of U.S® policy such as the U®S. 
government attitude toward cultural and trade relations with China, 
and actions taken by the U.S. in the U.N® with regard to China® -



After having studied the China policies of each of the
three administrations and comparing the policies of each to

3Morgen than *s two standards, conclusions will he drawn® IText, this 
writer will set forth certain recommendations about the future 
course our official policy toward China should pursue® These rec
ommendations will be made in light of Morgenthau6s two criteria 
and the policies of previous administrations® Recommendations 
will be fairly specific, dealing with such problems as what to do 
about Nationalist China, Okinawa, and admitting Communist China 
to the United Mafions* •

The Criteria ,•
As was mentioned above, Morgenthau maintains in A Hew 

Foreign Policy® that the United States has failed to distinguish 
between that which is desirable and that which is possible, as 
well as that which is desirable and that which is essential in 
American foreign policy® Unfortunately, however, Morgenthau 
neglects to set.forth a systematic, ordered classification of that 
which is desirable, possible, and essential in American foreign 
policy® Morgenthau6s failure to go beyond.vague generalities 
renders his study virtually useless for understanding, shaping, or

3® The Kennedy and Johnson administrations are combined 
for purposes of analysis since the Secretary of State and the 
Secretary of Defense remained the same under both Presidents 
(although Defense Secretary McHamara was replaced by Clark Clifford 
in the last year qf the Johnson administration)® Only the presi
dent changed, and President Johnson was himself Vice-President in 
the Kennedy administration®
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guiding American foreign policy toward China and other nations of 
the worldo He has created a vagues subjective, moralistic work 
which is of little analytic use in its present forme

However, it is possible to modify Morgenthau1s framework 
so as to render it useful for studying American foreign policyo 
Much of the information which is needed to add substance, to 
Morgenthaufs two criteria is present in A Hew Foreign Policyc 
However, this information must be gathered from throughout the 
book since it is not presented in any systematic manner, with 
regard to Morgenthau's two criteria*

This writer has attempted to add substance to Morgenthau's 
framework in the following manner* First, issues which Morgenthau 
felt to be the basic points of conflict between the UoS* and 
Communist China were extracted* These issues were discovered through 
examination and analysis of Morgenthau's writings concerning 
Communist China and Asia, in A Hew Foreign Policy<> The four basic 
issues which emerged are listed below®

Second, the writer discovered Morgenthau * s views with 
regard to what he considered to be desirable, possible, and essential 
concerning each of the four basic issues® By using the resulting 
framework, it is possible to examine each of the three presidential 
administrations (Eisenhower, Kennedy, and Johnson) in order to see 
how each administration handled each of the four basic problems® 
Morgenthau's criteria, as operationalized by this writer, are used 
as a basis for comparison with regard to the China policies of each 
administration® Thus it is possible to observe whether the Eisenhower,
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Kennedy$ and Johnson administrations distinguished "between what
was desirable and possible, and what was desirable and essential
with regard to each of the four basic issues, This provided a
basis for comparison of the China policies of the three presidential
administrations. In addition, it tended to more Clearly illustrate
certain trends in the United States government*s official China
policy between 1953 arid 1969°

The four basic issues which Morgentheau felt to be of
primary importance with regard to the United States policy toward
Communist China were: l) containment of communism hostile to the
United States; 2) prevention of one—nation (Chinese) dominance in
Asia; 3) containment of China on the mainland of Asia; and, 4) U»So
foreign policy with regard to U,S, military presence on the Asian
mainland, and U,S, aid to mainland Asian nations.

With regard to the first of the four major issues,
Morgerithau believes that it is desirable and possible, as well as
desirable and essential to contain all communism which is hostile
to the United States (including Communist China), However, it is
not desirable or possible (in relation to the costs required) for
the UoS, to contain Communist regimes which are non-hdstile— or at
least not a serious threat to the. United States, Thus it is not
desirable, possible, or essential to contain nationalist-Communist
regimes like, those in Yugoslavia and Worth Vietnamj according to 

AMorgenthau,

4° Morgenthau, A Hew Foreign Policy, p, 10,



Concerning the second major issue, Morgenthau believes 
that it is desirable to prevent one—nation dominance of Asia (to 
have a "balance of power," or "multipolarity" in Asia) but prob
ably not possible, short of war, or costs unacceptable to the 
American public» Perhaps more Vietnam-like small wars would be 
involved® And if total war were declared on China the U®S® would
need millions of troops in Asia since "td.be defeated, China has

5to be conquered®" In addition, China is basically immune to the . 
special type of U®S® power which were so devastating in.Europe 
and Japan during World War II, according to Morgenthau® Heavy 
bombing— even nuclear bombing--and superior air and sea power mean 
much less in China than in Europe and Japan since China has few large 
urban areas and little industry® Perhaps it should be noted at 
this point that Morgenthau is only partially correct in his appraisal 
of UoS® nuclear power® Although China has little industry, it has 
many peasants® Should the U®S® so desire, it could destroy these 
peasants with a series of nuclear bombs especially seeded to cause 
harmful radioactive fallout to remain over the area for months, or 
even years® However, it is unlikely that the UoS® would consider 
such a course of action unless America's very survival were at 
stake® ,

Furthermore, according to Morgenthau, it is not essential 
for the United States to prevent Chinese domination of mainland .
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Asia* The reason for this is the same reason it is desirable$
possible, and essential to stop trying to isolate and militarily
contain.China on the Asian mainland and to switch to politically,
economically, and socially aiding Asian, nations without requiring
military and political alliances against China in return, Morgenthau
puts forward the following argument in support of this position
on the third major issue. According to Morgenthau, "the issue
China poses is political and cultural predominance. The United
States can no more contain Chinese influence in Asia by arming
Thailand and fighting in South "Vietnam than China could contain
American influence in the Western Hemisphere by arming, say,

6Nicaragua and fighting in Lower California,"
Furthermore, argues Morgenthau, the American policy of

attempting to isolate and militarily contain Chinese expansion on
the Asian mainland is likely to lead to an eventual major war with
China, ; If the U,S, considers it necessary to risk war with China
it should directly attack Eed China itself, and not indirectly
and ineffectively nibble at nations on China's periphery. However,
if the UeS, is not willing to go to war with Eed China it should
cease trying to prevent Chinese predominance on the Asian mainland.
In short, "we must learn to accomodate ourselves to the political

7and cultural predominance of China on the Asian mainland,"
Morgenthau maintains that Chinese expansion on the Asian 

mainland is primarily indirect and subversive— that is, political

6, Ibid,, py 201,
7, Ibid,, p, 202,
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and cultural? rather than by direct military attacks For this 
reason, it is futile to attempt to contain such Chinese expansion 
with .military means« Rather, political, economic, and social 
weapons should be used to contain Chinese expansion in Asia, if 
the UeS® is to contain China« The Uo So should give political, 
economic, and social aid to mainland Asian nations if it desires 
to contain Chinese political and cultural expansion® However^ the 
UoSo should bear in mind that China has traditionally been the 
predominant power on the mainland of Asia for centuries, and it is 
only natural for it to attempt to be predominant once againo The 
UoSo has a task which may well prove impossible should it decide 
to try— to contain the political and cultural predominance of China 
on the'Asian mainlande Despite the difficulty of the task, the 
UoSo should not require political or military alliances designed 
to contain China in return for aid to Asian nations on China’s 
periphery® This would only further the chances of war between the 
UoSo and China— a policy which, it has been suggested above, the 
United States should avoid, because it would be extremely costly, 
and perhaps impossible, to defeat China in a major war since China 
must be conquered and occupied (or else destroyed by nuclear weapons) 
to be defeated®

With regard to the fourth major issue, Morgenthau maintains 
that it is desirable, possible, and essential for the U0So to 
follow the principles set forth in Secretary of State Dean Acheson6 s 
speech of January 12, 1950» According to Morgenthau, the UoSo should
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maintain "the island chain adjacent to the Asian mainland from
Japan to the Philippines as the outer limits of America8s military 

8presence®"
Since Morgenthau fails to expand on Acheson8s statement$ 

which plays an integral part in this study, perhaps it would he 
appropriate to summarize Secretary’s Acheson’s speech at this point« 
The Secretary’s spe e eh— -" Cri si a in Asia - An Examination of UoS® 
Policy"-—-was delivered before the national Press Club in Washington,

9DeCe on January 12, 1950° The Secretary made the following points 
in his address; 1® The UoSo defensive perimeter runs along the 
Aleutians to Japan, and from there to the Philippines® The U0S0 
will not tolerate an attack on any nation in this perimeter® How
ever, at the same time, no nation— including the United States— -can 
guarantee the security of nations in the Pacific which are not 
included in the U®S® defensive perimeter® 2® While military matters
are indeed important, the main problems of Communist subversion- and

10penetration in Asia "cannot be stopped by military means®" 3°
There is a great difference between American opportunities and res
ponsibilities in Worth and South Asia® In Worth Asia the U®S® has 
a direct responsibility to Japan— and to Korea, in a lesser sense®
The UoS® should act in Worth Asia, since it has the responsibility , 
and opportunity for success®

; 8® Ibid.® p® 195®
9® Dean Acheson, "Crisis in Asia-— An Examination of U.S. 

Policy,V The Department of State Bulletin® January 23, 1950, Vol. 
xxll:, no® 551, p. nTT"

10® ibid.® p® 116®
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However, in southern Asia the UVSo can and should do no 

more than offer civilian and technical aid, rather than military 
aid* This aid should only be rendered if requested by the South 
Asian nation, and only if the aid has a good chance of success o'*"*" 

The following table briefly summarizes the information 
presented earlier in the chapter0 Each of the four basic issues 
is listed, as are Morgenthau8s views as to what is desirable, possi
ble, and essential with regard to each issue*

TABLE 1 
Summary: Criteria

"*"° a° ° To contain only communism hostile
b* Desirable.and Essentials United States*

2. a. Desirable, but not Possible: To pravent one^,atimi (Chinese)
be Desirable, but not Essential* ieainance of Asia.

3o a* Desirable and Possibles To stop trying to isolate and mili
tarily contain Chinese predominance 

b0 Desirable and Essentials on the Asian mainland, and to switch
to politically, economically, and 
socially aiding Asian nations with
out requiring military and political 
alliances, against China in return*

a* Desirable and Possibles To have the U*S* follow the princi
ples of the 1950 Acheson statement .

b* Desirable and Essentials which called for an outer limit.of
UoS* military presence on the series 
of outer islands adjacent to the 
Asian mainland ranging from Japan to 
the Philippines*

- o

a* Sources Adapted from Morgenthau, A Hew Foreign Policy*

11* Ibid**'p* 117.



CHAPTER 2

U„S, GOALS AM) POLICIES CONCERHIHG CHIHA AS STATED 
. BY EXECUTIVE OFFICIALS IE THE EISEHHOWER ERA

The President
President Eisenhower assumed office in 1953$ a year in which 

communism seemed to threaten the United States from within, in the 
form of traitors and subversives, and from without, as evidenced by 
the "Communist aggression" in Korea® American leaders and the Ameri
can people were fearful of a world Communist conspiracy which, they 
felt, threatened to destroy or engulf the United States and the rest 
of the world® As a result of this fear, the leaders and people of 
the United States felt it necessary to mobilize all available resources 
to engage and defeat the forces of communism, wherever they might 
be in the world®

The official pronouncements of President Eisenhower con
cerning UoSo policy toward the Communist nations, including China, 
reflect this deep seated fear and revulsion of communism which existed— 
and which still exists in somewhat modified form— in the early 1950*s® 
In his State of the Union Message of January 7, 1954, President 
Eisenhower told Congress and the nation that "American freedom is 
threatened so long as the world Communist conspiracy exists in its 
present scope, power and hostility®"

13
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The President went on to say that we must remain united against

- . : ' ' n "
communism, and continue to promote the "cause of freedom" abroad„

This attitude is revealed time and time again in Eisenhower1s 
subsequent pronouncements dealing with Communist nations like China» 
Many of the presidential remarks which follow demonstrate the hitter 
dislike and distrust of communism felt by a great many Americans 
in the early cold war years. In addition, the remarks illustrate 
the basic policies of United States leaders with regard to China and 
the other Communist states0 These policies are military contain
ment of Communist expansion and isolation of Communist nations from 
the majority of the nations of the worldo Eisenhower talks of the 
employment of "mutual security" to control Communist expansiono 
Under this arrangement, the "free world"— consisting of the United 
States and its allies— would enter into agreements to come to each . 
other’s assistance, in the event of Communist attacko When tied to 
the nuclear threat of the UoS. arsenal, the Communists, it was argued, 
would be deterred from attempting aggressive military expansiono

Likewise, isolation of Communist countries-— especially China—  
by the majority, of the nations of the -world would effectively prevent 
those nations from carrying on their subversive activities in a 
friendly and receptive worldo Isolation was expected to have an . 
especially severe impact on the underdeve1oped and relatively weak

lo UoSo Government, "Annual Message to the Congress on.the 
State of the Unionv ■ January 7, 1954?" ' Public Papers of the Presidents 
of the United States, 1954° (Washington, D.<,C„ s. United States . 
Government Printing- Office, 1955)? P° 8 =

2° ibid„, p0 14°
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Communist China« Thus the United States refused to extend diplo
matic recognition to the Communist Chinese and worked to prevent 
China’s admission to the United Nations® Restrictions on trade, 
cultural, and scientific exchanges were also imposed in an effort 
to isolate Communist China® Isolation will be dealt with at greater 
length in the analysis of the remarks of the Secretary of State®
The focus will be on “containment" and "collective security" in this 
section since the President had a great deal more to say on those 
subjects®

In promoting the policy which later came to be known as 
"containment,” President Eisenhower sought to militarily deter 
Chinese Communist expansionism, as well as Soviet expansionism®
He noted that

United States military forces in the Far East will be 
maintained at appropriate levels®o®to fulfill the commit
ments which the United States has undertaken in that area, 
and which are vital to the.security of the United States®
These forces will.feature, highly mobile Haval, Air, and 
Amphibious units®

. This statement is amplified by the following passage from 
the President’s State of the Union address of the same year— 1953=
"The policy we embrace must be a coherent global policy® The freedom 
we cherish and defend in Europe and in the Americas is no different 
from the freedom that is imperiled in Asia®

3® Public Papers, 1953, p. 860®
4® "Annual Message to the Congress on the State of the Union® 

February 2, 1953?" Public Papers, 1953, P« 13®
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Tho freedom which is imperiled in Asia is most obviously 

under attack in Korea, says Eisenhower. He notes that
This war is, for Americans, the most painful phase of 

Communist aggression throughout the world. It is clearly 
a part of the same calculated assault that the aggressor 
is simultaneously pressing in Indochina and in Malaya, 
and of the strategic situation that manifestly embraces 
the island of Formosa and the Chinese Nationalist forces 
there o

The preceding passage illustrates the prevailing fear in 
America of a world Communist conspiracy bent on the conquest of 
the world. How is this to be stopped? For Eisenhower, "mutual 
security" has a major role to play in the containment of Communist 
aggression. According to Eisenhower,

The policy we pursue will recognize the truth that no 
single country, even one so powerful as ours, can alone 
defend the liberty of all nations from within. Mutual 
security means effective mutual cooperation. , For the United 
States, this means that, as a matter of common sense and 
national interest, we shall give help to other nations in 
the measure that they strive earnestly to do their full 
share of the common task.

. The United States put mutual security into practice in a
number of ways. France was given a large amount of U.S. financial

7assistance in Indochina. Mutual security pacts were negotiated 
with Asian nations to check Communist Chinese expansion. Shortly

5 ° Ibid., p. 16.
6. Ibid., p. 14®
7. "Annual Message to the Congress on the State of the Union. 

January 7$ 1954?" Public Papers, 1954* P° 7®



following negotiations of such an agreement with the Republic of 
Korea, President Eisenhower noted that

we are prepared to meet, any renewal of armed aggression 
in Korea, We shall maintain indefinately our bases in 
Okinawa, I shall ask the Congress to authorize continued 
material assistance to hasten the successful conclusion of 
the struggle in Indochina =,,, We shall also continue mili- g 
tary and economic aid to the nationalist Government of China®

Eisenhower demonstrated the bitter feelings which prevailed 
between the UoS, and China when he referred to the "inspiring con
trast" between the democratic processes of "free Asian nations," as 
opposed to the dictatorial processes and "backward course of events 
in Communist China® He concluded by assuring the non—Communist 
Asian nations of the continued support of the United States®^

There could be no mistake that the mutual security, or collec
tive security agreements negotiated by the U®S, and "free", Asian 
states had but one purpose— the containment of communism® This was 
specifically stated by the U®S® on many occasions® One.such occasion 
was the conclusion of the agreement which created the Southeast 
Asia Treaty Organization (S3AT0)® President Eisenhower remarked bn 
this occasion that

The Treaty /’"SEATO*"/ is designed to promote security 
and peace in Southeast Asia and the Southeast Pacific by 
deterring communist and other aggression in that area.®
It is a treaty for defense against both open armed attack
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and internal subversion» Included in the Treaty is an 
Understanding on behalf of the United States that, the 
only armed attack which the United States would regard 
as necessarily dangerous to gyr peace and security would 
be a communist armed attacko

The President was even more explicit as to UoSo policies 
toward China when he described the Mutual Defense Treaty negotiated 
between the U.S. and the Republic of China as "defensive and mutual in 
character, designed to deter any attempt by the Chinese Communist re
gime to bring its aggressive military ambitions to bear against the 

- „11treaty area,," _
President Eisenhower went a step further in asking Congress 

for authority to employ United States military forces in the defense: 
of Formosa against a Communist Chinese attacko The- crisis over Quemoy 
and Matsu in 1955 and 1956 prompted Eisenhower to maintain that "In 
the interest of peace, therefore, the United States must remove any 
doubt regarding our readiness to fight, if necessary, to preserve 
the vital stake of the free world in a free Formosa, and to engage

i-p i ■in whatever operations may be'required to carry out that purpose„"
Eisenhower’s speech, plus the facts of the matter, were per

suasive enough to cause Congress to approve the Formosa Resolution : 
by a nearly unanimous vote, _

10o "Special Message to the Senate Transmitting the South
east Asia Collective Defense Treaty and Protocol Thereto„ November 
10, 1954," Public Papers, 1954, o. 1041=

11= "Special Message to the Senate Transmitting Mutual Defense
. Treaty.- Between the U=S= and China = January 6, 1955s" Public Papers,
i m ,  P< 31. : ■ ^
•V. 12= "Special Message, to the Congress. Regarding U=S, Policy for
the Defense of Formosa =/ January 24, 1955s" Public: Papers, '1955s' P° 210 =
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The President's remarks eoheerning communism and China 

continued in a similar vein throughout his administration, although 
in the latter years President Eisenhower seemed to adopt a slightly : 
more flexible attitude toward the Communist nations«, In 1956 
President Eisenhower observed that "We know that Soviet and Chinese . 
communism still poses a serious threat to the free world. <,<,<, Yet 
communist tactics against the free nations have shifted in emphasis 
from reliance on violence and the threat of violence to reliance on 
division, enticement and duplicity."

The President concluded by stating that the U.S. should 
perhaps become slightly more flexible in her policy toward communism. 
However, he went on to caution that we should maintain strong collec
tive security at the same time

If we may judge by a cursory examination of the President8 s 
addresses on the State of the Union, the fear of communism, while 
still quite strong, seems to have diminished somewhat after the 
first three or four years of the Eisenhower administration. In 1957 
the address was relatively brief, and with slight mention of defense 
and the threat of communism, when compared to the address of 1953 
or 1954.

. 13. "Annual Message to the Congrebs on the State of the 
Union. January 5? 1956," Public Papers, 1956, p. 2.

14o "Annual Message to the Congress on the State.of the 
Union.. January 9, 1958," Public Papers, 1958, ’p. 3«
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This trend seems to continue® generally? to the end of the 

Eisenhower administration in 196l? although there were several 
increases in anti-Communist remarks at times® In 19589 the year 
of the crises in Lebanon, Quemoy, and Matsu, Eisenhower noted that 
"The threat to our safety, and to the hope of a peaceful world, can 
be simply stated® It is communist imp e r i a l i s m .

Furthermore, the President stated in a message to Congress 
that the primary goals of U.S. security are the advancement of peace 
and freedom. . How would these goals be achieved? "First, by deterring 
general nuclear war; Second, by preventing local Sino-Soviet aggression 
and Third, by forestalling Communist subversion or massive economic 
penetration of other nations."

The Eisenhower administration came to an end on this general 
note. While the U.S. adopted a somewhat ..more flexible approach to 
China and the other Communist nations, the basic fear and distrust 
of communism which led to the policies of containment through collec
tive security, and isolation, remained quite strong in the minds of 
the American people and their leaders.

The Secretary of State
The prevailing United States attitude toward China which is 

demonstrated, in the President’s remarks is found in the official 
statements of Eisenhower’s Secretaries of State, John Foster Dulles 
and, in the latter years of the. administration, Christian A. Hertefv

15. Ibid., p. 3.
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The former had more to say on the subject.by virtue of his tenure 
of several years as Secretary of State, as compared to the latter*s 
service of less than two yearse Furthermore, Mr« Dulles was the 
Secretary of State when the basic U,S, policies concerning China 
were adopted by the Eisenhower administration= Mr0 Herter's basic 
course was established to a large extent by his predecessor’s 
policies»

The statements made by Secretary Dulles in the first few 
years of the Eisenhower administration illustrate the UeSo distrust 
and fear of China and the Communist nations«, They further illustrate 
the China policies of the U«Sc, which were definately not of a 
friendly nature« One of Dulles’ earliest press releases discusses 
possible plans, including naval blockade, to cut off aid— especially 
military aid— to Communist China® In this statement, Dulles refers 
to "the very strong effort that we had been making to get all of our 
allies to cut off their commercial intercourse with the. enemy, cer
tainly to the extent that it is of military value— contraband of 
waro’V^

Dulles, like Eisenhower, clearly viewed the Chinese, and 
other Communists as aggressors® In a reference to one of the Presi
dent’s speeches delivered previously, Dulles notes that Eisenhower 
warned of the Communist threat in Korea, Indochina, and the other 
political, entities in Asia® Since the President’s speech, Dulles

16 o John Foster Dulles, "Blockade of the China.Coast,”
The Department of State Bulletin® March 2, 1953, Vbl® XXVIII, no®
714, P. 335.



. 22
notes "there has occurred a new aggression. The peaceful state 
of Laos has "been invaded by Communist forces from Vietnam, many 
of whom had first been trained and equipped in Communist China.
These armed aggressors now also threaten peaceful Thailand (Siam) .

In his first address to the nation, Secretary Dulles mentioned 
the Communist strategy of "encirclement" of the United States, which 
is intended, according to Dulles, to isolate the U.S. from the rest 
of the world. Elaborating on this theme, Dulles noted that the 
Soviets are only a few miles from Japan in the islands north of 
that country.

And if the Russians or Chinese Communists got control 
of Japan with its great industrial power, then they would 
use that to process the raw materials which came from Asia, 
from Manchuria, and from China and to process them into 
arms: apd weapons.for the vast.manpower of China. And that® 
if it happened, would be a very unfortunate thing for us.

It is to guard against such occurrences that actions like
the naval blockade of China were considered. In addition, the
United States began to promote and encourage '’collective defense."
According to Dulles, "the direct aims' of our programs are to help
develop the will and ability of the free nations of the area to
remain free and to make an effective contribution to the collective

' V : ■■ ■. ' t o  \security of the free world."

• 17. "Areas for Deeds, Mot Words," Bulletin, May.l8.v. 1953.
Vol. XXVIII,: no. 725, p. 706.

18. "A Survey of Foreign Policy Problems," Bulletin,
February 9$ 1953, Vol. XXVIII, no. 711, p. 213.

19. "The Importance of the Mutual Security Program to our 
Rational Security," Bulletin, July 20, 1953, Vol. XXIX, no. 734, P. ,90.
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Secretary Dulles expressed the rationale behind U.Se poli—

. qies toward China in his endorsement Of the Mutual Security Program
in 1954® At that times Mr. Dulles expressed the view that China
and the Soviet Union were creating huge military machines to enable
them to conquer the world. In order to combat this threat, Dulles
maintained that the U.S. must avoid isolation and actively support

20a system of collective security.
One major area of vital concern to the U.S. was Southeast

Asia. Dulles viewed Communist expansion in that area as a, danger
to the U.S. since the Communists ultimately planned to use their
power against the United States. Thus,, according to Dulles,
Communist aggression in Southeast Asia was dangerous to the peace
and security of the. United States.® In short, communism must be 

21contained.
One device which Dulles felt would help to check Communist

expansion was the Manila Pact. According to Dulles, the Pact
was not only an anti-Communist; pact but also a regional 

pact. Therefore, it dealt with any and all acts of agg- 
. ression which might disturb.the peace. Of the area. We stip

ulated on behalf of the United States, however, that the 
only armed attack in that area which we would regard as 
necessarily dangerous to gur peace and security would be 
a Communist armed attack.

20. "Wot One of Us Along; A Mutual Security Program for 
1955V" Bulletin, April 19, 1954, Vol. XXX, no. 773, p. 579.

21. ■ "The Manila Pact and the Pacific Charter," Bulletin, 
September 27, 1954, Vol. XXXI, no. 796, p. 431.

22. Ibid., p. 431.
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The United States policy with regard to China was.perhaps 

most clearly stated by Mr0 Dulles in his remarks made at the sign
ing of the Mutual Defense Treaty with the Republic of China„ Acc
ording to Dulles,

We will have a series of security treaties which cover 
the entire arc that runs beginning with northern Japan down 
through Korea, and our position in the Ryukyus under the 
Japanese peace treaty, and Formosa and the Pescadores« In 
addition, we have a treaty with the Philippines, we have a . 
treaty with Australia and Dew Zealand, and we have negotiated 
a treaty, subject.to ratification, with portions of. Southeast 
Asiao : They are all now in a similar status as far as their 
security relationship to the United States is concerned0

In the words of Dulles, the U0S». was "doing precisely the
same thing in Asia that we want to do here /~Tn Europe""""/"— containing
■ ; . 24communismo. . .

. While the U0S0 continued to negotiate mutual security agree
ments designed to contain communism, there were some slight indica
tions that perhaps the United States was becoming somewhat less .

, fearful of the Communists0 Such signs began to appear after the first 
two or three years of the Eisenhower administration» Secretary Dulles 
observed in 1955 that "In the China area the situation is somewhat, 
less ominous than it was* We hope that the. Chinese People's Republic 
will respond to the manifest will of the.world community that armed 
forces should not be used to achieve national objectives

23» Bulletin, December 13, 1954, Vol. XXXI, no0 807, p. 897°
24* "Report to the President by Secretary Dulles," Bulletin,̂

:: .May 30, i955, Vol. XXXII, no. 83I, p= 872. ...
25o "Entering the Second Decade,11 Bulletin,- October 3, 1955, 

Vol. XXXII!, no. 849, p0-526. ' '
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The UeS, entered into talks with the Chinese Communists in 

the mid.-1950's. While this.- appeared in some ways to be a softening 
of the UoS« policy toward China, it was not a major softening* As 
Secretary Dulles observed? the United States sometimes found itself 
forced to "recognize the fact of evil" and to deal with it out of 
necessity

The basic UlS, policy remained the containment of Chinese 
aggression. In his address to the Senate Poreing Relations Commi
ttee concerning the Mutual Security Program? Secretary Dulles 
mentioned that Communist aggression.was responsible for continuous 
turmoil in Korea? Taiwan? where "there are almost daily military
engagements between the forces of the Republic of China and the

27Chinese Communists...?" and in Vietnam
Dulles went on to say that "Each of these positions is of

vital importance from the standpoint of the United States. If any
one of them was lost it would involve a dangerous breakthrough into

28the Western Pacific area."
The importance of these areas is demonstrated by the finan

cial and manpower losses sustained by the U.S. in Korea? the congress
ional authorization for the President of the United States to send

26. Press release 398? dated June 28? 1955? Bulletin,
July 11? 1955? Vol. XXXIII? no. 837? P° 51°

27° "The Mutual Security Program and the National Security?" 
Bulletin, May 14, 1956? Vol. XXXIV, no. 88l* p. 787°

28. Ibid., p. 787.



troops to Taiwan- to prevent Communist aggression, and the nearly
unanimous approval of the SEATO treaty ’’which commits, the United
States to action in the event of Communist armed aggression in

■ 29that area,” according, to Dulles*
And to dispel any doubts that the basic U.S* policies 

, toward China had changed, Dulles reaffirmed the UoS* policy aimed 
at isolating China* Said Dulles,

The United States adheres steadfastly to the three main 
aspects of its China policy, which is to recognise the Republic 
of China; not to recognize the so-called People’s Republic 
of China; and to oppose the seating of this People’s Republic 
in the United Rations as the accredited representative of 
what the charter calls the Republic of China*

U*Se policies aimed at isolating China were expanded upon 
by Secretary Dulles in June, 1957 in an address to the Lions Inter
national* According to Dulles,

As regards China, we have abstained from any act to 
encourage the Communist regime— -morally, politically, or 
materially. Thus:

We have not extended diplomatic recognition to the 
Chinese Communist regime;

We have opposed its seating in the United Rations;
We have not traded with Communist China or sanctioned 

cultural interchanges with it*
These have been, and are, our policies^ Like all our 

policies, they are under periodic review.

29. Ibid*, p. 787.
30* "Statement by Secretary Dulles on U.S. China Policy,” 

Bulletin, April 1, 1957, Vol. XXXVI, ho. 927, P« 531*
31. John Foster Dulles,"Our Policies Toward Communism in 

China, " Bulletin, July 1$, 1957$ Vol. XXXVH* no. 942, p. 91°



. Although the basic U.S. policies concerning Communist China
remained the same until the end of the Eisenhower administration in
1961, there, did occur at least a "periodic review" or reappraisal
of certain U»S» policies. For example, in 1957? Secretary Dulles
went to great lengths to explain to reporters on numerous occasions
why the U.S. maintained travel restrictions on journalists seeking
to travel in Communist-China. Yet, when asked in 1959 if he would
favor an exchange of journalists with China, Secretary Herter.
replied, "We have been trying to. advance that very objective for

' 33some two years now without any success whatsoever."
It appears that while maintaining the same basic anti-Communist 

policies regarding China for eight years, the Eisenhower administra
tion began to at least question, if not to slightly soften some of 
those policies in the latter years of the administration.

The Secretary of Defense
The words of the President, and Secretaries Dulles and 

Her ter were echoed in the, public remarks of the three Defense Sec
retaries (Charles Wilson, Neil McElroy, and Thomas S. Gates, Jr.) 
who served in the Eisenhower administration.

Early in the Eisenhower administration Secretary Wilson 
referred to "the imminent threat of world, communism" which faced

32. "Secretary Dulles’ News Conference of February.5," 
Bulletin, February 25, 1957, Vol. XXXVI, no. 922, p. 301.

33» "Secretary Herter’s News Conference of November 12," 
Bulletin, November 30, 1959) Vol. XLI, no. 1066, p. 787.
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' ' 34the United States and the rest, of the non-Communist world« He

went on to note that in Asia and other regions of the world "the
armed.forces of the United States constituted a bulwark against
communist expansion and gave our allies increased confidence in
the futureo By their mere presence they gave proof of our deter—

35mination to resist aggression. v
The Secretary observed that in order for the United States

to maintain this "bulwark against communist,expansion," which was
to contain China and other Communist nations, it would be nee-,
essary to maintain the largest peacetime military force in United 

36States history.
Secretary Wilson noted that while the United States had 

never before maintained such a sizable peacetime military force, 
the threat to American security had never before warranted the 
maintenance of such a force. This was no longer the case, according 
to Wilson.

34® Department of Defense, Semiannual Report of the 
Secretary of Defense, Jan. 1-June. 30g 1953® (Washington, D.C. t 
United States Government Printing Office, 1953)$ p. 1.

35® Ibido , p . l o -  i
36. Ibid., p. 2.
37° Ibid., p. 2. ":
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In the words of the Secretary!
The historic events of the last two decades have placed 

the United States in a position of responsibility with res
pect to other nations. We cannot escape this responsibility® 
Communist aggression in Europe and Asia as well as other 
parts of the world affects bothgdirectly and indirectly the 
security of the United States®

Secretary Wilson maintained that Communist aggression had 
been most "ruthless and determined" in Asia during the.past few 
years® As evidence of thisy Wilson cited Communist Chinese inter
vention in Korea and Indochina® According to Wilson, "The newly- 
gained independence of Asian peoples is being challenged by communist 
imperialism, and success or failure-in meeting this challenge will 
determine to a large degree the future security of the entire free 
world®

The world situation was equally bleak one year later® In 
his Semiannual Report covering the first half of 1954? Secretary 
Wilson noted that "The Par East today is the area most immediately 
threatened by Communist imperialism®" . Wilson maintained that it 
was necessary for the U®S® to take measures to halt the expansion 
of communism in Asia® One of the major steps in containing, and 
isolating the spread of Chinese communism in Asia included the form
ation of military alliances with Asian nations which are located 
on the periphery of China® The U®8® must act to counter Communist 
aggression— by containing and isolating China by means of regional

38® Ibid®, p® 52* 
39® Ibid®, p® 60,
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collective security alliances, mutual security treaties, and other 
devices

. The containment wall in Asia was a relatively artificial 
barrier when compared to the more "natural" barrier in Europe, on 
which it was patterned. That is, in Europe there were strong local 
foundations to build a containing wall upon. The Germans, for 
example, had several centuries of national identity as Germans 
behind them. They knew who they were and they had the well-trained 
military and industrial foundation for a strong containing base,
In contrast, the Vietnamese, Laotians, and Cambodians have a rela
tively brief history as nations. Thailand is the only Southeast 
Asian nation which was not colonized by Europeans at one time or 
another. The nations of Indochina only received independence in 
the years following World War II. Furthermore, the boundaries of 
the '̂ nations" were often based on expediency, or drawn somewhat 
arbitrarily, rather than being drawn along traditional ethnic or 
tribal boundaries. The relative newness of the independence of most 
mainland Asian states, their lack of traditional national identity, 
and their lack of a well-trained and equipped military made these 
nations a weak foundation on which to construct a wall to contain 
Communist China, In addition, the relative inexperience of the

40. Semiannual Report of the Secretary.of Defense, Jan, 1— 
June 30, 19549 P» 56,
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Asian.nations? plus the lack of industrialisation in Asia rendered, 
most of the Asian nations weak links in a wall designed to mili
tarily contain China®

During the mid-1950's the Secretary of Defense did not 
seem to be quite as concerned with the threat of Communist aggression 
as in the first two or three years of the Eisenhower administration® 
The Secretary devoted several paragraphs of his Semiannual Report 
to American security in the first two or three years of- the Eisen
hower administration® However, in reports written in the.following 
years, less space was devoted to explaining the threat of communism 
to the free world® Furthermore, the Secretary8s remarks concerning 
Communist aggression were sometimes placed in less prominent loca
tions throughout the report than in the early Eisenhower years® 

Although.the extreme fear of communism in Asia and the 
rest of the world appeared to have mellowed somewhat with time, this 
is not to imply that the Secretary of Defense, began to regard 
Communist China as a friendly nation. This was far from being the 
case® In his Semiannual Report for the first half.of 1957? Secre
tary McElroy observed that "during fiscal year 1957 the Communist

4.1threat to the free world continued unabated®" However, the Sec
retary noted a change in Chinese Communist strategy in Asia® He 
observed that

Since July 1954? the communists have refrained.from 
large-scale military action against free Asia® Instead, 
they have concentrated on employing political and

41o Semiannual Report of the Secretary of Defense, Jan® 1— 
June 30, 1957® p. 51=
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economic measures to subvert Asian nationalism while, at 
the same time, steadily increasing.their own military 
potential—-particularly on the China coast opposite Taiwan 
and across the armistice lines in northern Korea and 
northern Viet-Kam,

Clearly, the United States and its free Asian allies must 
continue to beware and to resist Chinese Communist expansion in 
Asia— regardless of the tactics used to attain that goal«

This was reaffirmed by McElroy in his report issued the 
following year» Secretary McElroy referred to the threat posed by 
a "totalitarian ideology"-— namely, communism, as practiced by China 
and other nations— which stood ready to employ any means necessary

A~>to further "its drive toward world domination." In the words of
Secretary McElroy,

In these circumstances, while building foundations for 
certain peace, /the United State's/ has no choice but to main
tain the strength necessary to insure its safety and deter 
aggression. It is the mission of the Department.of Defense 
to provide armed forces adequate for this task.

Secretary Gates pursued a similar policy to his predecessors 
with regard to China, and communism in general. In 1960 he noted 
that .

In Africa, Asia, and Latin America, the Communist bloc 
continued to exploit the rising demands for rapid poli
tical and economic advancement as a means to impose Commun
ist domination. These threatening actions impelled the

42. Ibid., p. 61.
43o Semiannual Report of the Secretary of Defense, Jan. 1- 

June 30, 1958,.p, 1.
44® Ibid., p. 1.



United States to.strengthen its own armed fogees and con
tinue the programs for military assistance®

It is clear that each Secretary of Defense in the Eisenhower 
administration basically supported the original U.S. policies of 
militarily containing and isolating Communist China through a series 
of collective security agreements;, mutual security treaties, and 
similar devices® Although a very slight lessening of official ill 
feeling toward China appeared in the later years of the administra
tion, the basic U® 5® policy toward China was one of hostility based 
upon fear® This policy was a reflection of the basic fear and dis
trust of American officials with regard to Chinese and Soviet 
communism® ;

U®S® Policies Toward China— Actions® hot Words

U eh O' Resolutions Sponsored, Votes, and Other Actions )
In the preceding section this study focused on United States 

goals and policies concerning China as expressed by the three major 
. executive officials in the Eisenhower administration® Having con
sidered the words of the administration, this study will now focus 
on the actual official government policies, or actions, pursued by 
the United States with regard to Communist China®

The first subject to consider is the action taken by the 
United States concerning China in the United hations during the 
.Eisenhower administration®

45o Department of Defense® Annual Report of the Secretary 
of Pefense® July 1, 1956-June 30® : 1959* Tfeshihgtm, D«C® $ United 
States Government Printing Office, 1959)? p® 85®
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:. Secretary Dulles made a procedural move which called for

postponement of consideration of the question of admitting Communist
46China and expelling Nationalist China from the United nations.

This "became the standard United States procedure in following years.
for disposing of the problem of Communist China8 s admission to the
United nationse

. Secretary Dulles referred to the fact that China was an.
aggressor in Korea? as had been found earlier by the United nations®
Despite the armistice in Korea? said Dulles? China continued her
aggressive ways and failed to show evidence of a desire for peace ®
Furthermore? said Dulles? China’s behavior in other sections of Asia

47’’are far from reassuring®
Dulles concluded -as follows® . ’’Therefore I submit that as

matters now stand we should not even consider any proposals for the
representation of the Chinese communist aggressors in the Assembly?
and? following the practice of earlier sessions? I urge the prompt

48adoption of the motion to postpone consideration®
Secretary Dulles then introduced the following draft resol

ution to the General Assembly®
The General Assembly

/ Decides to postpone for the duration of its eigth regular 
session in the current year consideration of all proposals

. 46® United Nations? '’Question of the BepresentatiOn of China
in the. United Nations?” Official Records of the General Assembly—  
Eighth Session?. Plenary Mdetings? 432nd Plenary Meeting? 15 Sep®? 1953? 
P» 3o " . ::

47o Ibid®? P® 4® : . ■ y
V : : 480 Ibid®? P® 31® , : .
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to exclude the representatives of the Government of the 
Republic of China and to seat representatives of the 
CentralgPeople*s Government of the People’s Republic of 
China«,

The U.Sc draft resolution was adopted without changes The
50vote was forty-four to ten? with two abstentions.

Similar resolutions were introduced by the United States
in subsequent years and all of them were adopted. In addition,
the United States continued to spearhead the opposition to Communist
China8s admission to the United Rations. The United States appears
to have been just as strongly opposed to the admission of Red China
to the U.R. in i960 as it had been in 1953° In I960 Mre Wadsworth
spoke on behalf of the United States government with regard to the
admission of Communist China to the United Rations. Wadsworth
observed that "...it takes only a little imagination to perceive
that if Communist China had a seat in this Organization today, it
would make an all-out attempt to tear down everything that the

51United Rations is trying to do...." Wadsworth.went on to maintain 
that

It is tragically true that the mainland of China today . 
is, to a great extent, isolated from the rest of the world.
But it is not we who have isolated it. The communist rulers
of China have isolated themselves and some 600 million

49° Ibid., p. 31.
. .. ■ 50. Ibid., p. 10.

51° United Rations, "First Report of the General Committee," . 
88lst Plenary Meeting, Sat., Oct. 1, i960. Official Records of the 
General Assembly, Plenary Meetings,. Vol. I, 20 Sep-17, Oct., i960, p. 305°
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Chinese people into the bargain, from the standpoint of the 
world Organisation, by a wall of fanatical hatred and vio
lence against all those whom they cannot dominate «> Their 
behavior is the antithesis of everything for which the United 
Nations stands* To admit them here would be to stultify 
our Organisation, and to subject it to a stunning blow at 
the very moment when it faces new and historic tasks for 
the sake, of freedom- and peace*

The United States joined in sponsoring and strongly supp
orting a resolution that would effectively exclude Communist China 
from the United Nations for another year, as it had done in years 
past during the Eisenhower administration*

The actions taken by the United States with regard to China's 
admission to the U,N» appear not to have significantly changed during 
the eight years of the Eisenhower administration* In fact, they 
may have grown more hostile to China. In 1953? Secretary Dulles 
cited China's aggression— particularly in Korea— as the reason for 
U.S. opposition to Ked China’s admission* . U.S. opposition to China’s
admission was not necessarily seen as permanent opposition in 1953=

- - . - - . ■ However, by I960, with the Korean War over and done with, the United
States remained firmly opposed to Red China’s-admission to the United
Nations* The long history of United States opposition to Chinese.
admission to the U.N* may have had the effect of institutionalising
the United States policy so that it would be difficult to completely
reverse such a long-standing American, policy. Furthermore, the
extremely close United States—Nationalist China relations which
existed in i960 (when compared to 1953) might tend to reduce the

52* Ibid** p. 308.
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flexibility of the United States policy with regard to Communist 
China's admission to the United Nations.

Between 1953 and i960 the United States took a number of 
actions which tended to further cement its ties with Nationalist 
Chinao . The U, S«, signed a, mutual security treaty with Nationalist 
China in 1954» The Seventh Fleet gave assistance and protection 
to Nationalist China during the 1950®s*— particularly during the 
crises in Quemoy and Matsu in 1954"!955$ and again in 1957—1958* 
Furthermore, a U.S, fighter group was permanently stationed on 
Formosa in 1956« These developments, plus the long-standing UeSe 
assurances that it would aid in the defense of Formosa, would 
appear to have limited UoSe flexibility with regard to Nationalist 
China. That is, in i960 the U.S. was perhaps less able than in 1953 
to abandon Formosa for the sake of improving U.S.—Chinese relations, 
should the U.S. so desire.

With regard to the U.N., the close.U.S. ties to Formosa in 
i960 might be regarded as a factor limiting U.S. flexibility on the 
issue. The reason for this is that Communist China has consistently 
refused to consider joining the U.N. unless Nationalist China is 
ousted at the same time. This being the case, it would appear that . 
the trend during the Eisenhower administration was to harden U.S.
.opposition to the admission of Red China to the U.Ni, rather than 
to relax the.opposition.
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Troop Deploymentsj Movementss and 
Other "Defensive" Measures

The Eisenhower years were a time of increasing UoSo mili
tary assistance to the non-Communist nations of the Far East„ The 
Communist victory in China in 1949; the Korean ¥ars and the. Indo
chinese affair served to focus increasing American attention on 
Asia, and the threat posed to it by Chinese and Soviet communism® 
American aid to Asia came in several forms« The United States 
promoted collective security and mutual security pacts in Asia» 
American aid was given in the form of manpower, weapons, training, 
and financial assistance® American military forces were deployed 
in several Asian nations in the effort to contain Communist Chinese 
expansion in Asia® •

Secretary of Defense Charles Wilson reported that in 1953? 
under the Mutual Security Program, United States

Land, sea, and air forces have been deployed overseas 
to serve as a deterrent to the aggressor and to reassure 
our allies. United States officers have helped friendly 
nations to compute military requirements, and the military 
departments undertook to procure and ship the approved 
weapons and equipment. Our military missions abroad and 
the Service schools in the United States are training 
foreign nationals in the use and maintenance of this equip
ment.

Secretary Wilson noted that in the U.S. defense budget for
fiscal 1954? "Special emphasis was placed upon meeting the communist

54threat in the Far East." Wilson also noted a trend toward

53® Semiannual. Report of the Secretary of Defense, Jan. 1- 
June 30, 1953. p. 52.

54® Ibid., p. 53.
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increasing U0So military assistance to Asia® During the previous
four yearsj said Wilson,, eighty per cent of UoSo military assistance
funds were distributed in Europe, owing to the danger of Communist
aggression in that area. During the same four years, Asia had
been awarded only ten per cent of available funds * However, in
1954, Asia was awarded thirty per cent, an increase of twenty per 

55cento
., Wilson stated that in Asia, under the Military Assistance

Program in 1953;
■ e o ..the rate of deliveries increased considerably during 

the past year in which military end items valued at 637 
million dollars were shipped to the area*.00 Existing cir
cumstances dictated that major attention be focused on the 
security of Indochina and Formosa, but substantial assistance 
was also given to Thailand, the,-Philippines, and other L 
friendly countries in the area0

In addition, "the defenses of Formosa were considerably 
strengthened during the past year, and. good progress was made in 
preparing Chinese Nationalist forces to meet the ever-present threat 
of a spread, of hostilities in the Far East®"'^

Furthermore, in February 1953 the UoSe government termin
ated the responsibility of the Seventh Fleet for preventing the use

58of Formosa as a base of operations against mainland China® The

55o Ibid®, p. 53®
56® Ibid®, p® 61®
57o Ibid®, p® 61®
58® Ibid®, p® 62®
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Seventh Fleet, largest of the.four major UoS0 Havy fleets, remained 
stationed in Chinese and Korean waters, however

The United States continued to encourage the creation of a 
mutual security system. The Eisenhower administration closely co
operated with Australia, Hew Zealand, Japan, and the Philippines,
with which the United States already maintained mutual security or

60defense treaties. In addition, new treaties with other free nations 
in Asia were sought "by the United States. According to Secretary 
Hilson, ’’To help counter aggression in this area /r~A.s±e~J the United 
States ds encouraging the development of a more comprehensive sec
urity system in order that united action may provide the deterrent 
needed to halt further communist aggression in Asia as HATO has in 
Hurcp.-..61

Korea was one of the first nations to join with the United 
States in the Eisenhower administration in a mutual security treaty. 
The treaty was ratified "by the U.S. Senate and signed by the Presi— . 
dent in January, 1954c A mutual security treaty was signed with 
Foimbsa in 1954» 4'Ihen. added to the Southeast‘ Asia Collective Defense 
Treaty, also signed in 1954? these treaties greatly strengthened 
the security of non—Communist Asian nations.

' 59o U.S. Department of Defense, Semiannual Report, of the
Secretary of. the Havy, Jan. 1-June 30* 1953q (Washington, D.C. : 
United States Government Printing Office, 1953)? p. 180.

p . 6 2 .

p. 56. 

p= 59 o

61. Semiannual Report Secretary of Defense,.Jan.—June, 1954?

62. Semiannual Report Secretary of Defense, Jan.—June, 1955?
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The United States cut its forces in the Far East from eight

to six army divisions in 1954- However,'’ this was a reflection of
the Korean truce, rather than a sign of U.S. military withdrawal 

61from Asia, The United States Kavy continued to patrol the Formosa 
Straight in order to deter Communist Chinese attacks on Formosae

In 1955 the United States bolstered the defenses of Formosa
during the crisis over Quemoy and Matsu e Meanly $100 million was
appropriated to aid Formosa militarily in fiscal 1956« In addi
tion, a UoSo Air Force fighter group was permanently stationed on 
Formosa,

In 1955 the Army completed its cutback of three U,S, divi
sions in the Far East, This left a total of three divisions 
remaining, two of them deployed in Korea, and one in Japan, There
after, the Army maintained two divisions at all times in Korea,. 
supplementing their strength over the years with increased man
power and technological improvements, such.as missies and Honest 

6*5 •"John rockets,
U»S, military, financial, and economic assistance continued 

to increase in Asia, In 1957 Asia received forty-six per cent of

63, Semiannual Report of the Secretary of Defense, Jan, 1—
>nown.—■ mmwwjww* ,*1 ■w.n w .unnui itnimtmn  ... . ju . ■■ J im .oa ■ ■■ MtmrmmtniHrm cp r j j r a ; iiuynaiJS&o grrgjyfw. mm rm rftrn trn tmmwnm'nrm** mxm liwcwsaMTf \m \%mJune 30, 1954, P. 73.

64, Semiannual Report of the Secretary of Defense, Jan,. 1— 
Jme 30, .1955, ,P» 60,

65, Department of Defense, Semiannual Report of the Secretai
of the: Army, Jan. 1-June 30, 1955» ~(Washiî ton;, D,C, s United
States Government Printing Office, 1955)? P» 83,
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all allocated funds for the entire world, as compared to five per :

66cent in 1950.
United States military forces continued to "be deployed in 

Asia in order to militarily, contain the spread of, Chinese Communism 
on the Asian mainland and the surrounding outer areas. The Secre
tary of Defense reported the role of U.S. armed forces in Asia in 
'1957-

Re inforcing the defensive capabilities of our allies 
in the Par East are the highly mobile striking forces of 
the United States in the Pacific...® The combination of 
allied forces and United States military assistance and 
strategic reserves provides a vital defensive shield 
enabling the noncommunist governments of Asia: to shape 
their future in continued freedom.

The forces of the United States and "free Asian" states often
operated together out of the increasing number of American military
bases in Asia. These bases were one more vital link in the United
States effort to contain Chinese communism. In the words of the
Secretary of Defense, "These bases, serving allied as well as United
States forces, are extending our defense perimeter and the effect—

68iveness of the free world's retaliatory striking power."

66. Semiannual Report of the Secretary of Defense, Jan. 1— 
June 30, 1957. p. 51-

.67• Ibid., p. 63-
68. Semiannual Report of the Secretary of Defense, Jan.' 1— 

June 30, 1958, p. 67-



There could be no doubt that the increasing American mili
tary presence had but one aim-— the containment of communism= Acc
ording to Secretary McElroy, "United States policies in the Far 
Bast have been directed toward the deterrence of further Sino—Soviet 
expansion® To this end, the United States aimed to develop an 
increasingly strong free world military posture and to promote,

69wherever possible, the internal security of friendly Asian stateso” 7

In 1958 the two U„S. Army divisions in Korea were equipped
with weapons having a nuclear capability, while more modern arms
were being provided to Korean, and other Asian forces through the

70Military Assistance Program®
Military assistance to Asia increased somewhat in fiscal 

1959" Asia received S83I million, or thirty-three per cent, of a 
world total of $2,496 million® This is a ten per cent increase over. 
' the average amount of funds received by Asia between 1950 and 1959• 
During those years, Asia received $5?281 million, or twenty-three 
per cent, of a world total of $23, 324 million*^ Three—fourths of

69® Ibid., p. 77*
70. Ibid.® p. 78.
71. Annual Report of the Secretary of Defense, July 1, 1958— 

June 30® 1959. P. 79.
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all military assistance aid to Asia during this period went to

72Korea? Japan? and the Republic of China®
During the Quemoy crisis in 1958 and 1959?
The United States moved rapidly to augment its forces 

in the western Pacific to be ready for any emergency. The 
Seventh Fleet was strengthened /as it had been in 1955 and 
1956~7 by two aircraft carriers and supporting vessels? an 
Army NIKE air defense missle unit was dispatched to Taiwan? 
and the Tactical Air Command sent a Composite Strike Force? 
including a combat unit of supersonic F—1048So

United States forces in Korea were strengthened with
MATADOR surface—to—surface guided missies, Taiwan had received

74these missies shortly before Korea? as well,
American forces in Asia continued to be strengthened by 

the Eisenhower administration until the very end of the adminis
tration* s eight years in office® In I960 the United States sent 
F-100 and F-104 jets and SIDEWINDER missies to Nationalist China 
In addition? the Army sent an airborne battle group to Okinawa? 
activated a logistical command on Okinawa? deployed a LACROSSE batt
alion in Korea? and authorized a fifteen per cent increase in

76authorized U,S, troop strength in the two U«S® divisions in Korea®

72. Semiannual Report of the Secretary of Defense? Jan, 1- 
June 30? 1958? p® 78°

73° Annual Report of the Secretary of Defense? July 1? 
j™e 30? 1252? p® 91°

74° Ibid®? p, 92,
75° Annual Report of the Secretary of Defense? .i 

June 10? I960? p® 94« "
76° Department of Defense? Annual Report of ■the Secretary '• 

of the Army? July I? 1959-June 30, I960, (Washington? D,0® : United 
States Government Printing Office? T9S0)? p, 119°
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Between 1953 and I960, the United States acquired rights 

to a number of military bases in Asia, which were to be used to 
contain Communist China, The following table shows the number and 
location of major U.S. military installations in Asia, by branches 
of the armed services, in I960,

TABLE 2
Major U.S. Military Bases in Asia— 1959-1960*

Air Force (as of May ITavy (as of Army (as of
27, 1959) June 30, i960) Nov. 17, 1959)

Korea 6 0 5
Japan 9 3 2
Okinawa 2 2 1
Pacific Islands 4 4 0
Philippines 1 3 1
Taiwan 1 0 0

Total: 44 Bases

a. Source: Adapted from "Foreign Bases: Declining Asset," 
Editorial Research Reports, Sept. 14, I960, Vol. II., p. 669.

The United States actively supported the existing Mutual 
Security Program of the pro-Eisenhower era. In addition, the U.S. 
supported the development of additional collective defense and 
mutual security agreements. The following list presents American



46
mutual security agreements with Asian nations, and the dates these 
agreements were ratified,

TABLE 3
U.S.—Asian Collective Security Agreements8,

Treaty Place and Date Date Entered

Mutual Defense Treaty 
Between the U.S. and 
the Republic of the 
Philippines.

Washington; August
30, 1951.

XII U U  r U-LUG

August 27, 1952.

Treaty of Mutual Co
operation and Security 
Between the U.S. and 
Japan, replacing Security 
Treaty of September 8 ,
1951.

Washington; Jan- 
uary 19, I960.

June 23, I960.

Mutual Defense Treaty 
Between the U.S. and 
the Republic of Korea.

Washington; October 1, 
1953.

Uovember 17, 1954

Mutual Defense Treaty 
Between the U.S. and 
the Republic of China.

Washington; December 2,
1954.

March 3, 1955•

A1JZUS Security Treaty 
(Australia, Hew Zealand, 
U.S.).

San Francisco; Septem
ber 1, 1951.

April 29, 1952.

The Southeast Asia Collec
tive Defense Treaty (The 
Manila Pact).

Manila; September 8 ,  
1954.

February 17, 
1955.

a. Source: George Stamhuk, American Military Forces Abroad;
Their Impact on the Western State System. Ĉolumbus, Ohio: Ohio
State University Press, 1963), pp. 167-189•

In addition to the agreements listed above, the United States 
has a number of agreements with other nations which provide for 
United States military aid to those countries.



It is clear from the preceding informa,tion that the Eisen
hower administration pursued an increasingly hostile and unfriendly 
policy toward China with regard to the deployment of UoS0 troops in 
Asia® Furthermore, the American policy of containing Chinese 
Communist expansion in Asia took the form of encouraging the crea
tion of a system of mutual security agreements aimed at China, in 
particular. Finally, the U„S, policy of giving military and finan
cial assistance in the form of weapons, training, and advice was a 
highly unfriendly act aimed especially at what was deemed to be an 
aggressive Communist China,.

Trade and Trade Agreements With Eed China
With the entrance of Communist China into the Korean War,

the United States ordered a total embargo on trade with China, In
1950 the United States seized all Communist Chinese assets in the
United States and issued orders which prohibited ships of United
States registry from calling at Communist Chinese ports. In addition,

77all exports from the United States to Red China were eleminated.
In 1951 Congress passed the Mutual Defense Assistance Control

Act of 1951? otherwise.known as the Battle Act, According to
Harold E, Sfassen, in the Third Report on the Battle Act,

The Congress provided that the Battle Act shall be admin
istered in such a way as to give the fullest support to the 
United Nations embargo of strategic shipments to Communist 
China, and this Government has indeed worked to extend that

77, "Control of Economic Relations with Communist China," 
Bulletin, December 25, 1950, Tol. XXIII, no, 599, p.. 1004,



' ' 48
embargo throughout the free world and make it more effec
tive =, But this .Government, in respect to its own exports, 
went even further.

United States exports to China had been $354 million ■ 
in 1947, $273 million in 1948? $83 million in. 1949? and 
$47 million in 1950, After the Chinese Communists entered 
the Korean fighting, the United States in December 1950 
prohibited the export of all items, whether strategic or 
non-strategic, to Communist China, /"American imgorts of 
Chinese goods ended almost completely by 1953~~7«

The United States policy of avoiding trade with Bed China 
continued after the truce in Korea* It became a part of the American 
effort to isolate Communist China.by refusing to extend diplomatic . 
recognition to that nation, and opposing Bed China's admission to 
the United Uations,

Secretary of. State John Poster Dulles explained why the
-United States failed to trade with China in 1957® According to
Dulles, the United States refused to trade with Communist China
because China would Only take advantage of the situation to build
a hostile military machine and an industrial base to support it*
The Chinese military machine would.be a threat to the security of
the United States and its allies in Asia* Consequently, said Dulles,

79the United States refuses to trade with Communist China,

780 Harold E« Stassen, "Enforcing Strategic Trade Controls5 
Third Beport on the Battle Act," Bulletin, October 26, 1953? Vol* 
XXIX, no, 748, p, 570.

79® John Poster Dulles, "Our Policies Toward Communism in 
China," Bulletin, July 15, 1957? Vol. XXXVII, no, 942, p* 93®
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Assistant Secretary Thomas Co Mann further elaborated on 

UoSo. policies in explaining why the UoSo refused to trade with 
Communist China0 In I960 Mann observed that

The United States Government has maintained a virtually 
complete embargo on trade and financial transactions with 
Communist China and north Korea since 1950o This trade 
embargo is an integral part of the general United States 
policy of nonrecognition of Communist China,

Our trade policy with that area is both substantive and 
symbolic of the firmness of United States purposes in the 
Far East o. It is designed to hinder as much as possible the 
rapid buildup of Communist. China's military power and its. ■.
industrial base and, in a broader political sense, to lim^ 
the expansion of its influence with free-world countrieso

Evidence shown in Table 4 would, seem to indicate that the 
United States did not relax its firm stand against trading with 
Communist China, during the Eisenhower years0 The United States posi
tion, as indicated by the statements of government officials, as well 
as official trade statistics, appears to have been just as firm in 
I960 as in 1953=

, Cultural Relations Between the U„S0 and China -
During the Eisenhower administration, the United States main

tained no formal cultural relations with Communist China since China 
was not recognized diplomatically as the legal government of mainland 
Chinao Rather, the Rationalist Chinese were regarded as the legiti
mate rulers of China by the United States0

80o Thomas Co Mann, "Sino—Soviet Bloc Trade and its Impli
cations for the United States," Bulletin, June 6, I960, Voi0 XXXXII, 
no, 1093, p, 927.:
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TABLE 4

Exports and General Imports of Merchandise by Country of 
Destination and Origin, 1949-1960, (in thousands of dollars) 

United States and China (including Manchuria)a
Exports (including reexports) UoSo General Imports
from United States to China    . from China

1949 82,673 107,123
1950 45?179 146,497
.I95I less than S5QQ 46,488
1952 0 27,725
1953 0 611
1954 6 (for use of diplo- 169

matic missions, of 
foreign states)

1955 3 195
1956 0 223
1957 9 99
1958- 5 231b
1959 3 205

. i960 0 256

a» Sources UoSo Bureau of the Census, Statistical Abstract of 
.the United'States, 1957» (Washington, D0C0 s United States 
Government Printing Office, 1957), P» 906„
b0 Sources Statistical Abstract, 1961, p, 894°
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In addition to the policy of failing to maintain formal 

cultural relations with China? the United States imposed certain 
restrictions on American and Chinese citizens« American citizens 
were prohibited from traveling in Communist China by the U«S» govern
ment® Likewise5, Communist Chinese were not permitted to travel in 
the United States® This applied to journalists, teachers, scholars, 
scientists, and virtually all others of U*S« or Chinese citizenship®

A slight change in the attitude of the U.S® government be
came noticeable in 1957 and 1958® The government granted U®So 
newsmen permission to travel in China, provided they could obtain 
Chinese visas® According to a spokesman for the State Department,

Heretofore it has been the policy of the U0S® Govern
ment to authorize no travel by U®S® citizens to.Communist- 
ruled mainland China®

/"However, due to "new factors which have come into the 
picture"""Z The Secretary of State has accordingly determined 
that it may prove consistent with the foreign policy of the 
United States that there be travel by a limited number of 
American news representatives on the mainland of China®®®®

Despite this gesture, the United States remained basically 
opposed to cultural exchange with Bed China® Secretary Dulles 
explained the American position in 1957®

Let me turn now to the matter of®»®cultural relations, 
which could exist, to a limited degree, without recognition®

We ® ® ®doubt the value of cultural exchanges, which the 
Chinese Communists are eager to develop® They want this 
relationship with the United States primarily because,

8l« "Twenty-four U®S® Newsmen May Visit Bed China," 
Bulletin, September 9, 1957, Vol® XXXVII, no® 950, p® 420®
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once that example were given? it would be difficult for 
China's close, neighbors not to follow itv These free na
tions? already exposed to intense Communist subversive 

. activities? could not have the cultural exchanges that
the Communists want without adding greatly to their danger„

With the one exception of allowing several journalists to
travel in Communist'China? the United States followed a firm policy
of opposition to cultural relations and related exchanges with
Communist China from 1953 to 1960= American opposition to cultural
relations with China appears to have been equally firm during this
period®

Conclusion
The basic United States goals and policies concerning 

Communist China during the Eisenhower era have been illustrated 
through an examination of the official statements of the President? 
the Secretary of State? and the Secretary of Defense? as well as
through an examination of U®S® actions in the Uoll® concerning China?
.deployment of UoS® troops in Asia? UoS® cultural relations with 
China? and UoS® trade policies toward China® The question which 
remains to be answered is how this policy of the administration 
succeeded in distinguishing between what was desirable and possible? 
and what was desirable and essential0

82* John Poster Dulles? 11 Our Policy Toward Communism in 
China?" Bulletin* July 15? 1957? V61* XXXVII? no® 942, p» 93*



It will be recalled that, according, to Morgenthau, it is 
desirable and possible, as well as desirable and essential to con
tain only communism hostile to the United States0 There can be no 
doubt, that each of the three major executive officials in the 
Eisenhower administration believed that it was desirable and possible, 
as well as desirable and essential to American security to contain 
communism hostile to the United Statese This is partially illustrated 
by President Eisenhower1s statement that "the threat to our'safety,
and to the hope of a peaceful world, can be simply statedo It is

8-2communist imperialismo" Clearly, the President believed it was 
desirable— indeed essential*— to contain communism hostile to the 
United States® Likewise, the President believed it was desirable 
and possible to.contain that hostile communism through devices like 
collective security pacts and isolation of China from the other 
nations of the world®

Secretaries of State Dulles and Herter were in agreement 
with President Eisenhower with regard to the fact that it was desir
able, possible, and essential to contain communism hostile to the 
United States® Secretary Dulles placed great emphasis on the possi
bility of containing hostile communism through the Mutual Security 
Program, which he vigorously supported®

Secretaries of Defense.Wilson, McElroy, and Gates were all 
in agreement that it was desirable and possible^ and desirable and

83® "Annual Message to the. Congress on the State of the 
Union. Jan. 9? 195&," Public Papers, 1958, p. 3®
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essential to contain hostile communism. They believed that it was 
possible to contain hostile communism not only, through the Mutual 
Security Program, but through the superior weapons systems and armed 
forces of the United States.and the rest of the non—Communist world, : 

Clearly, the three major executive officials of the Eisen
hower administration believed that it was desirable, possible, and 
essential to contain communism hostile to the United States, However, 
there is a problem in employing this criteria® The problem pelates 
to the difficulty in distinguishing between communism that is 
hostile and communism that is not hostile to the United States®
This is particularly true of executive Officials6 statements of the 
early 1950’s. At that time the officials appeared to regard all 
communism as hostile to the United States® Consequently, little 
if any distinction can be detected in official statements with regard 
to hostile and non-hostile communism®

This may be explained, by the fact that, judging from the 
preceding official statements, all communism was perceived by the 
United States as a mere extension of the communism of the Sino—Soviet 
bloc countries. If this is indeed the case, then it would appear 
that U®S® officials were acting to contain what they felt to be 
communism hostile to. the United States®

In the later Eisenhower years the U®S« executive officials 
persisted in strongly supporting collective defense and U®S® aid to 
virtually all nations threatened by communism, ,However, if this 
effort is regarded as an attempt to militarily contain communism



55
hostile to the United States, then the statements and policies of 
UeS, officials would appear to "be in agreement with Morgenthau’s 
first criteria* For example, U«S* assistance to Vietnam in the late 
19508s may be viewed either of two ways* If it is viewed as an 
attempt by the UoS0 to prevent Vietnam from going Communist, then 
the UoSe is obviously advocating containment of a national communism 
which is not hostile— or at least not a major threat to United 
States security®

However,..if the U®S® assistance to Vietnam is viewed as an 
attempt to strengthen the barrier which contains a Chinese communism 
hostile to the United States, then the statements and policies of 
the UeS® executive officials are in accord with Morgenthau*s first 
criteria®

Judging by the U®S® policy of consistently opposing the 
admission of Communist China to the United Hations, it would seem 
that officials in the Eisenhower administration considered it both 
desirable and possible to contain communism hostile to the United 
States® Likewise, judging from official United States statements 
made in the U,N®, the United States appears to have believed that 
it was essential to bar Red China from the United Rations as part 
of a concentrated "free world" effort to contain and isolate a hostile 
Communist China®

It is even more obvious, that the United States felt it 
desirable, possible, and essential to contain Chinese Communist 
.expansion when one considers the extent of American military measures
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that were taken to check Chinese expansion« Billions of dollars 
of American military aid to free Asia would seem to indicate that 
the United States considered it extremely important to contain 
China« In fact? the United States clearly 'believed it possible  ̂
and essential to the security of America to contain Communist China* 
This is demonstrated by the willingness of the UeSe to risk going 
to war in defense of its Asian partners in the Mutual Security Pro
gram c Lastly* the large number of UoS0 armed forces deployed 
around the periphery of China lends weight to the supposition that 
America felt it essential to contain what it believed to be a hostile 
Communist China*

United States policies of refusing to trade or maintain 
cultural relations with Eed China further support the position that 
the UoS* leaders felt it essential to contain Communist China*

Morgenthau* s second criteria concerns one-nation dominance 
of Asia* He argues that while it is desirable to prevent one-nation 
(Chinese) dominance of Asia* it is not possible* short of costs 
unacceptable to the United States* Likewise* Morgenthau maintains 
that it is desirable* but not essential* to prevent one-nation 
dominance of Asia* . -

There is complete disagreement on this point between Morgenthau 
and the three major executive officials of the Eisenhower administra
tion* Clearly* President Eisenhower and the other officials believed 
it to be desirable and possible* as well as desirable and essential
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to prevent Communist Chinese domination of the Asian mainland,. Thus
President Eisenhower could maintain that

we are prepared to meet any renewal of armed aggression 
in Korea® We shall maintain indefinately our bases in 
Okinawa® I shall ask the Congress to authorize continued 1
material assistance to hasten the successful conclusion of 
the struggle in Indochina® We shall also continue military 
and economic aid to the Nationalist Government of China®

To the President*s statement of the United States* willing
ness to use troops to contain communism in Korea, and to give mili
tary and economic aid to other Asian nations was added the Secretary 
of State *s strong support for collective security and mutual security 
treaties® The Secretary of Defense added his vocal support of this 
policy in statements earlier in this chapter®

It is clear from the statements of high-ranking United States 
officials that the United States intended to militarily contain 
Chinese expansion on the Asian mainland® United States actions, 
including stationing American troops on China's periphery, giving . 
large amounts of military aid to friendly Asian nations, and vowing 
to aid Asian allies if attacked by Communist China make it crystal 
clear that the United States felt it to be desirable, possible, and 
essential to contain Communist China®

Obviously then, the major figures of the Eisenhower admin
istration would appear to strongly disagree with Morgenthau's third 
criteria, which derives from the second criteria concerning one—nation 
dominance of Asia®. Morgenthau's third criteria deals with the fact

84® "Annual Message to the Congress On the State of the 
Union® Jan® 7, 1954?" Public Papers® 1954? p® 7®
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that it is desirable and possible, as well as desirable and essen-̂  
tial for the United States to stop trying to isolate and militarily 
contain Chinese expansion in Asia and to switch to politically, 
economically, and socially aiding Asian nations without requiring 
military and political alliances against China in return* The state
ments and policies of the executive officials of the Eisenhower admin
istration which are referred to in the preceding paragraph would 
seem to indicate that the Eisenhower administration was in total 
disagreement with Professor Morgenthau's views on the issue of mili
tary containment of Communist Chinae

The Eisenhower administration pursued a completely opposite 
policy by attempting to militarily contain Chinese expansion on the 
Asian mainland* In addition, the ILSo sought and obtained military 
and political alliances against China in return for large amounts of 
military aide Finally, the United States sought to isolate China by: 
opposing China's admission to the United Eations, refusing to trade 
with Bed China, and refusing to recognize China diplomatically and 
carry on cultural exchange programs„

Finally, the Eisenhower administration officials would appear 
to completely disagree with Morgenthau's fourth criteria® Morgenthau 
believes that it is desirable and possible, as well as desirable and 
essential for the United States to follow the principles of the 1950 . 
Acheson statement, which called for an outer limit of United States 
military presence on the series of outer islands, adjacent to the Asian 
mainland, ranging from Japan to the Philippines» President Eisenhower's
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statement with regard to American willingness to give economic and 
military assistance to mainland Asian nations, threatened by Communist 
aggression would seem to be representative of official American 
goals and policies toward Communist China, as expressed in official 
statements of the three major executive officials» And that official 
policy would appear to be in complete opposition to three of the 
four distinctions made by Morgenthau,



CHAPTER 3

ILSo GOALS AHD POLICIES COHCEMIHG CHINA AS STATED 
: BY EXECUTIVE OFFICIALS DJ THE EEHHEDY-JOHHSOE ERA

The President
In 196I5 John Fo Kennedy was inaugurated as President of 

the United Statese The threat to the free world posed hy Chinese 
and Soviet communism, while still serious, seemed to have diminished 
somewhat when compared to the threat it posed in 1953* Since 1953 
communism had Been.prevented from expanding into western Europe, 
Greece, Turkey, the Western Hemisphere (except for Cuba), and most 
of Asia» In addition, the monolithic Communist bloc showed some 
signs of strain as the Chinese and Soviets began to disagree publicly9 
Furthermore, the Soviets had begun to talk of "peaceful coexistence,l 
with the West, although the Chinese continued to remain generally 
hostile and unfriendly toward the non-Communist world0 In response 
to decreased East-West tension, many non—Communist nations increased 
their volume of trade with the Soviet Union, and in some cases, 
with Communist Chinae

The public statements of Presidents Kennedy and Johnson 
reflected an awareness of the changing situation in nOn-Cbmmunist 
bloc: relations with nations in the Communist bloc® Both Kennedy9s 
and Johnson*s statements tended to be hopeful, yet cautious, with

60



regard to the decreased Communist threat to the security of the 
non-Comnmnist world„ Consequently$ while Kennedy and Johnson voiced 
their desire that the "free world" improve its relations with the 
Communist world, both leaders continued to strongly support such 
policies and programs as containment and isolation (this was later 
modified, somewhat) of Communist China and containment of the Soviet 
Uniono Collective security, the Military Assistance Program, and 
the stationing of U.S» troops around the periphery of China and 
the Soviet Union were also supported "by Kennedy and Johns on o -.Thus.,, 
while the gradual trend toward the softening of U0S0 policies and 
goals concerning China continued throughout the 1960*3, the UoS0 
also continued to maintain a. firm policy of militarily containing 
Chinese and Soviet communism as it had under President Eisenhower«

President Kennedy voiced his strong support for a firm policy 
toward Communist China shortly after taking office in 196lo The 
President observed in his first State of the Union address that 
"000in each of the principal areas of crisis— the tide of events has 
been running out and time has not been our friend»" :The President
went on to note that

In Asia, the relentless pressures of.the Chinese Comm
unists'1 menace the security of the entire area— -from- the - 
borders.of India and South Viet Mam to the jungles of Laos, 
struggling to protect its newly-won independence = 0 0«

lo U0So Government, "Annual Message to the Congress on the 
State of the Union, . January 30, 1961," , Public Papers, of the. Presi— ■ ' 
dents of the . United States,. I961 <, (Washington, D<>Co s United States 
Government Printing Office,.19o2), p0 23»
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Our greatest challenge is still the world that lies 
beyond the Cold War— but the first great obstacle is still 
our relations with the Soviet Union and Communist China $
We must,never be lulled into believing that either power 
has yielded its ambitions for world domination— ambitions 
which they forcefully restated only a short time ago0 On . 
the contrary, bur task is to convince them that aggression 
and subversion will not be profitable routes to pursue 
these ends0

President Kennedy was particularly disturbed by potential 
Chinese Communist aggression in Asia„ In a Joint Statement issued 
by the President and Prime Minister Holyoake of Mew Zealand, Kennedy 
noted the aggressive attitude of Communist China and the threat it 
posed to Asian and American security<> For this reason, Kennedy and 
Holyoake strongly reaffirmed their support for SEATO and AHZUS as 
valuable tools of the collective security effort, which was aimed

3at controlling Communist expansion in Asia and the rest of the world.
Two years later, President Kennedy observed that the tension

between the United States and the Chinese and Soviet Communists had
eased somewhatc However, he cautioned against undue optimism, noting
that "a moment of pause is not a promise of peace. Dangerous prob—

alems remain from Cuba to the South China Sea,"

2, Ibid,, p, 23,
3, "Joint Statement Following Discussion with Prime Minister 

Holyoake of Hew Zealand, March 3? 1961," Public Papers, 1961, p, 148,
4« "Annual Message to the Congress on the State of the 

Union, January 14, 1963," Public Papers, 1963, p, 15*
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Kennedy repeated his call for caution in the same State of 

the Union address in 1963. In the words of the President,
I would counsel cautionel fofsee no spectacular rev— . 

ersal in Communist methods_or goalse But if all these 
trends and developments /""such as the Sino-Soviet split""/ 
can persuade the Soviet Union to walk the path of peace, 
then let her know that all nations will journey with here 
But until that choice is made, and until the world can 
develop a reliable system of international security, the 
free peoples have no choice but to keep their arms nearbyo

President Kennedy believed that despite hopeful signs from 
the Chinese and Soviet Communists, the "free world” should remain 
prepared for any eventuality in non—Communist bloc relations with 
■ Communist bloc nationse To this end, the Mutual Security Program 
and the Military Assistance Program were continued as before« These 
programs,.said Kennedy, had been of great assistance in preserving 
the independence of free Asiae According to Kennedy, as a result 
of these programs "free Asia is responding resolutely to the poli
tical, economic and military challenge of Communist China*s relent—

6less efforts to dominate the continent«”
President Johnson followed the same basic course as his 

predecessor with regard to Chinao Johnson noted hopeful signs in 
the behavior of the Communists and stated his willingness to have 
friendly relations with a peaceful, unaggressive Communist China® 
However, like Kennedy, Johnson cautioned against undue optimism and

5° Ibid., p. 18®
6® "Special Message to the Congress on Free World Defense 

and Assistance Programs® April 2, 1963," Public Papers, 1963s P° 296®



reaffirmed America’s willingness to repel Chinese Communist aggre
ssion in Asia* In short, the President supported the containment 
of Chinese expansion on the Asian mainland® .

President Johnson reaffirmed United States support for 
freedom and opposition to Communist expansionism in a Joint State
ment issued with the Prime Minister of Malaysia® Johnson was par
ticularly concerned with the Communist threat to Vietnam and Laos,
although he vowed to give U®S« assistance to any free Asian nation

7threatened by Communist aggression®
Shortly thereafter, President Johnson asked Congress for 

authority to employ the armed forces of the United States to demon
strate America’s willingness to repel Communist aggression in Asia® 
The events which caused the President to seek such congressional 
authority were two alleged attacks by Forth Vietnamese gunboats on 
American Havy vessels, the U®S®S® Turner Joy and the U®S®S® Maddox® 
The President sought a congressional resolution similar to the 
Formosa Resolution of 1955° According to Johnson, the resolution

® ® ® could state in the simplest terms the resolve and 
support of the Congress for action to deal appropriately 
with attacks against our armed forces and to defend free
dom and preserve peace in southeast Asia in accordance with the obligations of the United States under the south
east Asia Treaty®

7® “Joint Statement Following Discussions with the Prime 
Minister of Malaysia® July 23, I964," Public Paoers, 1963-1964, 
Book: IT, p® 886® ~

8® "Special Message to the Congress on U®S« Policy in 
Southeast Asia® August 5> 1964," Public Papers, 1963-1964,
Book II, p. 431®
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The President's plea caused Congress to adopt the Tonkin 

Gulf Resolution by a nearly unanimous vote,
Following the explosion of a nuclear device hy Communist 

China in. 1964$! President Johnson reaffirmed the United States policy 
of resisting Chinese Communist expansionism,. According to Johnson,

The United States reaffirms its defense commitments in 
Asia* Even if Communist China should eventually develop 
an effective nuclear capability, that would have no effect 
upon the readiness of the United States to respond to requests 
- from Asian nations for help in dealing with Communist Chinese: 
aggression. The United States will also not be diverted 
from its efforts to help the nations of Asia to defend them
selves and to advance the welfare of their people.

Meanwhile <> the American commitment to South Vietnam had 
been increasing rapidly, particularly after the adoption of the 
Tonkin Gulf Resolution. President Johnson attempted to explain to 
the American people exactly why the United States was involved in 
the Vietnam fighting. The President maintained that, despite the 
fact that the war in Vietnam was unconventional,

...we must not let this mask the central fact that this 
is really war. It is guided by Forth Viet-Ham and it is 
spurred by Communist China. Its goal is to conquer the South, 
to defeat American power, and to extend the Asiatic dominion 
of communism.  ̂ / J ohnson went on to assert that if the 
United States withdrew its armed forces from Asia""/, In each 
land the forces of independence would be considerably weakened, 
and an Asia so threatened by Communist domination would 
certainly imperil the security of the United States itself.

9o "Statement by the President on the First Chinese Nuclear 
Device. October 16, 1964," Public Papers, 1963-1964? Book II,
Pc 1357c

'10. "The President's Hews Conference of July 28, I965," 
Public Papers, 1965, Book II, p. 794®

11. Ibid., p. 794® ;'



66
The United States was involved in the Vietnam War to pre

vent the spread of communism in Asia and to protect the security 
of free Asia and, ultimately, the United States, according to the 
Presidente While it is clear that President Johnson sought to 
contain the spread of communism in Asia, it is not clear whether 
the United States was in Vietnam specifically to contain Communist 
Chinese expansion» Judging from the words of the President, Worth 
Vietnam was the real aggressor, while Communist China was a sec
ondary figure which encouraged Worth Vietnamese aggression and 
gave supplies to that nation to aid its aggression= But no evi
dence of further Chinese involvement, such as the direct partici
pation of Chinese troops in combat was mentioned by Johnson.
Thus, other than serving as an example to China that aggression 
does not pay, American involvement in the Vietnam War does not appear 
to have originated with the intent of militarily containing Chinese 
expansion. Rather, it was apparently intended to contain Worth 
Vietnamese aggression.

President Johnson promised to continue to honor American 
commitments in Asia, despite the. tremendous cost of our involvement 
in Vietnam. In 1966 Johnson informed the leaders of Thailand that

...Thailand can count on the United States to meet its 
obligations under the SEATO treaty. The commitment of the 
United States under the SEATO treaty is not of a parti
cular political party or a particular administration in 
my country b ^  it is a commitment of the American people 
as a nation.

12. "The President's Toast at a State Dinner in His Honor 
in Chakri Throne’ Hall, Bangkok, Thailand. October 28, 1966,"
Public Papers,.. 1966, Book II, p. 1275®



Despite his firm support of American commitments to repel 
Communist Chinese aggression in Asia, President Johnson endeavored 
to improve relations with China and the other Communist nations«,
He was perhaps most successful in easing tensions' with the Soviet 
Union, however® Johnson noted in 196? that

Our relations with the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe 
are ® ® ®in transition® We have avoided both the acts and 
the rhetoric of the cold war® When we have differed with 
the Soviet Union, or other nations, for that matter, I 
have tried to differ quietly and with courtesy, and without 
venom®

Our.objective is not to continue the cold war, but to 
end it®

President Johnson also took a conciliatory attitude toward 
Communist China—-especially when compared to the public statements 
of President Eisenhower nearly fifteen years earlier® According to 
Johnson,

We would be the first to welcome a China which decided 
to respect her neighbors8 rights® We would be the first 
to applaud her were she to apply her great energies and 
intelligence to improving the welfare of her people® And 
we have no intention of trying to deny her legitimate needs 
for security and friendly relations with her neighboring 
countries®

The Kennedy-Johnson administrations appear to have chosen 
a dual course with regard to Communist China® President Kennedy 
noted the changing conditions in the Communist world and expressed: 
a hopeful, yet guarded optimism concerning the future reduction of

13® VSpecial Message to the Congress on the State of the 
Union® January 10, 1967,11 Public Papers, 1967? Book I, p. 10®

14® Ibid®, p® 13® .
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the Communist threat to Asian and American security. Yet, at the 
same time, Kennedy remained a strong supporter of U.S, commitments 
in Asia, including collective security treaties, mutual defense 
agreements, and U,S0 military assistance to "free Asian nations,"

President Johnson continued this trend. Thus Johnson could ■ 
make such conciliatory statements about China as in his State of 
the Union Message of 1967, while at the same time advocating sending 
500,000 U,S, military men to South Vietnam to contain Communist 
expansion.

From the preceding information, it would appear that the 
United States attitude toward Communist China had softened somewhat, 
This is particularly noticeable when the public statements of 
Presidents Kennedy and Johnson are compared to the early (1953 and 
1954) statements of President Eisenhower, Yet while the U,S, atti
tude toward relations with China thawed slightly under Kennedy and 
Johnson, UoS, presidential determination to prevent the expansion 
of communism in Asia appears to have grown stronger, if anything, 
in the 1960ss.

The Secretary of State 
Like Presidents Kennedy and Johnson, Secretary of State 

Lean Rusk advocated the policy of maintaining cautious optimism 
concerning improvement of non-Communist bloc relations with Communist 
bloc nations, while at the same time supporting strong measures against 
Communist expansionism in Asia® Secretary Rusk1s public statements 

between I96I and 1968 tended to evidence a more conciliatory attitude
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toward Communist China than did the remarks of Secretary Dulles in 
the Eisenhower administrationo However, like Dulles, Rusk also 
displayed a strong determination to repel Communist aggression-—  
that is, to contain Communist expansion, especially in Asia„

Secretary Rusk voiced the United States view on the pros
pects of improving relations with Communist China early in the,
Kennedy administration = The Secretary1s assessment was not 
optimistic» He noted that the Communist Chinese

o s ohave continued a most vituperative campaign.against 
the United States and against Americans„ They have shown 
themselves to he the most aggressive leader apparently.of 
the Communist bloc in the doctrinal discussions between 
Peiping and Moscow» They have insisted that no normal 
relations are possible unless the rest of us all yield 
Formosa to them,, So I would suppose that^the prospects 
for normal relations are not very bright, ■

Despite this pessimistic assessment, Rusk stated that the 
United States and Communist nations could negotiate to settle their . 
differences» The United States was willing to negotiate with China . 
and other Communist nations in order to find areas of mutual agree
ment, said Rusko According to Rusk, ’'Where we find that the interests 
of the free world and the interests of a.Communist state authenti
cally overlap— even where the overlap is very narrow— we are prepared
to talk and to negotiate, to find areas of agreement and even areas

3.6of common action

15® "United States Policy in a Period of Change,11 The Depart
ment of State Bulletin, March 27, 1961, Vol. XLIV, no® 1135? P* 441°

I60 "America’s Goal-—A Community of Free Rations,11 Bulletin,
; March: 19, 1962, Vol® XLVI, no® 1186, p. 454.
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While making conciliatory and hopeful statements like the

statement above, Busk also strongly reaffirmed the U.S« commitment •
to repel Communist aggression in Asia, and particularly in South
Vietnam. 'Secretary Busk noted that .our policy is to give these
free countries of Southeast Asia every reasonable assistance and to

17take our security commitments there with great seriousness»"
Secretary Busk became more specific about the changing U.S. 

attitude toward relations with China and other nations in the 
Communist world. He noted the policy of blending cautious optimism 
with firm opposition to Communist expansion in a statement delivered 
in 1963« Secretary Busk maintained that,

...we must constantly reevaluate our working conclusions 
/"regarding the Communist world"/. But at this moment I 
think we can sum up these conclusions under two headings—-a 
warning and a note of encouragement.

The warning must be directed against wishful, thinking.
Both principal communist powers are committed to a Communist 
world system, to the destruction of freedom..o. The Communist 
threats to freedom are still serious. Indeed, in some, areas 
they may increase in the months ahead.

Our task is to continue resolutely on the path we have 
chosen— maintaining and strengthening our defenses and 
building a free world, while striving, through negotiation, 
to reduce the areas of conflict.

17. "Secretary Busk Interviewed on ’Press Conference 
U.S.A.’," Bulletin, July 9, 1962* Vol. XLVII, no. 1202, p. 55.

18. "Bed China and the U.S.S.B.," Bulletin, February 25, 
1963, Vol. XLVII, no. 1235, P. 283.
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In keeping with his "warning against wishful thinking," 

Secretary Rusk reaffirmed the U.S<, policy df containing Communist 
expansion in Asia and the rest of the world. According to Rusk,
"this administration will vigorously oppose the expansion of the 
Communist domain—-whoever the Communists in question may he— by

19force or threat of force, whether directly or indirectly applied,"
In order to accomplish this objective, said Rusk, the United States 
maintained a tremendous nuclear a,rsenal, The United States also 
maintained a large conventional military force which had been deployed 
throughout the world to contain Communist expansion. Finally, said 
Rusk, the United States had encouraged, and would continue to 
encourage the "free" nations of Asia and the rest of the world to
take a firm stand against Chinese and Soviet Communist expansionist

. 20 aggression.
Secretary Rusk expressed particular concern for the situation 

in Southeast Asia, According to Rusk, the United States was con
cerned about the plight of Vietnam and Laos, which he claimed were
"the targets of subversion and aggression directed and heavily supp—

21orted by Communist North Viet-Nam, with the backing of Peiping,"
Rusk stated that it was essential for the United States and 

"free Asia" to defeat Communist aggression in South Vietnam and the

19<> "Why We. Treat Different Communist Countries Differently," 
Bulletin,. March 16, 1964, Vol, L, no, 1290, p, 341®

20, Ibid,, p. 341®
21, Ibid., p. 394®
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rest of "free Asia" in order to demonstrate to the Communists that

22aggressive expansionism could not suocees®
Like President Johnson, Secretary Rusk whs not absolutely 

clear as to the Chinese role in the aggression against South Viet— 
name In 1964 Secretary Rusk was asked whether the Chinese were 
primarily responsible for the subversion in Laos and South Vietnam,
He replied that the North Vietnamese were primarily responsible 
from an operational viewpoint, but that the Communist Chinese were

2"*giving support and encouragement to the North Vietnamese activitieso 
The preceding remarks of Secretary Rusk would seem to indi

cate that the United States was attempting to contain North Vietnamese 
Communist expansion in South Vietnam and Laos, rather than Chinese 
expansion® While the Chinese had given support and encouragement 
to the aggressors, they had not directly participated in the agg
ression themselves®

Yet one year later, in 1965, Secretary Rusk appeared to imply 
that the United States was basically containing Chinese Communist 
expansion in Southeast Asia® In the words of Secretary Rusk, it was 
essential to defeat Communist aggression in Southeast Asia to guar
antee the security of "free Asia®" Rusk observed that,

You will recall that Thailand has already been proclaimed 
as the next target by Peiping® This is not something up in 
the clouds called the domino theory® You don't need that®

22. "The Pursuit of Peace," Bulletin, August 7? 1964, 
Vol. L, no® 1312, p® 2l6®

23® "Secretary Rusk’s News Conference of July 31:," 
Bulletin® August 17, 1964? Vol. LI, no® 1312,. p® 226.
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Listen to the proclamation of militant, world revolution 
by Peiping, proclaimed with a harshness which has caused 
deep division within the Communist world itself,.,.

Secretary Eusk was even more specific in his accusations . 
against Communist China, In a speech delivered the following July, 
Eusk noted that,

As I have said, Hanoi is presently adamant against neg
otiations or any avenue to peace. Peiping is even more so, 
and one can plainly read the declared doctrine and purpose 
of the Chinese Communists. They are looking beyond the 
current conflict to the hope gf domination of all of South
east Asia—-and indeed beyond.

Secretary Eusk appeared to imply in his statement above 
that the United States was in Vietnam to contain Communist Chinese . 
expansion in Asia and the rest of the world. However, this would 
seem to conflict with his statement of 1964? in which he claimed 
the U.S. sought primarily to contain Forth Vietnamese aggression.

Despite the continued escalata.on of U.S. involvement in 
the Vietnam War, Secretary Eusk8s remarks indicated a slight trend 
toward easing tensions between the U.S. and China. Eusk continued 
to support U.S. containment of Chinese expansion in Asia through 
collective security and mutual security agreements. However, the 
Secretary revealed that the United States was attempting to relax

24e "Some Fundamentals of American Policy,11 Bulletin,
March 22, 1965, Vol. LII, no. 1343, p. 401.

25. "Viet—Ham: Four Steps to Peace," Bulletin, July 12̂
1965, Vol. LIII, no. 1359, p. 52.
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its policy of isolating China.. The new U„S0 policy was referred to

26by some.observers as containment of China without isolation®
Secretary Rusk.illustrated the UeS„ policy of "holding out 

. a carrot and a stick" once again in 1966® Rusk discussed the topic 
of what should be the main elements of U„S, policy toward Communist 
China® Rusk asserted that

We must take care to do nothing which encourages Peiping-—  
or anyone else— to believe that it can reap gains from its 
aggressive actions and designs® It is just as essential to 
‘contain’ Communist aggression in Asia as it was, and is, to
‘contain’ Communist aggression in Europe®

At.the same time, we must continue to make it plain that, 
if Peiping abandons its belief that force is the best way to
resolve disputes and gives up its violent strategy of gorld
revolution, we would welcome an era of good relations®

Continuing confusion over U®S® aims in Vietnam led a reporter 
to ask Secretary Rusk once again whether the U®S® was in Vietnam to 
contain China or to merely assure an independent South Vietnam®
Rusk replied that it was difficult to separate the two objectives®
He stated that if Peking wanted to it could exert sufficient pressure 
on Hanoi to bring the war to a speedy close ® Rusk claimed that China 
sent many supplies and weapons to support the Worth Vietnamese agg
ression® However, the Secretary conceded that the Chinese "are not

28actively in this situation in South Vietnam,"

26® "Secretary Rusk’s Hews Conference of March 25," Bulletin, 
April 11, 1966, Vol® LIV, no® 1398, p® 561®

27® "United States Policy Toward. Communist China," Bulletin, 
May 2, 1966> Vol. LIV, no® 1401, p® 689..
v 28® "Secretary Rusk Discusses Viet-Nam in Interview for

British Television," Bulletin, February 20, 1967, Vol. LVI, no. 1443,
p. 2 1 5 o
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One year later? in 1968? Secretary Husk seemed to adopt a 

firmer stance -toward Communist China* He implied that the United 
States was indeed in "Vietnam primarily to contain Communist 
Chinese expansion, According to Secretary Rusk?

. In simple terms we believe?. and have believed through
out the term of my office and before? that if Hanoi were 
to take over South "Viet—Ham by force? the effect would be 
to stimulate the expansionist ambitions of Communist China 
and greatly weaken the will and capacity of the indepen
dent nations of Southeast Asia to resist* Thus the Viet
namese situation has a direct bearing on freedom throughout 
Southeast Asia? and particularly freedom of the area from 
Communist Chinese pressuregSnd subversion* This connection 
is not a new point at all*

It seems obvious that there existed some confusion as to 
UeS* goals in Vietnam* Was the U*S* attempting primarily to con
tain Horth Vietnamese expansion? Chinese expansion? or both? Des
pite the confusion over Vietnam? it seems clear that the Kennedy 
and Johnson administrations1 policy with regard to Asia was to 
contain Communist expansion— regardless of the. particular form the 
expansion took* likewise? Secretary Rusk indicated that the United 
States remained firmly committed to the containment of Chinese 
expansion throughout all of "free Asia" through devices like collec
tive security alliances? mutual security treaties? and U*S* military 
aid to "free Asian" nations *

But the Kennedy—Johnson policy was of a dual nature* A 
strong U*S* commitment to contain.Communist Chinese expansion was 
one aspect of the policy*

29» "Secretary Rusk Discusses Viet-Ham in Canadian Magazine 
Interview?" Bulletin? February 12? 1968? Vol* 1VII? no. 1494? P» 208*
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A more hopeful aspect of the UeSo China policy of the 1960's 

was the effort to ease tensions between the United States and 
Communist China, The statements of Secretary Rusk reveal that a 
number of steps were taken by the U,S, to this end. Secretary Rusk 
made a number of relatively conciliatory and hopeful remarks con
cerning U,S« wishes to live quietly in friendship with a peaceful 
China, While these remarks were not overflowing with optimism or 
good cheer, they were a great deal less hostile than Secretary Dulles' 
statements about China',

Finally, Secretary Rusk's support of l'containment without 
isolation" of China represented a significant step toward attempting 
to improve U,S, relations with China, Although the Secretary con
tinued to support the containment of Communist China, his willingness 
to ease the policy of isolating China was a distinct break with the 
policies advocated by his predecessors, .

The Secretary of Defense
The public statements of both Secretaries of Defense in the

Kennedy-Johnson years— Robert S, Mcliamara and dark M, Clifford—
.■ . echoed the statements of the Presidents and the Secretary of State,

The words of Secretary McNamara illustrate the U.S, dual policy of 
firmly containing Chinese and Soviet expansion while working for 
improved relations with the Communists at the same time, Secretary 
McNamara described the U,S, policy, early in the Kennedy administra
tion , McNamara asserted that.

While strengthening its defenses, the United States 
explored every possible avenue to ease world tensions.
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The course of world events during fiscal year 1962 

again demonstrated that* until concrete results are 
achieved in our efforts to resolve outstanding inter
national problems and to curb the arms race* the armed 
forces of the United States constitute the major deterr—

.. ent to war. The programs initiated during the year 
insure that,the effectiveness of this deterrent will be 
maintained.

Secretary MclTamara voiced strong support of the policy of 
: collective defense for the containment of Communist Chinese and 
Soviet expansion. He stated that the basis of U«S, military co
operation with "free" nations on the periphery of China and the
Soviet Union was the understanding that each nation's security "was

11improved through joint action and decreased by isolation,
McMamara went on to note that the armed might of the "free

world" is "the prerequisite for any meaningful negotiations to ease 
32world tensions," The Secretary would appear to be saying that in

order to negotiate with the Chinese and Soviet Communists* it is
necessary to argue from a position of strength,

MclTamara felt that a vital element in a well-armed "free
world" was the system of mutual security alliances maintained by
the United States and "free" Asian nations. In his Annual Report
for Fiscal 1966* MclTamara observed that

While overshadowed by the collective security effort in 
Southeast Asia* discussed at the beginning, of this report*

30, Department of Defense* Annual Report of the Secretary 
of Defense for Fiscal Year 1962. (Washington* D«C* : United
States Government Printing Office, 1962)* pp, 4—5®

31® Annual Report of the Secretary of Defense for Fiscal 
Year 1963* p. 55®

32® Ibid,* p. 55®
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these alliances /~with Nationalist China, Korea, the Phili
ppines, and other Asian nations-"/ continued during fiscal 
year 1966 to provide increased insurance against Communist 
aggression to all participants«

The mutual security alliances had been l?overshadowed" in 
the Secretary’s report by the collective defense alliances such as 
AHZUS, and particularly SEATO, due to the increasing U.So involve
ment in South Vietnam, The United States had cited the SEATO charter 
as a primary reason for U.S, intervention in Vietnam, While not a 
full member of SEATO, South Vietnam was affiliated with the alliance 
as a protocol state. The Secretary’s support for the maintenance 
of collective security alliances, as well as their employment to 
prevent Communist aggression in Vietnam and the rest.of Asia is in 
direct accord with the publicly expressed attitudes of President 
Kennedy, It is in even closer harmony with the public statements 
of President Johnson and Secretary of State Husk, Throughout his 
term in office Secretary. McNamara remained strongly in favor of con
taining Communist expansion in Asia while attempting to improve 
relations with China and other Communist nations at the same time,

Secretary McNamara’s successor, Clark M» Clifford, generally 
continued this dual advocacy of containment and conciliatory behavior 
concerning Chinese and other Communist expansion, although he seemed 
to lose enthusiasm for the U, S, policy of containing Communist 
expansion in South Vietnam, Secretary Clifford’s statements gave

33• Annual Report of the Secretary of Defense for Fiscal 
1966,: p, 39,
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many indications of his advocacy of the dual nature of the U.S»

- China policy- Shortly before leaving office in early 1969?. Clifford 
reported that

■ - our national security is not -in jeopardy from any
adversary- Moreover, the international situation, although 
certainly marked by some disquieting elements, nonetheless 
gives us overall grounds for considerable hope that we may 
be able to look forward to a world marked by.a lessening 
rather than an intensification of conflict-

However, despite this fairly optimistic note, the Secretary 
was less hopeful about the situation in Communist China than in 
the rest of the Communist world- He observed that

. If there are signs of moderation in current Chinese pro
nouncements, it is only by contrast with the recent past- 
There is no indication as yet of any major shift from radi
cal leadership, and the 1949 declaratory goals of advancing 
revolutionist home and supporting revolution abroad remain 
unchanged-

Because of this belligerent Chinese attitude, the U-S- policy 
of opposing one-nation dominance of Asia would seem especially impor
tant, judging by the following statement of Secretary Clifford-

A basic principle of United States policy in East Asia 
for at least thirty years has been opposition to domination 
of the region by a single political force hostile to the 
United States- So enduring has this principle proven, and 
so vital to American interests, that its continuing validity 
can be assumed as we face our next great challenge in the 
region— the adjustment of our^gecurity policies to the.dev—

. eloping situation in Vietnam-

: 34® Department of Defense, The 1970 Defense Budget and
Defense Program for Fiscal.Years 1970-74; A Statement by Secre
tary of Defense'Clark M- Clifford, prepared. 1/15/69® (Washington, 
D-C- s United States Government Printing Office, 1969), P.= 3®

35® :Ibid-, p- 10-
36- Ibid-, p. 10-
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Clifford went on to assert that in Asia,, after the end of

the Vietnam War, "»„o Communist China will remain the primary sec- 
37urity threat»" In the words of Secretary Clifford,

Thus, if there is to he an effective counterweight to 
Communist China in East Asia in the years immediately 
ahead, some degree of United States presence and commit
ment will he required. It will continue to be necessary 
for this country to promote its influence in and friendly 
relations with non-Communist countries throughout the 
region and to contribute as much as possible to their 
economic and military development. It will also he 
necessary for the United States to continue some form 
of military presence in the region for some time an^ 
this must include appropriate basing arrangements.

An examination of the public statements of Secretaries 
McUamara and Clifford reveals that they supported a policy of a 
dual nature with regard to China, This policy was in general accord 
with the policy expressed in public statements by Presidents Kennedy 
and Johnson, and by Secretary Rusk,

The policy supported by the Secretary of Defense entailed 
conciliatory remarks being made by the United States regarding the 
improvement of relations with Communist China. The remarks of the 
Secretary reveal a new U.S. willingness to live side by side in 
friendship with a peaceful China, Tensions had apparently eased 
slightly to judge by remarks of the Secretary, At least the United 
States was now willing to accept a Communist ruled mainland China- 
provided it behaved in a peaceful and non-aggressive manner,

37* Ibid., p. 11.
38. Ibid., p. 11,.
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On the other handy the Secretary's remarks indicated a 

reaffirmation of traditional cold war anti—Chinese Communist poli
cies of the 1950's» Collective, defense, alliancesy mutual security 
treatieSy and L%Se military aid to "free Asia" in order to contain 
Communist Chinese expansion were all supported publicly hy the Sec
retary of Defense„ The Secretary's strong support for U»Se involve
ment in Vietnam lends further support to this viewy although 
Secretary Clifford apparently began to doubt the wisdom, of UeSe 
involvement in 1968«

However; as late as 1969 Secretary Clifford reaffirmed his 
strong support for prevention of one—nation (Chinese) dominance in 
mainland Asia® In addition; the Secretary advocated an active United 
States role in the prevention of Chinese dominance of Asia through 
the continued deployment of U®S® troops in Asia and through the 
continued U®S® policy of giving military aid to "free" nations on 
China's periphery®.

Thus while the Secretary's remarks indicated a slight easing 
of tensions with China— especially when compared to the remarks of 
Secretary Wilson in 1953 and 1954-“-they also indicated a strong 

' advocacy of the maintenance of traditional U®S® China policies such 
as the containment of Communist Chinese expansion in Asia.
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U.j). Policies Toward China— Actions, hot Words

UoW. Resolutions Sponsored, Votes, and Other Actions
In the preceding section this study focused on United States 

goals and policies concerning China as expressed by the three major 
executive officials in the Kennedy-Johnson administrations <, Having 
considered the words of the administrations, this study will now 
focus oh the action taken by the United States concerning China in 
the United Nations during the Kennedy-Johns on administrations«, .

United States policies regarding the admission of Red China 
to the United Nations which were followed by the Eisenhower admin
istration were continued by the Kennedy-Johnson administrations e 
Secretary of State Dean Rusk let it be known that so long as Red 
China demanded the U@Ne seat currently occupied by Nationalist China 
as a condition for its participation in the UoN«, the United States 
would maintain its opposition to Communist Chinese membership in the 
United Nations

In 1961 Secretary Rusk expressed the U0Se attitude concerning 
Red China’s admission to the United Nations in the following words»
"I think it rather unlikely, indeed most unlikely, that.Communist 
China will be seated in the United Nations this fall„ And we our
selves are certainly not in favor of ito We believe it important

39e "Secretary Rusk’s News Conference at Berkeley; March 
20," Bulletin, April 10, I96I, Vol, XLIV, no. 1137? P° 522.
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to support, the Government of the Republic of China and its seat in 
the United Rations

Consequently, the United States continued to oppose Red China8 s 
admission to the United Rationso In 1961 the United States cospon
sored a resolution in the General Assembly to declare the admission of 
Communist China to the U.R. to be an important question. An important 
question required a two—thirds majority of Assembly members to con
sider the issue at hand. The resolution was adopted by the General 
Assembly by a.vote of sixty-one to thirty-four, with seven absten
tions,41

Adlai E, Stevenson, the U,S, Representative to the General 
Assembly, had argued forcefully against the admission of Red China 
to the United Rations, Stevenson maintained that

The United States believes, as we have believed from the 
beginning, that the United Rations would make a tragic and 
perhaps irreparable mistake if it yielded to the claim of 
an aggressive and uhregeherate .'People * S Republic of China * . 
to replace .the Republic of China in the United Rations, ■; ' ■
/~s't evens on vent on' to .argue that~~7 Communist' China has 
deviated from the pattern of progress and peace embodied 
in our charter and toward which the community of nations 
is striving. In its present mood.it is a massive and brutal 
threat to man’s struggle to better his lot in his own way—  
and even perhaps, to man’s very survival. Its gigantic 
power, its reckless ambition, arid its unconcern for human 
values make it the major world problem.

40, "The Underlying Crisiss Coercion vs. Choice," Bulletin, 
July 31, 1961, Vol, XLV, no, 1153, p, 181,

41o United Rations, Resolution 1668.(X7l), 1080th Plenary ' 
Meeting, December 15,: 196l, Official Records of the.General Assembly, 
Annexes of the 1080th Plenary ̂Meeting, 19 Rep, 1961-23 Feb, 1962 and 
7-28 June, 1962,. p, 3»

42, "United Rations Rules Out Change in Representation of \ 
China," . Bulletin, January 15,; 1962, Vol, XBVI, no,"1177, p, 108,

"■ 43o Ibid,, P, 110, 5 ; . ;5‘ ■ a'



Stevenson noted four major reasons for opposing the admission
of Bed China to the United Nations« First? once such action is taken
it is irreversible« Thus it could be quite a costly experiment to
admit Bed China, given its past record of behavidrb Second, Peking
would use the U.N. as a forum for making even more threats against
other nations than it had in the paste Third, admission of Bed China
could seriously shake public confidence in the UeZo, thus serving
to weaken the organisation.. Fourth, it would be impossible and
unreasonable to oust Taiwan from the TJ»]Sr« and to transfer its seat
and its privileges, to Bed China as a precondition to Bed Chinese

44participation in the organization.
The factors above, said Stevenson, were ample justification 

for opposing the admission of Communist China to the United Nations, 
Therefore, he argued,

,o.let the Assembly declare the transcendent importance 
of this question of the representation of China, Let us 

• reaffirm the position which the General Assembly took ten . 
years ago, that such a question as this should be consid
ered in the.light of the Purposes and Principles of the 
Charter,,,, ^

Stevenson concluded by noting that "the United States will 
vote against the Soviet draft resolution and give its full support 
to the continued participation of the representatives of the Govern
ment of the Bepublic of China in the United Nations,"^
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The Kennedy—Johnson administrations continued to vigorously

oppose Ked China's admission to the United Nations® They joined in 
leading the opposition by annually cosponsoring resolutions which 
would effectively exclude Red China from the .U®N® for another year® 

In 1967$ LeH.■Fountain,. U.S. Representative to the General 
Assembly, presented the U.S. position regarding the admission of 
Red China to the United Nations. Fountain argued for adoption of 
the U.S. cosponsored "important question" resolution and defeat of 
the Albanian sponsored resolution to seat Red China and oust Nat
ionalist China. According to Fountain,

As regards conduct, there cannot be any more widely 
known fact in international affairs today than the war
like and aggressive manner in which the Peking regime has 
conducted itself all around its periphery from Tibet to 
Korea. If there is a political authority in the world 
today more hostile to international peace and security, 
more diametrically opposed to the purposes and princi
ples of the United Nations Charter, more contemptuous 
of elementary diplomatic usage, my Government does not 
know one.

The U.S. sponsored resolution (U.N. doc. A/RES/2271~xxll-) 
was adopted on November 28 by a vote of sixty-nine to forty-eight, 
with four abstentions. The Albanian resolution to admit Red China 
and to oust Nationalist China (a/L.531 and Add. l) was rejected on 
the same date by a vote of forty—five to fifty—eight, with seventeen 
abstentions.^

: 47. "U.N. General Assembly Again Rejects Move to Change
Chinese Representation? Statement by U.S. Representative to the 
U.N®, L.H. Fountain Made in Plenary Session on November 21," 
Bulletin. December 18, 1967, Vol. LVII, no. i486, p. 831.

48, Ibid., p, 833.



On the• "basis of the preceding information it would appear that the 
Kermedy—Johnson administration policy regarding the admission of 
Bed China to the U,N» did not significantly differ from the policy 
of the Eisenhower administration« There was no indication of a trend 
toward the weakening of U.,S. opposition to China8s admission» UeSe 
opposition to the admission of Bed China to the United Sfations was 
as firm in 1968 under President Johnson as it was in 1961 under 
President Kennedy, or in 1954 under President Eisenhower® In short, 
the U.S6 policy had failed to change significantly between 1953 
and 19680 •

Troop Deployments, Movements, and 
Other "Defensive" Measures

The Kennedy—Johnson administrations continued to support 
the major programs of the Eisenhower administration which were 
aimed at containing Communist China® Kennedy and Johnson reaffirmed 
the UeSo commitment to contain Chinese expansion through collective 
security alliances, the Mutual Security Program, the Military Assist
ance Program, and the deployment of U®S. forces in Asia® Mot only 
did Kennedy and Johnson continue to support these programs, but they 
greatly increased their support for them in the I9608 s® The United 
States sought to demonstrate that its commitments to "free Asia" 
were in good faith by sending an increasing number of troops and 
supplies to South Vietnam® In addition, the number of U.S. mili— 
tary forces in Thailand increased enormously® U.S. military assist
ance, in the form of weapons, equipment, and training, also increased 

significantly between 1961 and 1969*



South Vietnam received a growing amount of United States 
aid beginning in 1961 and 1962? although the Eisenhower adminis
tration had sent a certain amount of aid to Vietnam in the late 
1950*80 Beginning in 1962, the United States began sending large 
amounts of weapons.and military equipment to help the South Viet
namese combatHorth Vietnamese Communist aggressiono In addition, 
there was a "substantial expansion" of UoS, personnel in advisory 
and training positionso Finally, a U,S0 Military Assistance Command, 
Vietnam, was established in February 1962o^

By July 1962 the United States maintained 14,000 troops in 
Vietnam0 According to Secretary of Defense Robert So McNamara,
"the principal objective of these efforts was to help the people 
of Vietnam to maintain their independence and the territorial in
tegrity of their country

In neighboring Labs, Communist attacks led to the temporary, 
deployment of 59 000 Army, Air Force:, and Marine Corps personnel in 
Thailand during 1962„ After several weeks of guarding the Laotian ' 
frontier they were gradually withdrawn

, U0S0 military assistance to "free Asia" continued to increase 
during the. I960*s» In fiscal 1962 UoSc military assistance to the 
Far East totalled forty—six per cent of the Slo4 billion allocated, 
for the-entire world o . ; .

49°. Annual Report Secretary of Defense, 1962, p0 49° :
50o Annual Report Secretary of Defense, 1963,.p, 8, ',

, . 51° - Annual Report Secretary of Defense, 1962, p, 49o
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Secretary McNamara referred to the increasing amount of 

UeS«, military aid to Asia in the following passage o .
The geographical distribution of military assistance 

clearly demonstrates the vital importance of this program
to free world security. About 72 percent of the money
appropriated for fiscal year 1963 was allocated to the 
Near East and Par East regions, with almost all of it going 
to the 11 countries facing the Communist bloc from the 
eastern Mediterranean to the Sea of Japan-— Greece, Turkey,
Iran, Pakistan, India, Thailand, Laos, Vietnam, the Phili
ppines, the Republic of China, and Korea.

Clearly, the United States strongly supported the policy
of containing Communist Chinese and other Communist expansion in 
Asia..

By 1965 U.S. military assistance to Asia had increased by 
eighteen per cent over 1962. In fiscal 196$, sixty-four per cent 
of all military assistance funds allocated for the world were des
tined for non—Communist Asia. The bulk of these, funds went to the. 
eleven countries on the periphery of Communist China and the Soviet 

. Union.54
Following the adoption of the Tonkin Gulf Resolution in

I964, the United States significantly increased its military forces
in Asia, with particular emphasis on Vietnam. In addition, it deployed

. four artillery battalions and six Army and Navy construction batt—
55aliens in.Vietnam. v .

53. Annual Report of the Secretary of Defense for Fiscal 
Year 19639 P« 52.

54= Annual Report of the Secretary of Defense for Fiscal 
Year 1964, p. 56=

55=. Annual.Report of the Secretary of Defense for Fiscal 
Year 1965, P= 7=



The Seventh Fleet, which was operating primarily off the 
coast of Southeast Asia, was also beefed up in fiscal 1965b The 
fleet gained one attack carrier, making a total of four carriers« 
Other additions included one cruiser, twenty—three destroyers and 
support ships, and thirty-five coastal patrol craft

The UoSo Air Force, iJavy, and Army deployed 6.00 fighter and 
attack planes, including those on carriers, plus 400 non-attack, 
fixed wing aircraft, and $00 helicopterso Total TJoS<, military per
sonnel in "Vietnam increased from 16,500 in June 1964 to 60,000 by 
June 30, 1965 c By the later date the United States had deployed

57over 1Q0,000 military personnel throughout all of Southeast Asiao
The number of UoSo military personnel in Asia continued to

increase rapidly« By November 1965 the United States had stationed v
153,000 military men in Vietnam, By June 30, 1966 the number of

58troops in Vietnam had increased to 267,000,
• The navy also continued to increase its strength in South

east Asia, A number of shins from the Reserve Fleet were reactivated 
for Vietnam duty. For example, 4 fire support ships, 23 LST’s, and 
12 minesweepers were reactivated in fiscal 1966,^ At the end Of
fiscal 1966 the U,S, IJavy had about 200 shins deployed to Southeast

^  6
Asia, and 47,000 men in that area, pn both land and sea,

. 560 Ibid,, p, ?,
57o Ibid,, p, 7,
580 Annual Report Secretary of Defense, 1966, p, 5°



By the end of fiscal 1966 there were 1,000 U„Sy Air Force
planes in South Vietnam, as compared.to a total of $00 planes one
year earlier. Air Force personnel in Vietnam increased from 10,700
at the end of fiscal 196$ to 36,400 one year later.

By July 1968 the United States-had deployed 536,000 U.S.
military personnel in South Vietnam toward an authorised maximum

62U.S. force level of 549?500 personnel. This latter figure proved
to be slightly above the highest level of military personnel reached
in South Vietnam during, the Kennedy-Johnson administrations.

The Air Force began to level off:'its presence in Vietnam in
1968 after increasing its deployment of fighter-attack aircraft based
in South Vietnam and Thailand, and on carriers offshore from 600 in
July 1965 to 1,150 in late 1968. The Eavy also began to stabilise
its level of forces in Vietnam and off the Vietnamese coast by 1968.
Upon.completing the buildup of river patrol boats in South Vietnam
from 160 to 25O, the Navy concentrated on maintaining that number
of ships rather than increasing it during the final year of the

63
Johnson administration.

In addition to the 536,000 men in Vietnam, the U.S. had 
deployed several thousand military personnel throughout the remainder

61. Ibid., p. 27o . ’ V
62. The 1970 Budget— A Statement by Secretary of Defense 

Clark M. Clifford, prepared 1/15769, pp. 71-72.



of.Asia. The number of personnel deployed throughout Asia steadily 
increased during the 19.60’s. However? by 1968 Secretary Clifford 
was able to report that "There have been no significant changes made 
in our deployments to other areas of the Far East related to the . 
Southeast Asia conflict. We expect to maintain through FY 1970 a 
total of above 173?000 men in Thailand, the Philippines, the Ryukyus, 
Taiwan, Guam and Japan.

Examination of the Annual Report of the Secretary of Defense 
has revealed that the United States steadily increased its military 
presence in Asia during the I9601s. The United States strongly 
reaffirmed the collective security alliances and mutual security 
treaties it maintained with "free" Asian nations. All of the major 
alliances which existed in 1961, when President Kennedy assumed 
office, were still in effect in 1969? when President Johnson left 
office. In addition, the United States tremendously increased its 
level of personnel, equipment, and bases in "free" Asia. The bulk 
of this increase was related to U.S. involvement in Vietnam. Over
500,000 military personnel were deployed in Vietnam in 1968, as 
compared to 14,000 in 1962. Hundreds of U.S. ships and aircraft 
were also deployed to Southeast Asia to support the U.S. Army in 
Vietnam. U.S. military assistance to South Vietnam and to all of 
Asia—-particularly those nations on the periphery of Communist China- 

increased significantly during the 1980's. Finally, in addition to
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over 500?000 UoS® military personnel in South Vietnam, the United 
States maintained over 173?000 military personnel throughout the 
remainder of Asia— mainly along the periphery of Communist China»

On the "basis of the information presented above, it is 
clear that the United States significantly increased its military 
presence in Asia, in the form of .military personnel, ships, air
craft, and military aid̂  during the I9608 s0

Trade and Trade Agreements With Red China
The United States continued its policy of refusing to trade 

with Red China during the I9608s. The U.S* attitude was basically 
an attitude of firm opposition to trade with Red China, although 
there were a few notable exceptions.

In 1961 President Kennedy hinted that the United States 
might be willing to consider the export of wheat to Red China. How
ever, the Chinese failed to respond to this overture. In 1967 the 
United States expressed its willingness to export certain medical 
drugs to Red China. Again the Chinese failed to respond to the 
offer.

Despite these two overtures, the United States remained 
basically opposed to the policy of trading with Red China. Ho serious 
attempt was made to repeal the U.S. legislation which forbade trade 
with China. Furthermore, the U.S. failed to make any other than the 
minor gestures in 1961 and 1967 which would encourage U.S. trade with 
Red China. ;



' ' 93
Secretary of State Dean Rusk, expressed the attitude of the

United States government concerning trade with Red China in a
statement released in i963o Rusk stated that "...we have not been
ourselves in favor of increasing trade with Communist China® We

65-ourselves don't trade with mainland China®"
Secretary Rusk further explained the UeS® policy regarding 

trade with Red China and the reasoning of U®S® officials who supp
orted that policy® According to Rusk,

Our decision to impose a total trade embargo is based 
primarily upon political considerations, f ~Communist China / 
is actively engaged in aggressive activity, /~Purthefmore~/,
Red China has attacked India and continues to threaten the 
South Asian continent. It persists in its threats to attack 
Formosa®.«,

When regimes are engaging in aggressive activities of 
such character and intensity, we must design our trade poli
cies accordingly® Our ggmplete trade embargo is a reflection 
of these relationships®

The United States made no serious attempt to repeal domestic
legislation which limited or forbade U,S, trade with China® Four
pieces of legislation served as the main constraints to U®S, trade
with Red China® They were: 1® The Trading with the Enemy Act; 2,
the Battle Act; 3» the Export Control Act; and, 4® the Foreign 

67Assistance Act®

65® "Press release 188 dated April 10," Bulletin, April 29?
I963? Vol® XLV1I, no® 1243, p® 645®

66® "East-West Trade," Bulletin® March 30? 1964? Vol® L, 
no® 1292, p® 48O®

67® "Department Opposes Bill to Amend Export. Control Act 
of' 1949." Bulletin, Uuly 15, 1965, Vol. LIU, no® 135.8? p. 35® ,
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Secretary Rusk began to show some signs of weakening of 

UoSe opposition to trade with Communist China in 19665, although he 
continued to support the basic policy of refusing to trade with China, 
According to Secretary Rusk,

Trade, as such is not an insuperable obstacle. President 
Kennedy at.one point, you remember, in a press conference said 
that if we had an inquiry from Peiping about buying wheat in 
this country, we would give it consideration. But we are con
cerned about anything that would lead Peiping to believe that 
their policy is successful or anything that would add to the 
strength of Peip^gg until there is some indication of change, 
in their policy.

In 1968 Under Secretary Nicholas Katzenbach mentioned that 
the U,S, might be willing to consider at least limited trade with 
Red China, However, the Secretary charged that despite U,S, interest 
in limited trade with Red China, the Chinese had shown very little 
interest in U,S, overtures. According to Katzenbach,

,,,Peking has shown little interest in trading with the 
United States, In 1961 it turned a cold shoulder on Presi
dent Kennedy when he indicated that the United States would 
consider Chinese interest in the purchase of food grains.
Last year it rejected out of hand this administration’s in
dication of willingness to permit the export of drugs and 
medical supplies for the treatment of certain epidemic 
diseases.

The U,S, and Chinese lack of interest in establishing trade 
relations is demonstrated in the following chart by the figures 
indicating the amount of trade between the U,S, and Communist China 
during the 1960's, Trade figures for 1950, 1955? and i960 are also 
included for purposes of comparison.

68, "Secretary Rusk Appears on 'Face the Nation,' " 
Bulletin, April 11, 1966, Vol, LIT, no,, 1398, p, 56?.

69, "A Realistic View of Communist China," Bulletin, 
June 10, 1968, Vol, LVIII, no, 1511, p. 740,
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TABLE 5

Exports and General Imports of Merchandise by Country of 
Destination and Origin, 1950—1968, (in thousands of dollars) 

United States and China (including Manchuria)
Exports (including reexports) U.S. General Imports
from United States to China from China

1950 45,179 146,497
1955 3 195
I960 0 256 a
1961 7 447
1962 20 245
1963 4 264
1964 3 477b
1965 1 464°
1966 under 500 100
1967 under 500 200d
1968 under 500 200®

a. U.S. Bureau of the Census, Statistical Abstract of the United 
States, 1957. (Washington, B.C. : United States Government
Printing Office, 1957)> p. 906.
b. Statistical Abstract, 1964, p. 879*
c. Statistical Abstract, 1966, p. 87O.
d. U.S. Bureau of the Census, Highlights of U.S. Exnort and Import
Trade, December 1967. (Washington, D.C. : United States Government
Printing Office, 1967), imports listed on p. 50, exports on p. 11.
e. Highlights, December 1968, Imnorts listed on p. 50, exnorts on
p. 11.



The evidence above would seem to indicate that the United 
States remained basically committed to its policy of refusing to 
trade with.Red China = . With the exception of two informal gestures 
the United States made little serious attempt to encourage, trade 
with Red China. The 1961 gesture was made as a presidential news 
conference; it was not a formal proposal. Furthermore, no attempt 
was made to repeal the major domestic legislation blocking trade 
with Red China. Finally, the public statements of executive offi
cials in the 1960’s tended to discourage U.S. trade with China. 
However, in comparison with the steadfast policies against trade 
with.China which were followed by the Eisenhower administration, 
the trade policies of the Kennedy—Johnson administrations appear 
to be slightly less rigid.

Cultural Relations Between the U.S. and China
. The United States and Communist China maintained no 'formal- 

cultural'relations during the I960*s. A major factor which serves 
to explain this was the U.S. policy of refusing to recognize the 
Communist government of China as the legitimate government of main
land China. U.S. cultural relations are generally handled by the 
State Department and the local missions in each country. Since the 
U.S. had no relations with Red China, it was virtually impossible 
to maintain cultural exchanges. However, the U.S. could have 

maintained limited informal cultural exchanges with Communist China 
if it so desired. The United States had no. desire for cultural



relations of any sort with Red China during the 19501 s <> Failure 
to maintain cultural relations was a major portion of the U.S. 
effort to isolate Communist. China from the other nations of the 
world.

However, during the 1960*s the Kennedy-Johnson adminis
trations made an increasing number of gestures to indicate American 
willingness to carry on at least minimal relations of a cultural 
nature. The new U.S. attitude was apparently in keeping with the 
Kennedy-Johnson policy of "containment without isolation" of 
Communist China.

The United States continued to strongly oppose diplomatic 
recognition of Red China and the establishment of formal cultural 
relations with that nation under Presidents Kennedy and Johnson. 
However, the U.S. made a number of conciliatory gestures toward 
China in an effort to establish at least minimal contact. U.S. 
travel restrictions, on American citizens were gradually eased so 
that more Americans could travel, in Red China. Likewise, certain 
Chinese citizens were allowed to travel in the United States in the 
I960’s.

The U.S. attitude concerning cultural exchanges with China 
was explained in 1965 by Deputy Assistant Secretary for Far Eastern 
Affairs Marshall Green. According to Green, "We avoid those actions 
which would, tend to strengthen Communist China’s position or con
tribute to the realization of its expansionist goals. Thus, we refuse
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to establish diplomatic relations with Communist China or to pro-

75mote its seating in the United UationSe" However, Green went on 
to note that

A significant hut ofttimes overlooked aspect of our 
current policy toward Communist China is the fact that, 
while opposing Communist Chinese expansionism, we never
theless would improve some of our contacts with Communist 
Chinae Under this general heading.eowe have authorized 
virtually every newspaperman who has so desired to travel 
to Communist China; we have authorised a number of other 
visits to Communist China by Americans for humanitarian 
or national interest reasons....

We are holding out the possibility and prospect of ex
panding such contacts. I for one would greatly hope that . 
they could be. expanded and that Peiping would not continue 
to reject this overture from our.side, for I believe it 
would be in7pur common interest to have wider knowledge of 
each other.

The United States gradually expanded the number of contacts 
it maintained, or offered to maintain with Communist China. In 1966 
William Bundy, Assistant Secretary for Par Eastern Affairs, listed 
a number of U.S. efforts to improve contacts with Communist China 
in the I9601s. Bundy noted that the United States authorized U.S. 
newsmen to travel in Bed China. Reciprocal exchanges of journalists 
with were also authorized. The U.S. soon expanded its authorization 
for travel in China to include biological scientists and doctors. 
People—to-people exchanges were encouraged by the U.S. as were 
exchanges between U.S. and Chinese universities. Finally, the U.S. 
permitted a free flow of mail between the U.S. and China. In the

75o Marshall Green, "Communist China as a Problem in U.S. 
Policymaking," Bulletin, March 29, 1965, Vol. LIT, no. 1344, p« 450*

76. Ibid., p. 450.
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words of William Bundy? "All of these efforts have been consistent
with our worldwide concern for a freedom of information and for the
exchange of knowledge and, views in humanitarian fields„ Yet they

77have been consistently rejected by Communist China,"
It would appear from the information above that the United 

States had slightly altered its policy of isolating Communist China 
through refusal to maintain cultural relations with that nation in 
the 1960*8, Although the basic United States policy remained un
changed, the U,S, apparently made an increasing number of gestures ; 
designed to establish at least minimal cultural relations with Bed 
China, Thus, while the U,S, reaffirmed its policy of nonrecognition 
of Communist China and refused to maintain formal cultural relations 
with that nation, it also made several attempts to increase U,S,— 
Chinese contact through the exchange of journalists, scientists, and 
scholars,

", Conclusion 
The basic United States goals and policies concerning 

Communist China during the i960*s have been illustrated through an 
examination of the public statements of the President, the Secretary 
of State, and the Secretary of Defense, In addition, U,S, goals and 
policies have been illustrated through an examination of United 
States actions concerning China in the United Wations, U,S, military

77, "Bilateral Contacts," Bulletin, February 28, 1966,
Vol, LIIII, no, 1392, p. 317= .
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deployments in Asia,. U.S» trade policies regarding China, and ILSo 
cultural relations with China, The question which must now he answered 
is how this policy of the Kennedy-Johnspn administrations succeeded 
in distinguishing between what was desirable and possible, and what 
was desirable and essential.

According to Morgenthau*s first criteria, it is desirable 
and possible, as well as desirable and essential to contain only 
communism hostile to the United States, On the basis of the public 
remarks of the President, the Secretary of State, and the Secretary 
of Defense in the Eennedy-Johnson administrations there can be no 
doubt that these executive officials were interested in containing 
hostile communism. However, it could be argued that all of those 
figures failed to correctly perceive the nature of communism in at 
least one area-—Vietnam— when they labeled that particular region's 
communism as being hostile to the United States, The major executive 
officials of the Eisenhower administration also had difficulty in 
distinguishing between hostile and.non—hostile communism,' However, 
in the early 1950‘s the Eisenhower officials justifiably perceived 
the Communist world, with the exception of Yugoslavia, as being 
monolithic in character. The Kenne dy-Johns on officials had no such 
excuse. Both Presidents Kennedy and Johnson, as well as Secretary 
Rusk specifically mentioned the fact that the Communist world was 
no longer a monolithic threat to the "free world," According to 
Secretary Rusk, the United States must respond to that situation 
by custom tailoring its policies to individual Communist nations,.
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• If one considers the elaborate system of collective sec

urity alliances, mutual security treaties, and military aid programs 
which the United States maintained with "free Asia" as an attempt 
to contain hostile Communist Chinese expansion alone, then the exec
utive officials1 public statements and the policies they followed 
were in accord with Morgenthau*s first criteria* That is, they succ
essfully made the distinction between what was desirable and possible, 
and what was desirable and essential* Thus, by maintaining military 
bases in Vietnam, Thailand, and, the Philippines, the United States. •' 
was attempting to contain Communist Chinese expansion, which was 
thought to be hostile to the United States*

However, judging by the remarks of the three major executive 
officials of the Kennedy—Johnson administrations, the United States 
was prepared to repel all Communist aggression in "free Asia," not 
just Chinese aggression* This interpretation caused the United States 
to become deeply committed to the defense of South Vietnam against 
Communist aggression* However, Presidents Kennedy-and Johnson, and 
Secretary Rusk were extremely unclear about their perception of China's 
role in the Vietnam War* All seemed to agree that Communist China 
was lending encouragement and supplies to the Forth Vietnamese* But 
they also agreed that China was not directly involved in aggression 
against South Vietnam* Rather, North Vietnam was the main aggressor*

If this is so, it seems odd for the United States to have 
sent over $00,000 troops to South Vietnam to contain Communist 
expansion (North Vietnamese) that was not hostile to the security
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of the United States= President Johnson and Secretary Husk main
tained that the UoS» was in Vietnam to show the Chinese that agg
ression does not pay. But if the Chinese were not the real aggressors 
it would not seem to be necessary to send troops to Vietnam to con
tain a hostile Communist China0.

Although the executive officials apparently felt the Chinese, 
would manipulate the North Vietnamese as puppets5' they seemingly 
ignored the historical rivalry of the Vietnamese and the Chinese0 
Given these; circumstances, it would appear that perhaps the executive 
officials of the Kennedy-Johnson administrations failed to distinguish 
between what.was desirable and possible, and more importantly— between 
what was desirable and essential. Thus, the officials apparently 
felt it essential to contain communism in South Vietnam. According 
to Morgenthau* s criteria, they failed to distinguish between hostile 
(Chinese) communism and non—hostile (North Vietnamese) communism.
It. is desirable and essential to contain the former, but not the 
latter, according to Morgenthau.

However, with regard to UiS. policies concerning Bed China's 
admission to the U.N., the United States managed to distinguish 
between what was desirable and possible, and what was desirable and 
essential in at least one respect. That is, by seeking to isolate 
Red China from other nations of the world, the United States was 

directly taking actions against Communist China, a nation which, ... 
unlike North Vietnam, was a hostile threat to the United States and 
its territory. ;v- -
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Despite the fact that, the UeSe was successfully opposing 

a communism hostile to the "free world" by its actions in the 
Morgenthau would probably be more concerned with U.S. policies which 
were more directly aimed at the expansion of Communist China in 
Asia* U.S. participation in the Vietnam War, which was discussed 
above 9 would probably be more relevant to Morgenthau Vs first criteria 
of containing communism hostile to the United States. Furthermore, 
U.S. opposition to China’s admission to the U.W. is in direct opp
osition to Morgenthau* s third criteria, which calls for an end to 
U.S. attempts to isolate Red China.

The same comment could be made regarding U.S. trade and 
cultural policies concerning Red China. U.S. refusal to maintain 
major trade or cultural relations with Red China during the 1960’s 
succeeded in.directly opposing Communist China, a Communist nation 
seemingly hostile to the United States. However, as Secretary Rusk 
stated, the U.S. trade and cultural policies have not seriously hurt 
China. China has been able to trade freely with a number of Western 
nations for years. The U.S. policies of the 1960’s were mainly 
symbolic, political devices which had little serious value in con
taining Communist Chinese expansion in Asia. It is true that the 
fact that these policies were pursued indicates that the Kennedy— . 
Johnson administrations succeeded in recognizing a Communist nation—  
China— which was apparently hostile to the United States. However, 

the United States would have been much wiser to abandon such tactics 
and to cease trying to isolate Red. China, according to Morgenthau*s 
third criteria.
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It will be recalled that according to Morgenthau's second 

criteria, it is desirable, but not possible or essential to pre
vent one—nation (Chinese) dominance of mainland Asia« An examin
ation of the public statements of the three major executive 
-officials of the Kennedy—Johnson administrations and the policies 
they pursued reveals that all of the officials* remarks were in 
complete opposition to Morgenthau*s reasoning. That is, the exec
utive officials publicly lent strong support to the U,S. policy of 
attempting to prevent Chinese dominance of mainland Asia— indeed 
all of Asiao President Kennedy* s and President Johnson’s support 
of U.So involvement in Vietnam, while apparently directed primarily 
at North Vietnam, was also intended to at least discourage Chinese 
'expansionist desires0 Furthermore, the strong support of U«S. offi
cials for collective security alliances, mutual security treaties, 
and military aid to "free Asia"— all of which were aimed at con
taining Communist China’s expansion in Asia— lends support to this 
argument®

It will be recalled that as late as 1969? Secretary Clifford 
continued to voice strong support for collective security alliances, 
mutual security treaties, and other devices to contain Chinese and 
Soviet expansion which were supported just as enthusiastically by
officials of the Eisenhower administration® Finally, to alleviate .

. . 1 ■any final doubt concerning the U»S® attitude on Chinese domination 
of Asia, Secretary Clifford explicitly stated that the United States 
would continue its traditional policy of preventing one—nation



dominance of Asia. Furthermore$ said Clifford, the main threat to 
a multipolar Asia of "free Asian" nations was Red China. According 
to Clifford, the United States must plan on retaining a military 
presence in Asia for the forseeable future in order to deter Chinese 
attempts to dominate Asia.

The U.S. policies of stationing hundreds of thousands of 
military personnel in mainland Asia, and on the waters and some, 
islands off Asia, during the 1960's made it more than obvious that 
the United States was committed to the prevention of Chinese domina
tion of mainland Asia. The public statements and the actual poli
cies of the U.S. under Presidents Kennedy and Johnson made this 
perfectly clear.

On the basis of the information above, it is obvious that 
the statements and policies of the American officials were in opp
osition to Morgenthau's third criteria. Morgenthau argues that it 
is desirable, possible, and essential to cease trying to isolate 
and militarily contain China's expansion in Asia, and to switch to 
politically, economically, and socially aiding Asian nations without 
requiring military and political alliances against China in return. 
All executive officials publicly supported the traditional U.S. 
policy of containing Communist China's expansion in Asia. In addi
tion, all officials strongly reaffirmed the need for maintaining the 
many collective security and mutual security pacts aimed at containin 
Chinese expansion. The one area of increasing agreement between the 
policy and statements of U.S. officials and" Morgenthau was isolation
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of China. Secretary Rusk.was especially vocal concerning, the U.S. 
desire to improve relations with Communist China. His advocacy of 
"containment without isolation" of China was a significant step in 
the right direction when compared to the Eisenhower administration's 
policies toward China.

In addition, the slight shift in U.S. trade and cultural 
exchange policies was in accord with Morgenthau11 s criteria. Thus 
the U.S. gestures in 1961 and 1967 to establish at least limited 
trade with China would be considered a step in the right direction 
by Morgenthau. Likewise, U.S. attempts to establish limited cul
tural exchanges with China would be regarded as a step in the 
right direction. However, the unwavering U.S. policy of opposing 
Red China's admission to the Û H. would constitute a failure of 
U.Si officials to distinguish between what was desirable and possible, 
as well as what was desirable and essential, in Morgenthau's eyes.
That is, U.S. attempts to isolate Red China by barring its admission 
to the U.M. would be disapproved of by Morgenthau since they failed 
to distinguish between what was desirable and possible, and what 
was desirable and essential.

All things considered, the U.S. statements and policies con
cerning isolation of China during the 1960's would seem to be in a 
state of transition with regard to Morgenthau•s third criteria.
Insofar as U.S. efforts continued to isolate Red China in the U.H. 
and through rigid. U.S. trade and cultural exchange programs, the 
U.S. failed to distinguish between what was desirable and possible,
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as well as what was desirable and essential» However, the trend 
during the. 196O'.s appeared to be for the United States to gradually, 
though slightly, relax some of . its rigid policies aimed at the iso
lation of Communist China. The more the U.S. moved from trying to 
isolate China, the closer would be U.S. policies to Morgenthau's 
third criteria.

However, with the exception of a weakening U.S. effort to 
isolate China, American policies and statements were in almost total 
disagreement with Morgenthau’s third criteria. The U.S. persisted 
in attempting.to.contain China militarily through the collective 
security alliances, mutual security treaties, and U.S. military 
assistance to "free Asia." In addition, the U.S. required politi
cal and military treaties aimed at China in return for aid to non— 
Communist Asia. Consequently, the statements and policies of the 
United States failed to distinguish between what was desirable and 
possible, and what was desirable and essential, by attempting to 
isolate and militarily contain Communist .Chinese dominance in main-. 
land Asia.

It is apparent from the preceding observations that the 
public statements of the three executive officials were not in accord 
with Morgenthau’s fourth criteria. It will be remembered that 
Morgenthau considers it desirable^ possible, and essential to have 
the'United States follow the principles of the 1950 Acheson state
ment which called for an outer limit of U.S. military presence on
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the series of outer islands adjacent to the Asian mainland ranging 
from Japan to the Philippines, The U,S, officials’ strong...support 
of U,So participation in collective security alliances, mutual sec
urity treaties, and military assistance programs with "free” main
land Asian states is evidence of disagreement between the executive 
officials and Morgenthau, Furthermore, the officials’ strong support 
of U,So involvement in Vietnam, and the deployment of ILS, troops 
in mainland Asia lend additional support to this view,

It would appear that the public statements and actions of 
the executive officials of the Kennedy—Johnson administrations were 
in basic disagreement with all four of Morgenthau’s criteria, although 
there were a few minor areas of increasing agreement,



CHAPTER 4

CQNGLUSIQH:' THE EISEHHOvIER ERA 
AH) THE KEHHEHY-JOHHSOH ERA

It will be recalled that the statements and policies of 
the Eisenhower administration succeeded in distinguishing between 
what was desirable and possible$ and what was desirable and essen
tial with regard to Morgenthau‘.s first criteria. That is, the 
Eisenhower officials advocated the containment of communism hostile 
to the United States, The Communist bloc was justifiably perceived 
by. U,S, officials under Eisenhower as a monolith. With the exception 
of Yugoslavia, the Communist bloc presented a united front— at 
least in public. The Sino—Soviet split and the rise of relatively 
more independent nationalist—Communist regimes like Castro’s Cuba 
did not"happen until the late 1950's and early 1960's, Consequently, 
UoS, policy under Eisenhower was to contain Communist China along 
with every other Communist nation. Since all communism was per
ceived by UoS, officials in the 1950's as being an extension of 
Sino-Soviet communism, all communism was regarded as equally dan
gerous to UoS, security. It followed that the U,S, must contain 
all communism to protect its security.

By the time President Kennedy assumed office ih 1961, the 
Communist monolith had developed notable cracks in its structure,

109
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The Sino<-Soviet split had developed and national communism̂  uncon
trolled "by Moscow dr Peking? began to emerge throughout the world o 
The maj or officials in the Kennedy—Johnson administrations clearly 
recognized the fact that communism was no longer a monolithic forcee 
It will be recalled that Secretary Rusk stated that the U«,So must 
custom tailor its policies to different types of communism»

Given the Kennedy-Johnson officials* recognition that 
communism was no longer monolithic? these officials could not jus
tifiably claim that all communism was equally hostile to the United 
States? as was done by the Eisenhower officialse It could be argued 
that the Kennedy—J ohnson officials failed to make the distinction 
between hostile and non—hostile communism when they advocated U,S» 
intervention in Vietnam. The U.S. officials clearly felt that China 
was encouraging North Vietnamese aggression and supplying weapons 
to that nation. . However?. the U.S. also stated that China was not 
directly involved in aggression in Vietnam. Furthermore? while it 
was argued that the U.S. sought to deter future Chinese aggression 
by its presence in Vietnam? the U.S. stated that North Vietnam? not 
China? was the primary aggressor in South Vietnam. In other words? 
the United States was in South Vietnam primarily to contain North 
Vietnamese aggression in the south. This being the case? it would 
appear that the U.S. failed to distinguish between hostile (Chinese) 
and non-hostile (North Vietnamese) communism. In short, the U.S. 
under Kennedy and Johnson failed to distinguish between what was
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desirable and possible— and most particularly-—to distinguish 
between what was desirable and essential (to contain hostile comm
unism as opposed to all communism)»

With regard to Horgenthau‘s second criteria, both the Eisen
hower and the Kennedy-Johnson statements and policies were in dis
agreement with Morgenthaue It will be recalled that Morgenthau felt 
it desirable, but neither possible nor essential to prevent one-nation 
dominance of Asia* The Eisenhower administration formed a number 
of collective security alliances like Al'TZUS and SEATO to contain 
Chinese expansion in Asia, .SEATO was particularly designed to pre
vent the spread of communism on the mainland of Asia as well as the 
rest of Asia, In addition, the Eisenhower administration signed 
numerous mutual security treaties with, mainland and outer island 
Asian nations such as Korea, the Republic of China, and the Phili
ppines, In the 1950*s, UoS, troops were deployed in Korea and else
where in Asia to prevent Chinese expansion in Asia, Finally, large 
amounts of military assistance were sent by the U,S, to "free Asian" 
nations on the periphery of Communist China,

Presidents Kennedy and Johnson further accelerated the U,S, 
effort to contain Chinese and national communism in Asia, In addi
tion to reaffirming President Eisenhower's commitments to Asia,
Kennedy and Johnson tremendously increased U,S, assistance to Asia 
in the 1960's, The Vietnam War served as evidence of U,S, willing
ness to actively assist "free Asia" in containing communism.
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The actions of the Eisenhower and Kennedy administrations 

in Asia which were designed to prevent Chinese domination of main
land—-indeed all Asia— -are in direct opposition to Morgenthau*s 
second criteria. According to Morgenthau, Eisenhower^ Kennedy, 
and Johnson failed to distinguish between.what was desirable and. 
what was possible by attempting to prevent Chinese domination of 
mainland Asia. China has historically been culturally and politi
cally predominant in Asia and it is virtually impossible to prevent 
Chinese predominance short of total war? according to Morgenthau.
Even thenhe argues, it is not certain that Chinese dominance 
could be prevented.

U.S. officials of the 19501s and the I960*s also failed to 
distinguish between what was desirable and what was essential, acc
ording to Morgenthau. Thus, the U.S. mistakenly perceived the pre
vention of Chinese domination of mainland Asia as essential to U.S. 
security. This should not have been the case, according to Morgenthau.

From the information above it is clear that the. Eisenhower, 
Kennedy, and Johnson policies were in basic opposition to Morgenthau * s 
third criteria. Morgenthau argued against the U.S. trying to iso
late and militarily contain Chinese expansion in Asia and favored 
switching to politically, economically, and socially aiding Asian 
nations without requiring military and political alliances against 
China in return. In the 19508s, U.S. policy consisted of unwavering 
efforts to isolate Communist China from other nations. The U.S. 
refused to recognize the Communists as the legitimate rulers of
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mainland China, The U,S, vigorously opposed admission of Red China 
to the United Nations, Finally? -the U.S, refused to trade with Red 
China or to maintain cultural exchanges with that nation, .

' The Kennedy-Johnson years saw a wavering of U.S, attempts 
to isolate Communist China. U.S. officials began referring to a 
policy of "containment without isolation," in the I960*s. The U.S. 
made informal overtures to China regarding trade and cultural rela
tions between the two nations. But the U.S. continued to oppose 
Red China's admission to the United Rations. In addition, the U.S. 
made no attempt to promote better relations with Red China except 
for the two overtures in 1961 and 1967 concerning trade with China, 
and the expansion of U.S. authorized personnel allowed to travel in 
Red China.

In the 1950's U.S. officials strongly supported the U.S. 
effort-to militarily contain Communist China. In return for mili
tary and political alliances aimed at China the U.S. gave an in
creasing. amount of aid to "free Asia" in the form of money, equipment, 
and training. Presidents Kennedy and Johnson greatly expanded this 
aid in the I960's, largely as a result of U.S. involvement in Viet
nam.

With the exception of the slight trend toward easing iso
lation Of Communist China in the I960's, U.S. policies under Eisen
hower, Kennedy, and Johnson were in direct opposition to Morgenthau's 
third criteria.
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United States policies in the 1950*s and I9601s were also 

completely in opposition to Morgenthau*s fourth criteria. It will 
be remembered that Morgenthau felt it to be desirable, possible, 
and essential for the U.S. to follow the principles of the 1950 
Ache son statement which called for an outer limit on the U.S. mili
tary presence on the series of outer islands adjacent to the Asian 
mainland ranging from Japan to the Philippines. This was obviously 
not accomplished, or even attempted under Presidents Eisenhower, 
Kennedy, or Johnson. All three presidential administrations failed 
to distinguish between what was desirable and possible, as well as 
what was desirable and essential. By maintaining U.S. military 
forces on the mainland of Asia, the United States was attempting 
to do the impossible— to contain Chinese expansion on the mainland 
of Asia. Indeed, said Morgenthau, the U.S. was risking an eventual 
major war with China by attempting to contain Chinese expansion in 
mainland Asia. Furthermore, according to Morgenthau, it was not 
even essential to contain Chinese expansion on the Asian mainland. 
All three Presidents— Eisenhower, Kennedy, and Johnson— strongly 
disagreed.

. On the basis of the analysis above, it appears that the U.S. 
pursued basically the same policy toward Communist China under 
Presidents Eisenhower, Kennedy, and Johnson. However, there were 
a number of minor developments during the 1950* s and I960* s which 
indicated a slight, though increasing trend toward the modification 
of U.S. policies concerning China.
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The decision to allow journalists to travel to China in 

1958 represented a significant step in UoS,, efforts to improve 
relations with China when compared to U«3« actions "between 1953 
and 19580 Humerous minor actions under Presidents Kennedy and 
Johnson signalled at least a slight UeS. attempt to improve relations 
with China» These actions included President Kennedy’s offer to 
consider trading wheat with China in 1961 and President Johnson’s 
offer of drugs in 196?° In addition  ̂the increasing number of UoS® 
and Chinese citizens eligible to travel in Red China .and the U®S0 ? 
respectively, serves as further evidence of a slight shift in United 
States, policy® Finally, public statements by Presidents Kennedy 
and Johnson and Secretary Rusk reflected a new U.S* desire— though 
a cautious desire— to live side by side in peace with a non—hostile 
Communist China®



CHAPTER 5

GUIDELINES FOR FUTURE U.S. POLICIES REGARDING CHINA

The previous chapters of this study were primarily concerned 
with United States policy toward Communist China under Presidents 
Eisenhower, Kennedy, and Johnson. Having empirically examined the 
policies which were actually advocated and "followed hy past adminis
trations, it remains to set forth prescriptive recommendations con
cerning the policy American leaders should pursue with regard to 
Red China in the future— particularly during the 1970's.

Recommendations concerning the U.S. China policy for the 
1970's are of a normative nature. They are made on the basis of 
previous U.S. policies toward Communist China, as well as on the 
basis of how well the former policies succeeded in terms of distin
guishing between what was desirable and possible, and what was des
irable and essential.

Recommendations for future U.S. policy are both specific 
and comprehensive with regard to the scope of relations between the 
two nations. That is, recommendations deal with such problems as 
the. establishment of diplomatic, cultural, and trade relations 
between the two countries, as well as U.S. policies in Southeast 
Asia, Korea, and the remainder of Asia.
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Perhaps the most significant obstacle to improved relations 

between the United States and Communist China is the failure of the 
UoSo to diplomatically recognize the Communists as the legitimate 
rulers of mainland China» Hot only has the U0S0 refused to recog
nize the Communist rulerss but it has actively encouraged other 
nations of the world to refuse to recognize the Communist govern
ment of mainland China, Many of the lesser obstacles to improved 
U,S,-Chinese relations resulted directly from this primary obstacle 
of U.Se failure to recognise the government of Communist China, Thus 
the UoS, attempted to isolate and contain Communist China by refusing 
to maintain trade relations.and cultural relations with China, and 
by opposing China’s admission to the United Hations, It is a vir— • 
tual certainty that the establishment of diplomatic relations be
tween the U,S, and China would more or less automatically resolve 
(as far as the U.S. is concerned), or at least significantly diminish, 
the related problems of U,S, opposition to trade and cultural rela
tions with Red China— and most likely the problem of U,Si opposition 
to China’s admission to the United Hations,

On the other hand, it is more likely that the American 
leaders will attempt to resolve the lesser problems such as trade 
and cultural relations between the two nations in order to grad
ually improve the situation, and to set the stage for the ultimate 
establishment of diplomatic relations between the U«S«.and Chinao 
.Extrapolating from the policies pursued by Kennedy, Johnson, and



118
lately, by Eizon, this would appear to be the policy which will be 
employed by the U.S. in order to improve relations with Communist 
China.

Regardless of whether the U«S. attacks the problem directly 
or, more likely, indirectly, it is certain that relations between 
the U.S. and China can never be very cordial so long as the U.S. 
refuses to recognize the Communists as the legitimate rulers of 
mainland China« Thus, the U.S. must be prepared to eventually rec
ognize the Communist government of China in order to improve U.S. 
relations with China. The gradual trend in U.S. policy during the 
last years of the Eisenhower administration, and increasingly dur
ing the Kennedy and Johnson administrations, has been to move 
toward an attitude of desiring to live side by side in peace with 
Communist China— more specifically, a non-hostile China.

It would appear that the trend toward,conciliatory American 
statements concerning China, as well as the slight trend toward U.S. 
attempts to improve relations with China in the area of trade and 
cultural exchanges has begun to lay the groundwork for the eventual 
possible establishment of U.S. diplomatic recognition of Communist 
China some time in the future.

This writer would argue that China* s increasing status as 
a potential threat to U.S. security makes it essential to endeavor 
to improve relations with Red China. China's tremendous supply of 
manpower and natural resources, and its detonation of nuclear and 
thermonuclear devices, render China a serious threat to future U.S.



seourity? should she elect to confront the United States«, The U<,So 
should remain cautious and militarily strong» But it should also 
make serious attempts to settle its differences with China peace
fully, War with China must he resorted to only when all other means 
have been exhausted® Yet, as Morgenthau maintains, the present UcS® 
policy of attempting to isolate and contain China on the mainland 
of Asia will probably involve the U®S® and China in a major war* 
Morgenthau argues that the U„S» must be prepared to go to war with 
China if America persists in its present policies in Asia® If the 
UoSo is willing to take such a risk, says Morgenthau, then it should 
strike directly at China, and not at its periphery® However, says 
Morgenthau, should the U«S„ attack China, China would be much less 
vulnerable to the U,S. weapons which were so devastating in Europe 
and Japan during World War II® China is a rural country with little 
industry and urbanization® Heavy bombing— -even nuclear bombing— of 
the vast nation of China would not guarantee China's defeat, according 
to Morgenthau® Here again, Morgenthau overlooks the U®S® capacity 
to destroy China's peasantry with specially seeded ground burst 
nuclear devices®. Morgenthau also maintains that China must be con
quered to be defeated® China's history reveals the difficulty of 
conquering that nation. In addition, the U.S. would have a virtually 
impossible task if it attempted to defeat China in a major land 
war. The U.S. difficulty in controlling the Communists in tiny 

Vietnam is an indication of the trouble in store for a U.S. Army 
invading China, unless nuclear weapons were used and China could not 
reply in kind.



On the basis of the information above/ the writer feels 
that it would be wisest for the United States to follow Morgenthau* s 
recommendations and to cease trying to contain China on the main
land of Asiao . The U<,Se should maintain its presence farther out- 
off the mainland of Asia— and it should be prepared to repel a 
major Chinese attack outside of Asia, unlikely as such an attack 
might be o

However, at the same time, the United States should consider 
moving toward diplomatic recognition of Communist China* The U»S» 
cannot simply ignore 700 million people* Nor.can it ignore the 
fact that the government of these people is seemingly hostile to 
the security of the UoS* and that American policy apparently serves 
to increase that policy of hostility*

If the UoS* is not willing to.go to war with China (save in 
the last resort), it should work to improve relations with China so 
as to decrease the liklihood of conflict between the U»S* and Chiiia* 
United States officials should publicly, repeatedly, and forcefully 
express willingness to improve relations with Red China * :United 
States officials should publicly support the continuation of the 
Warsaw talks in order to demonstrate at least a willingness to talk 
about mutual problems. The U«S« should also unilaterally express 
a desire to reopen its consulates in Red.China* It should express 
the desire to at least talk with China about the possibility of 
reestablishing full diplomatic relations with that nation*
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Another major problem which stands in the way of improved 

UeSe relations with Red. China is . Rationalist China e The United 
States has become clearly allied to Rationalist China since the— 
early 1950i se In the view of many, the Seventh Fleet has prevented 
an invasion of Taiwan from the mainland and the U.S« has pledged 
under the Mutual Defense Treaty of 1954 to defend Taiwan if attacked 
by China6 Furthermore, the U*S. has stationed aircraft and mili
tary personnel on Taiwan» In addition, the U.So has given consider
able military.aid to Taiwan„ The U»S® has consistently supported 
Taiwan's claim to be the legitimate government of all China, Finally, 
the UeS, has consistently supported Taiwan’s.claim to the Chinese 
seat in the UoHV and has opposed Red China's admission to the United 
Rations,

Given this situation, it would be extremely difficult for 
the United States to completely abandon Taiwan in the near future® 
Revertheless, if the U,S, is to improve its relations with Red China 
it will be forced to greatly, reduce its close ties to Taiwan, if 
not terminate them altogether.

The best course for the U,S, to follow would be to work for 
the eventual establishment of diplomatic relations with Red China 
while at the same time gradually phasing out the close U,S, rela
tionship with Rationalist China, There' seems to be no question 

that, this must eventually come about if the U,S, is to significantly 
improve its relations with Red China, However, the difficult 
question to answer is how this may be accomplished without completely 
abandoning Taiwan,
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One possible solution is the creation of "two Chinase*1 

However,> even if an agreement like that worked out in Germany (East 
and West), Korea. (North and South), and Vietnam (North and South) 
could be arrived at, it would only be a temporary solution to the 
problem<, The problem would probably persist until the competing 
Chinas were united one way or another0 Furthermore, it is vir
tually certain that neither Taiwan nor Red China would even con
sider a "two China" policyo

Perhaps a more promising solution would be to support the 
creation of an independent nation, of Taiwan» Taiwan has tradition
ally been considered a part of China by the Chinese„ However, 
today the population of the island consists of only two million 
persons of Chinese stock as opposed to eleven million persons of 
native Taiwanese stock. It would appear that Communist China could 
well afford the "loss" of Taiwan (they do not control it now anyway) 
in return for undisputed recognition as the legitimate government 
of all China. As for the Taiwanese, they could be accorded full 
status as an independent and autonomous nation. As part of the 
bargain, the U.S. could guarantee Taiwan’s security in the event of 
a Chinese attack. In this way, mainland China, could rejoin the 
community of nations as a full partner, the Taiwanese could retain 
their security and freedom from Communist domination, and the U.S. 
could significantly, improve its relations with Red China,, thereby : 
reducing the threat of war between the two major powers.
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Should the UeS0 adopt this policy? there would ho longer 

he a major problem with regard to the United Uations® Communist 
China would replace Nationalist China in the General Assembly and 
on the Security Council? and the independent republic of Taiwan 
would join the General Assembly-— provided it received a sufficient 
number of votes? of course®

However? should the UoS® refuse to adopt this policy? the 
problem regarding China's admission to the UoN® would be likely to 
persist indefihately® It is true that the H®S® could work for Red 
China's admission to the General Assembly while supporting Nationalist 
China's seat on the Security Council® The U®S® could also support 
Red China's admission as a separate Chinese government or as a 
replacement for the Nationalist Chinese in the General Assembly® 
However? this would not solve the problem® At best it would merely 
delay it® If the U.S® supported Red China's admission to the General 
Assembly but opposed its seating on the Security Council? the con
flict would remain® Only the focus would shift— -to the Security : 
Council® Furthermore? Communist China has stated repeatedly that 
it would not consider joining the United Nations until the Nationalist 
Chinese were expelled® Finally? the U®5» would not really profit 
by taking such a middle course concerning China's admission to the 
United Nations® Theoretically Red China would feel less hostile to 
the United States if the U®S® agreed to support both China's (Comm
unist and Nationalist) membership in the United Nations® However?
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in actuality the Red Chinese would never accept this, and the end 
result would he the weakening of a vital link in the declared policy, 
of containing Communist China«

Therefore, it would appear to this writer that under the 
present circumstances the only satisfactory solution to the problem 
of China’s representation in the UoEt revolves around the creation 
of an independent state of Taiwan, and the admission of Red China 
to the tr.Re as the sole representative of China« It is true that 
China would join the Soviet Union on the Security Councilo But 
even assuming the two Communist nations would always vote together 
(this may not be a safe assumption, given the Sino-Soviet split) it 
is also true that the UoSo could veto any Security Council measures 
it disapproved of* Finally, if worst came to worst, the U„S. could 
simply invoke its sovereign rights as a nation and refuse to follow 
directives issued by the United Rationse

The United Rations'can hardly be regarded as a truly global 
organization when over: 700 million persons are unrepresented in 
that organization. The United States leaders should recognize the 
fact that the Communist Chinese are the legitimate rulers of main—

f ;
land China whether they like it or not. Communist China must be 
lived with in the world, and its admission to the U.R. could go a 
long way toward making China a little easier to live with in the 
world. This in turn could serve to reduce China’s hostility to 
the U.S., and hence, its danger to U.S. security.
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As mentioned above, resolution of the problem of UoSo dip

lomatic recognition of Communist China would probably automatically 
resolve the related problems of U.S.-Chinese trade and cultural 
relations, at least from the U.S. point of view.. However,, it would 
appear that the U.S. officials have chosen to attempt to improve 
relations between the two nations. President Kennedy * s offer to 
consider shipping wheat to China in 1961 is one example of this 
attitude. Another example is President Johnson*s offer to send cer
tain drugs to China in 1967 = Cultural relations, of . a sort were pro
moted in the i960 * s by the U. S. through the continuous lessening of 
restrictions on U.S. and Chinese citizens wishing to travel in each 
others* countries.

Apparently the U.S. hoped to begin the overall improvement 
of relations with Communist China by improving relations in the 
areas of trade and cultural exchanges. Such attempts are in keeping 
with the trend in U.S. policy toward China, as well as Morgenthau*s 
criteria. However, U.S.officials should realize that sooner or later 
they will have to face.the problem of diplomatic recognition of 
Communist China. Furthermore, the Chinese are not likely to parti
cipate in trade and cultural relations with the U.S. so long as it 
refuses to recognize the Communist Chinese government. Thus it 
would appear that the best course for the U.S. would be to cope with 
the main problem of extending diplomatic recognition to Communist 
China, and to let the lesser problems of trade, cultural relations, 
and Chinese admission to the United Hations resolve themselves.
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However, this would appear to be unlikely to happen on the

basis of previous U.S. policy, Therefore, the next best course for 
the U',Se to follow, would be. to take more forceful measures to en
courage trade and cultural relations with.China in the hopes that 
better relations in a limited area would provide a more -satisfactory 
context in which to deal with the basic issue of UoS, recognition 
of Communist China, United States efforts to promote trade have 
been half-hearted, at best, in the past., although the trend has been 
toward a, gradual increase in'conciliatory U,S, gestures. President 
Kennedy*s offer to "consider" sending wheat to China in 1961 was made 
at a news conference, for instance, it was not a formal proposal.
In addition, the U,S, has continued to refuse to maintain cultural 
relations with China, other than to permit certain persons to travel 
to China,

If the U.S. is to improve its relations with Bed China through
the improvement of trade and cultural relations, certain steps must
be taken to further this, cause. First, the United States should pub
licly, unilaterally, and forcefully (formally and informally) announce 
its desire to begin trading with Communist China if they will recip
rocate. Second, the U,So should remove or amend all statutes and 
other restraining devices which prohibit non-strategic trade with 
Bed China, Third, the U.S, should not attempt to pressure its allies 
into refusing to trade with Bed China, The U,S, should not directly 
or indirectly discriminate or retaliate against nations which trade 
“non-strategic goods with China, Fourth, the U.S. should be willing
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to trade all but strategic goods with Communist China, However, 
strategic items which could ultimately be used against the United .. 
States in war, or other forms or areas of conflict should not be 
traded with Bed China» As Morgenthau notes, trading strategic 
items such as industrial plants or transportation systems would be 
tantamount to America’s sale of scrap iron to Japan before World 
War lie On the other hand, the sale of certain grains or drugs, 
for example, probably would be acceptable 0

In the field of cultural relations the United States should 
proclaim its strong desire to increase cultural relations with 
Communist China so as to increase each nation's understanding of 
the other. All but the most obvious security risks— both Chinese 
and American— should be allowed to travel in the U.S. and China, 
respectively. Informal cultural relations which could exist outside 
of diplomatic relations with China should be strongly encouraged by 
the United States® Furthermore, should diplomatic relations be estab
lished between the U.S. and China, the U.S. should redouble its 
efforts to encourage cultural exchanges, through the diplomatic mission 
to China. Until that time, the U.S. should make forceful attempts 
to promote cultural exchanges of all possible types in order to create 
an environment favorable to U.S. recognition of Communist China, 
and the ultimate elemination of U.S.-Chinese tension which threatens 
to lead to war.



All of the above considerations are related to ending the 
UoSo policy of isolating Chinao Obviously this policy must be 
altered, and ultimately abandoned, it the UoSo is to improve its 
relations with Red China* Secretary Rusk appeared to recognize this 
when he spoke of "containment without isolation" of Red China*

However, according to Morgenthau, the real issue between the 
UoSo and China is containment, not isolation* Morgenthau argues 
that ending the isolation of China is virtually irrelevant to the 
issue of U.S.-Chinese relations, if the U.S. policy of containing 
Communist Chinese expansion on the Asian' mainland is. continued. In 
other words, the U.S. policy of isolation is a serious obstacle— but 
a secondary obstacle— to the improvement of relations between the 
Uo-So -and China. : The- primary obstacle is the U.S. policy of con
taining Communist China on the mainland of Asia.

This is not to imply that Morgenthau is totally opposed to 
containing Chinese expansion in. Asia. Morgenthau opposes the con
tainment .of Chinese expansion on the mainland of Asia. He parti
cularly opposes the U.S. policy of containing indirect forms of 
Chinese expansion (that it, political and cultural, rather than 
military) on the mainland, as in Vietnam and Thailand. According 
to Morgenthau, it is impossible to contain Chinese political and . 
cultural expansion in Asia by military means, as the United States 
is attempting to do in Southeast Asia. Hor is it essential to con
tain such expansion on the mainland, according to Morgenthau. China 
has been politically and culturally predominant on the mainland of 
Asia for centuries, according to Morgenthau, and it is natural for
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it to continue to exercise such predominance in Asia* However, if 
the UoSo still remains determined to contain China, it should use 
political, economic, and social tools to strengthen the threatened 
Asian governments» Military might is useless in containing politi
cal and cultural subversion. Furthermore, U,S0 attempts to mili
tarily contain China on the mainland of Asia probably will embroil 
the U„S, in a major war with China sometime in the future, according 
to Morgenthau, It will be recalled that Morgenthau argues such a 
war would be virtually impossible for the U.S, to win, excluding 
nuclear weapons, since China must be conquered to be defeated0

Rather than attempt to contain Chinese expansion on mainland 
Asia, Morgenthau argues that the U»S, should follow the principles 
..set out in the 1950 Ache son speech. It will be recalled that 
Acheson called for.an outer U,S® military presence on the offshore 
islands ranging from Japan to the Philippines, Acheson felt that 
the U„So might successfully intervene. in northern Asia, but that : 
southern Asian nations would mainly have to provide for themselves. 
The U,S, should only give aid in the form of supplies, not troops, 
said Acheson. In addition, the U,S, should only give aid when it 
was requested by South Asian nations, and it should only give the 
requested aid if there was a good, chance the. requesting nation would 
be successful, in its struggle against subversion,

- Morgenthau advocates a return to the policy guidelines of 
/the 1950 Acheson speech. However, a number of developments between
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1950 and 1970 force the U«S, to now modify the Acheson policy some
what e For examplej the traditional tr.S« policy of continuing to 
attempt to contain Chinese expansion on the Asian mainland makes it 
difficult to pull out immediatelye Extremely close ties between 
the U0S0 and mainland Asian nations increase the difficulty<, The 
UoSe gave military aid,.equipment? weapons, training, and personnel 
to Asian nations which were attempting to contain Communist expansion0 
In addition, the U„Se has used its mutual defense treaties and collec
tive security agreements as a basis for aiding Asian nations in dan—

1ger of Communist attack, although it is not bound to defend them,.
As a result, the U,S, would of necessity be forced to modify the 
policies mentioned in the Acheson statement or face a loss of pres
tige for failing to live up to its agreements, which many statesmen

- *  2 would perhaps consider morally binding, even if not legally binding.

1, The UoS, mutual defense treaties and collective defense 
agreements provided only that the U,S, would take action "in accordance 
with its constitutional processes," • See Congressional Quarterly Ser
vice, Global Defense: U._S, Military Commitments Abroad, (Washington, 
DeC, s Congressional Quarterly Service, 1969), pp, 18-19,

2, On the basis of the wording of the mutual security trea
ties and collective security agreements, the U,S, Senate would have 
to be consulted before the President took action to aid an Asian na
tion under attack. The provision for action "in accordance with its 
constitutional procedures" is the basis for this. Jet the Senate 
would probably be unresponsive to further U,S, involvement in Asia, 
treaty or no treaty. According to the Congressional Quarterly, "The 
overwhelming Senate passage of the ‘national commitments1 resolution 
June 259 1969) by a 70—16 vote put the Executive Branch on notice 
that there is widespread opposition to vague commitments which'may 
develop by accretion into costly and frustrating wars in distant lands," 
Ibid,, p, 15,
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Under these circumstances;, it would seem that the best 

policy for the United States to follow would he a policy, of gradual 
withdrawal from mainland Asia* The UcSo should strengthen the main
land Asian nations such as Vietnam: and Thailand, which it has assured 
it would.assist in defending themselves, and it should begin to phase 
out its military presence on the mainlande Political, social, and 
economic aid should be given to the mainland nations— -particularly 
before the U.So military withdrawal is completedo Such aid could 
be continued after the U.S. military withdrawal, depending on whether 
the mainland Asian nations requested it, and how successful the aid 
was likely to be» In order to avoid being accused of abandoning 
its allies, the U,S» should publicly declare its intention to aid 
■any mainland Asian nation with which it maintains a mutual defense 
treaty or.collective security agreement'— provided it was directly 
(militarily) attacked by Communist China0 This would be most unlikely 
since the Communist threat in Asia is mainly political and subversive, 
not military and direct» As was pointed out earlier, such subversive 
tactics are better halted by political, social, and economic means 
than by military means0

The UoSe would be prepared to give such aid provided it was 
requested, and provided it had a good chance of being used success
fully <, Should these measures fail to work, it should be remembered 
that it is not essential to UeSo security to halt the spread of 
.Chinese political and cultural predominance on the mainland of Asia,
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In fact? it is detrimental to U.S0 interests if such attempts are
likely to cause a war with China which the UoS, could not likely
win— at least without incurring tremendous expenses in men and 

3materials
In light of the analysis above? recommendations for specific 

Asian nations and political entities follows The first areas to be 
considered are the Philippines, Okinawa, and Japan0

On the basis of the 1950 Acheson speech the United States 
should maintain the outer limit of its military presence on the 
chain of islands adjacent to the mainland of Asia, ranging from.
Japan to the Philippines« Obviously it is desirable,' possible (given 
the mutual desire of U.S, and non-Communist Asian leaders to station 
UsSs troops in Asia), and essential to maintain a strong UoSo mili
tary presence in the Philippines, the Ryukyus (including Okinawa) 
and Japan in order to contain Communist Chinese expansion beyond the 
Asian mainlands. Prevention of Chinese expansion bn the Asian main- 
land itself is probably hot possible, and certainly not essential, 
it will be recalleds

On the basis of past UoS, policy as well as Horgenthau1s 
criteria the U,So should maintain a relatively strong military 
presence in the Philippines, Okinawa, and Japan. However, there are

3° Interestingly enough, President1 Nixon*s "State of.the 
World" address of February 18, 1970 which; was delivered after this 
paper was written, made many of the same points which are made above. 
For the complete text of Mr. Nixon's address see The New York Times, 
Feb. 19, 1970, Vol. CXIX, no. 40,934? PP* 19-27»



a number of relevant considerations which should not be overlooked 
by the United Stateso For example, U,S» relations with the Phili
ppines have been, growing somewhat strained in recent years, U,S, 1 
military bases such as Clark Field in the Philippines must be main
tained to be in accord with Morgenthau*s criteria, as well as past 
U,So policy. However, in light of increasingly strained relations 
with the Philippines, perhaps it would be wise for the United States 
to make a renewed effort to improve its relations with that nation. 
The U»S, might consider reducing its military presence in the Phili
ppines, for instance, The number of U»S. military and government 
personnel might be reduced, minor military bases might be closed, 
or relocated, if desirable. Even major bases might be relocated 
to isolated areas in the last resort, if necessary, although the 
Philippine economy might be adversely affected, thus nullifying, 
beneficial aspects of base relocation. Regardless of the above, the 
U,S, should make every attempt (both in Washington and in the Phili
ppines, itself) to promote cordial relations with the Philippines so 
as to maintain a strong link in the "free world” defenses in the 
Far East,

The U,S, also faces problems in Okinawa, The issue of 
American return of Okinawa to Japan has gradually become a major 
political controversy in Japan, The use of Okinawa as a base for 
U0S0 B-52ls which bomb targets in Vietnam has added fuel to the 
controversy in Japan, The Vietnamese War is not a popular war in
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Japano In addition, American storage of nuclear weapons on Okinawa 
has caused alarm in Japan, a nation notably sensitive to the signi
ficance of nuclear weapons in the world* The increasing Japanese 
pressure for the return of Okinawa eventually, caused President Mixon 
in 1969 to promise the return of Okinawa to:Japan in 1972« However, 
the UoSo will reserve the right to maintain military bases on Okinawa 
if Japan gives.its approval, in keeping with past UoS* policy and 
Morgenthau's criteria.

American forces in Japan constitute an essential element in 
the U.S. effort to contain Communist Chinese expansion beyond main
land Asia. Japan6s relatively small defense force makes it necessary 
for the U.S. to maintain a reasonably strong military presence there. 
In addition, Japan6 s apparent present .lack of desire to become a 
major military power"in the world (Japan spends about one per cent 
of its budget on defense) renders it essential that the U.S. main
tain a military presence in Japan. Given the existing uncertain- 
situation, the U.S. should at least plan to be prepared to maintain 
its military presence in Japan through the 1970’s in case the Japanese 
refuse or unable to assume a greater share of their own defense.

The U.S. has been gradually attempting to persuade Japan to 
accept a larger role in the world, including helping to police trouble 
spots in Asia. President Mixon expressed his desire that Japan play 
a larger role as a major power in the world in his "State of the 
World" address in 1970. However, while Japan continues to rearm it
self (although gradually), its present attitude of opposing a major
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Japanese military forces makes it essential for the UVSo to be 
prepared to maintain a strong UVSe military presence in Asia during 
the 1970's, if it should he necessary«

The country of South Korea presents a problem in planning 
future U„So policy in Asia. In keeping with the 1950 Acheson state
ment which argues, in part, that it was possible for the U0So to be
of help in northern Asia, the United States should continue to give 
social, economic, and political aid to South Korea0 This would also 
be in keeping with previous U.S. policy,.dating back to the Korean 
War. In addition, it would be in accord with the Mutual Defense
Treaty of 1954; which the U.S. maintains with South Korea.

However, the U.S. policy of supporting South Korea is not 
in keeping with Morgenthau's criteria which states that it is neither 
desirable, possible, nor essential to prevent one—nation (Chinese) 
domination of mainland Asia. In addition, Morgenthau argues that 
UVSo efforts to contain Chinese expansion on the Asian mainland will, 
in all probability, lead to an eventual war with China. According 
to Morgenthau, such a war would be difficult, and extremely costly 
to win. Indeed, it might be impossible to win such a war since China 
has to be conquered to be defeated.

On the basis.of the preceding information, the U.S. should 
not immediately abandon South Korea. To do so would weaken U.S. 
prestige in the world. It would cause other U.S. allies to lose 
faith in America's willingness to come to their aid. On the other 
k@#d, perhaps the U.S. should undertake a policy of attempting to
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strengthen South Korea while at the same time beginning to phase 
out American military presence in South Korea,, The phasing out 
process should be gradual9 covering a span of several years„ The 
UoSo could continue to send political, economic, and social aid 
to the Koreans after the pullout of U,S, troops had been completed®
The UoS, should send such aid to Korea only if it was requested by 
Korea, and only if such aid would be likely to be successful®

Political, economic, and social aid, not military aid, is 
the best way to combat the spread of Chinese subversion (which is 
mainly political and cultural) in Asia® In order to avoid the charge 
of having abandoned Korea, the UeS® should make it clear that it 
would come to the aid of South Korea in the event of a direct Chinese 
attack® However, such an attack is unlikely as Chinese tactics 
generally tend to be less direct (that is, political and cultural, 
rather than military).

United States policy in Southeast Asia presents a particularly' 
difficult problem® On the basis, of the 1950 Acheson statement, the 
UoS® should not have become too deeply involved in South Asia6 It 
should only give political and economic aid— and then only when 
asked for, and when the chances for success are high® According to 
Acheson, there was little that the U®S® could or should do in South 
Asia® The people of this area would have to Work but their own 
problems®

Morgenthau also warns that it is neither desirable, possible, 
nor essential for the United States to attempt to contain Communist
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China on.the mainland of Asia, Indeed, such attempts to contain 
China on the mainland could likely lead to an unwanted and poten
tially disastrous war with China,

Morgenthau also argues that the U«S» should give only poli
tical, economic, and social aid to mainland Asian nations, and that 
the U,S,> should not require alliances aimed at China in return for 
American aid.

On the other hand, the U«S, is closely tied to the nations 
of Southeast Asia by its recent policy of attempting to contain 
Communist China on the Asian mainland. That policy has resulted in 
large amounts of U,S, military aid being shipped to Southeast Asia 
in the form of money, personnel, equipment, training, and weapons, . 
In addition, the TJeS, is more, or less morally (though not legally) 
committed to. defend or assist Southeast Asian nations by past inter
pretations by the tftS, of mutual security treaties and collective 
defense treaties like the SEATO treaty. Finally, the U»S, partici
pation in the Vietnam War makes it especially difficult to withdraw 
from Southeast Asia,

Obviously the United States cannot completely abandon the 
nations of Southeast Asia to which it is committed. However, the 
U,S. must begin to reduce, and eventually liquidate its military 
presence in Southeast Asia, President Hixon's support of the policy 
of "Vietnamization" of the conflict,in Vietnam apparently reflects 
a similar perception of the situation.



The United States should attempt to strengthen its allies 
in Southeast Asia'while- at the same time gradually phasing out the 
U.So military presence in Southeast Asia, U,S» political$ economic, 
and social aid to Southeast Asia should■he considered on the basis 
of whether it was requested, and on its probable chances for success<, 
In the light of its special committment in Vietnam, the U.S. might 
consider sending military aid to South Vietnam even after U.S. troops 
have been withdrawn. However, the U.S. should eventually phase out 
its military aid to Southeast Asia and turn instead to political, 
economic, and social aid.

The U.S.. should publicly guarantee its support of Southeast 
Asian nations with which it maintains mutual security agreements or
collective security treatieŝ — but only in the event, however unlikely,

1
of a direct Communist Chinese military attack. ^

The final recommendations for U.S. policy in Asia deal with 
India, Pakistan, Indonesia, Australia, and Hew Zealand. On the basis 
of previous U.S. policy the United States should refrain from sending 
troops to repel Chinese sponsored, or encouraged subversion in these 
countries. On the basis of the 1950 Acheson statement (but not on 
the basis of previous U.S. policy) the U.S. should send only poli
tical, economic, and social aid to these nations. Furthermore, the 
U.S. should send this aid only if asked for it by these nations, and 
only if the aid has a high chance of successfully achieving its spec
ified goal. -
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The UoSe should concentrate on giving only social, economic, 

and political aid to India,. Pakistan, and Indonesia» Such aid 
should only he given .if requested "by. these nations, and if the re
quested aid appears to have a 'reasonable chance of meeting with 
successo The UoSe should not give these nations military advice 
or weapons since it is virtually impossible to contain the spread 
of political and cultural subversion through military means» Rather, 
political, social, and economic means should be employed to most 
effectively deal with subversive communisme

In the case of India and Pakistan there is. another reason 
that the UoSo should refuse to give them military assistance0 The 
numerous clashes— several of them quite bloody— between the feuding 
Indians and Pakistanis were intensified when the hostile nations 
received UoSo arms shipments, Instead of employing the UcS. weapons 
to deter Chinese, or other potential aggressors, the Indians and 
Pakistanis used their new weapons against each other to settle their 
quarrels. This should not be allowed to happen again for the sake 
of India, Pakistan, and neighboring nationso

The United States maintains a collective security agreement 
(AEZUS) with Australia and New Zealand. It would not be wise for 
the U.S. to completely abandon Australia and New Zealand. However, 
the U.S. should maintain only a limited commitment to these two nations. 
The U.S. should give Australia and New Zealand only political, econ
omic, and social aid— and only if they request it. In addition, the
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United States should publicly declare that it would come to the aid 
of Australia and Rew Zealand only in the event of a full scale, 
direct Communist Chinese military attack on either nation0 Such an 
attack is not likely, in the forseeable future,

' Usefulness of Morgenthau* s Criteria for
Political Analysis of International Relations

It will be recalled that one of the purposes for undertaking 
this.study was to operationaliae and illustrate a portion of Hans 
Moi‘genthauts "theory" of international relations as it applied to 
Asia— with particular emphasis on Communist China, As noted in the 
introduction to this study, Morgenthau has constantly published vague, 
general works. However, these works are of little real value if they 
cannot tell government officials fairly specifically what to do in 
foreign policy-making. So far this has not been done. Yet it is 
necessary if this approach is to help government officials avoid con
tinuing to produce unplanned, disorganized, and unsystematic foreign 
policies.

This study has attempted to discover whether Morgenthau"s 
"theory" has any real use-— or at least potential use— with regard 
to understanding, shaping, and guiding American policy toward China, 
In keeping with this theme, the study has attempted to consider the 
following questions. If the potential for usefulness is present in 
Morgenthau1s "theory" is it possible to add substance to his general 
framework so as to make it meaningful? With, the adaptation of 
Morgenthau8 s two distinctions between that which is desirable and



possible, and that which is desirable and essential for American 
foreign policy, can one draw meaningful conclusions about the effect
iveness (past, present, and future) of American foreign policy toward 
China? Finally, can this framework indicate fairly specific poli
cies the U.S, should follow with regard to Communist China in the 
1970‘s?

With regard to the question concerning the actual or poten
tial usefulness of Morgenthau‘s "theory," this writer is of the 
opinion that Morgenthau‘s "theory" has at least limited use in under
standing, shaping, and guiding American foreign policy. However,. a 
great deal of work must be done to operationalize, or add substance 
to Morgenthau*s "theoryo" The "theory" is much too vague and general 
.in the form presented by Morgenthau to be of much use in shaping 
specific UcSo foreign policies« In its unaltered form, Morgenthau* s 
"theory" merely serves to set forth general recommendations as to 
the wisest course, the U«S<,. could follow in foreign affairso .

However, when altered, the "theory" develops at least a 
degree of utility and practicality» This writer's selection of four 
basic criteria relating to what is desirable, possible, and essential 
added enough substance to Morgenthau * s broad and general "theory" 
to operationalize at least a portion of that "theory," Thus it 
would be correct to say that while Morgenthau's "theory".is not par
ticularly useful by itself, it has. the potential for usefulness when 
modified and refined.
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The primary value of a methodological device such as 

Morgenthau1s modified framework is that it provides a primitive 
instrument for measuring and comparing the policies of different 
presidential administrations as different times c Thus the same 
device may he used to examine the goals, policies, and effective
ness of these policies, of the Eisenhower administration, the Kennedy— 
Johnson administrations, of the Kixon administration with regard to 
China® The distinctions between what.is desirable and possible, and 
what is desirable and essential provide at least a common way of 
looking at the China policies of a number of presidential adminis
trations® This makes for simpler and more rigorous comparisons .of  

China policies of different administrations® Furthermore, the use • 
of a common set of criteria to examine different administrations8 
China policies allows a more accurate picture of the trend in U®S® 
foreign policies over the years to emerge® ^

. Finally, it would appear to this writer that Morgenthau1s 
Mtheory”-— when adapted and modified— can serve to indicate policies 
the UoS® should follow with regard to Communist China in the 1970's® 
However, as the policy recommendations in the preceding section indi
cate, the scholar must exercise a great deal of judgement (often sub
jective) in making his recommendations, since the Morgenthau framework 
allows for a great deal of disagreement in the interpretation of 
information®

This may be the primary weakness in the Morgenthau framework, 
as modified by this writer® That is, the wide range allowed for
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individual interpretation of"information leaves the way open for 
disagreement among policy-makers with; regard to future policies, to 
he followed. For example? many policy—makers would disagree with 
this writer that the U,S, should gradually withdraw its military 
presence from the Asian mainland0 Many would argue that the tradi
tional American policy of attempting to contain Communist China on 
the mainland of Asia far outweighed the arguments of Acheson?. which 
were made twenty years ago in 1950. '

Other policy-makers would, strongly disagree with this writer, 
and Morgenthau, that it is hot desirable, possible, or essential to 
contain Chinese expansion on the mainland. Still others would dis
agree that UoSo efforts to contain.China on mainland Asia would lead 
to eventual war. They would argue, that China would not dare to 
come into conflict with a nuclear power like the United StateSo 
Morgenthau would counter by recalling China's entry into the Korean 
War in 1950°

The point which is being made is that, there is room for dis
agreement with regard to virtually all of the policy recommendations 
which are derived from Morgenthau's framework, as adapted by this 
writere In short, if the policy-maker rejects the supporting argu
ment for a particular policy recommendation, he will follow a different 
policy. The policy-maker is reduced to choosing between several - 
reasonable policies on the basis of his professional judgement. He 
is not compelled to choose any one particular policy because it is
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obviously the "correct" course to follow, as in the natural sciences.
In this sense? Morgenthau's framework, as modified by this writer, 
is a failureo

However, the framework is. successful in at least a limited 
sense. By weighing all alternatives in a given situation, the 
scholar employing Horgenthau1s framework can thoroughly explore all 
aspects of the problem confronting American policy-makers. The policy
maker is presented with a number of options that may be employed in 
a given situation, rather than just one or two. In addition, each 
alternative must be carefully weighed, and sound arguments must be

- ' - I '

used to support every proposed policy. The policy-maker not only 
is made aware of all possible alternatives in a given situation, but 
he' -'is'•given 'the argument - used to support a particular alternative.
This gives him a better basis for choosing the alternative which he 
finds most satisfactory to the task at hand.

Although the Horgenthau framework, as modified by the writer, 
is only a partial success, it has been'shown that it is possible to 
improve upon the vague, general, wide-ranging studies of foreign 
policy which are published by most scholars of international relations. 
There is a tremendous need for further study in this area. Until 
that study is undertaken the United States will probably continue 
to produce unplanned, disorganized, and unsystematic foreign policies.
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