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TO RICOOIIZI OR ROT TO RICOORIZI -

THI CRDA QUISTIOH 

The TIIIJ)l• 
Decaber 14, 1958 

Rabbi Daniel Jereuo Silver 

The non-recognition ot the People's B8public of China has been 

the stated policy ot our United States governMnt tor ten years now. As 

recently as a week ago lut Thursday our Sacre~ ot state, Mr. lohn 

roster !)all••• reiterated the ~ppoeition ot oar government to any 

reoogniti~ of the People'• Blpublic at this tille. Speaking 1n San 

Pranciaco before a conTenticn of foreign attairs analysts ancl ~rte, 

-Mr. DuJJe• spoke these words in detenee ot the American policyz 

Dlvelop■ant■ uke it ever aon clear that it we were to 
grant political recognition to the Chinese Coauniat regime, it 
wuld be a well-nigh aortal blow to the survival of the non
Coamniet gcwernunt■ in the rar last. Such recognition and the 
seating ot the Qiineee Collluniste 1n the United Nations would so 
increase their prestige and influence in the rar last, and so 
dishearten the tree nations, that the Collmunist subversive 
efforts would aJ■oat surely succeed. 

But it ia certain that diplomatic recognition of the Qlinese 
C~1■11uiillt regiae would graYely jeopardize the political., the 
economic and the security interests of the United States. 'lbe 
Paoitio instead ot being a friendly bod., ot water would in great 
part be dollinated by hostile forces and our Olftl defenaes would be 
driven back to or abftt to our continental. frontiers. 

Three weeks ago the International Dlparblent ot the National 

COllDCil of Churches of Christ in America held a Wbrld· Order rally in our 

oity. 'lhia at~ and discussion group vaa attended by six hundred 
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delegates representing the thirty-three major Protestant denolltt.nations 

nmabering over thirty-eight mil 1 ion congregants. Mr. Dulles is not only 

our Secretary of state but a man ot high rank in the councils of the 

National Council of Churches of Christ. He expressed his 011n feeling 

or the importance ot the deliberations and the debates ot this World 

Order group by appearing before th• on the first night_ or their 

convention to state again and to defend his formulation ot American 

pOl~. After five days ot meetings, these six hundred delegates came 

together and eumarized their findings in a five thousand word report 

which they entitled "A Message to the Churches." In this report they 

rejected Mr. Dulles• contention that the non-recognition ot the Chinese 

government is an integral and essential part of our foreign policy. In 

reference to this probl• they wrote: 

Christians should urge reconsideration by our government ot 
its policy in regard to the People's Republic of China. t,hile 
the rights of the people ot Taiwan (that is, Formosa) and ot the 
people or Iorea should be safeguarded, steps should be undertaken 
towards the including of Red China in the United Nations and tor 
its recognition by our government. Such recognition does not 
im.pq approval. These diplomatic relations should constitute a 
part ot a much wider relationship between our peoples. The 
exclusion or the effective government on the mainland ot China, · 
currentl.1' the People's Republic or China, trom the international 
conamnit7 is in many wqs a diaadvantage to that community. It 
helps to preserve a false image or the United States and ot other 
nations in the minda of the Chinese people. It keeps our people 
in ignorance ot what is taking place in Qiina. It hampers . 
negotiations tor disarmament. It limits the functioning ·or 
international organizations. We have a strong hope that the 
resumption of relationships between the peoples or China .and of 
the United States may also make possible a restoration or 
relationships between their churches and ours. 

This rejection by the World Order group of a policy ot the United 

states Government, a policy in large •asure toraulated by a man high up 

1n their own Council, should not be ·taken by us lightly, as it was not 

undertaken lightl7 and without a great deal ot sober renection by the 
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leaders ot the World Order group. These men are not publicity seekers. 

This rejection was not done in search ot newspaper headlines or some 

sensational news release. 'lbese six hundred delegates represented a 

cross-section or the most respected and substantial members or the Church 

community and or the professional and business communities or America, 

and their rejection or Mr. Dulles• non-recognition policy merits certainly 

our considered judgment. Ir I may be permitted to interpret the premises 

on which their rejection is based {and I have read the entire report or 

their message to the Churches) I would say that it is based· on two main 

factors. The first is largely concerned with the tacts or this particular 

situation. It is pragmatic and to the point, and it would emphasize that 

our current policy or non-recognition is unrealistic, that it is pointless, 

that is is fraught with grave danger or. our involvement· in a major war. 

And I believe that the second major premise on vhioh they formulated this 

rejection ot o,µ- policy ot non-recognition is more general in scope, and 

involves their feeling that much ot our currant policy is overly 

doctrinaire, overly moralistic, too infiexible, too unrealistic, too 

determined to rest our Nal'Ch tor peace on Narma.ment and on the power or 

maasive retaliation, too unwilling to sit down and to negotiate bit by 

bit and block by block the problems which confront .our people and all the 

peoples ot the world. And I should like to discuss these two premises 

with you here this morning. 

The People's Republic ot China, which we commonly refer to as Red 

China, assumed the control otthe Chinese mainland during a bloody civil 

var which ravished Qlina between the years ot 1946 and 1949. In 1945 and 

1946 before the outbreak ot :that civil war United ~tates policy favored 

neither the party and the policies ot Chiang Kai Slek and his Kwomintang 
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nor the party and policies or Mao Tse Tung and his Communist party. We knew 

that both these parties were based on autocratic rule. Neither of them had 

been rreely elected to power. Both or them tended to the tyrannical. Both 

or them had frustrated to a degree our efforts to combat the Japanese in 

China during the Second World War. We also lmew that even though the 

Kwomintang and Chiang Kai Shek had come into power in the mid-twenties and 

early thirties on a policy and a platform 'Which bespoke an atmosphere or 

Western liberalism, their twenty years of power had done much to shatter 

our hopes that they might bring needed reform and Western ideals of law and 

order to the Chinese people. Their years or power had been years or 

unbelievable venality, corruption, inc0111petence, and partially because of 

the Japanese invasion ·and partially because of their own limitations, 

partially because of their own need to seek and to grasp power, the high 

ideals which we had held for the party or Sun Yat Sen and later or Chiang 

Kai Shek had pretty well been dissipated by the facts of their rule. And 

-so in 1945 and 1946 the American government for the most part contented 

itself to try- to prevent a bloody and, in our view, useless civil war. We 

tried to arrange a coalition government which would include members or both 

the adherents or Mao and tba adherents of Clliang. Now, intransigence on 

both sides brought about the failure or these negotiations, and during the 

early years or the civil war we for the most part kept our hands orr or the 

• Chinese situation. Wfa saw no reason to support the one or tie other. The 

two groups seemed to be just two more or the groups of competing war lords 

who tor centuries have despoiled and ravished the Chinese countryside 

seeking the treasury and the power which rested in Peking. And we did not 

want, in those days when we were thinking .of retrenchment and demilitariza-
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tion, to involve ourselves in a hopeless Chinese morass. 

It was only once the defeat of Chiang Kai Shek in 1947 and 148 

was evident to all, that the United States government for the first time 

saw reason to involve itself and to ally itself with Chiang. And the 

reasons for this change or heart had remarkably little to do with the Chinese 

situation itself. You remember that these years, 147 and 148, were the years 

in which America woke up to the fact that we were in a world with countries 

still grasping for power, and we identified our enemy as a force which we 

called "international communism", and events such as the Berlin blockade 

and the attempts or Russia to gain access to the Mediterranean and to 

infiltrate the Near East - all these events caused us to ally ourselves 

with any party and any group in any place or our world who seemed to be 

opposed to forces that were communistic or were labeled communistic or 

espoused a Marxist doctrine. Now, historical research has pretty well 

shown that during these years the Russian government gave surprisingly 

minimal service and military help to the party of Mao and to his armies, 

and yet the policies which Mao Tse Tung espoused for the reconstruction or 

China was definitely Marxist. They were collectivists. They were 

dictatorial. It was based on Marx and then Lenin and Stalin, and all or a 

sudden we found ourselves as allies or Chiang in a holy crusade against 

the extension of Gommunism into southeast Asia. At the very moment then, 

when Chiang had committee his troops to a last futile battle to control the 

upper Yangtse Valley America threw at least its emotional support to his 

side, and though he was an unreconstructed war lord and nothing more, we 

suddenly clothed him in our minds in shining armor or a knight fighting in 

a holy cause. His cause became ours and his defeat became ours, and when 

in 1949 Mao came and his government assumed the reins or power we refused 
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to recognize that government because we continued to hope that situations 

might be remedied, that this temporary defeat might be tumed into an 

ultimate victory and that, as Napoleon once had returned from Elba to be 

raised again by his cheering troops· to the leadershi~ or the French Empire, 

so Chiang might be returned from Formosa to the leadership of the Chinese 

troops and he would be able to overthrow a regime which we now had no 

reason to want in control of the Chinese mainland. Our hopes unfortunately 

proved futile. In power for twenty years, Chiang had not been able to win 

the loyalty and the admiration and the support or any group of the mass of 

the Chinese population. Out of power he seemed just another deposed war 

lord, and Formosa has been the traditional refuge or these war lords liho 

have lost in the battle f'or the co~trol or the throne of' the empire. The 
. 

Chinese people, then, were unwilling to recall to their bosom a man whom we 

devoutly hoped they might4~·recall. Though we lent him our moral support, our 

economic support, our military support, the counterrevo,lution which we 

hoped would break out in China once the tyrannical nature or the Communist 

government had become self-evident, this counterrevolution was simply not 

to be. And I believe that most hard-headed analysts would have assumed that 

once the Chinese government of the People's Republic had shown its ability 

to stabilize the situation and to assume control or the prc,vinces, to to put 

down and suppress all the dissident elements in the population - this was 

the moment in which the countries or the world should have recognized this 

government as the de facto existing government on the mainland or Chiaa. 

But we were adamant. We resented having our cause defeated. And though we 

had done in fact precious little to gain victory for the forces or Chiang, 

we now continued to make Chiang reel that if in time he were able to lead 

again an amphibious attack against the mainland or find in the mainland a 
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party or sympathizers who would raise him to power we were wholly and totally 

committed to such a policy or counterrevolution. And we continued this 

policy or non-recognition as our symbolic gesture to Chiang, in which we 

said to him, "We are with you if you can engineer a coup which will re

establish you in power." 

As the years, as the days, as the months passed by any hope or 

Chiang's return to power diminished, and soon the United Sta~es government 

fc,und itself in an anamolous position. we· were committed economically by 

treaty, by military aid to the support or Chiang, to the defense or Fonnosa, 

and we had encouraged and encouraged again his thoughts of reconquest. But 

we found as we looked practically and realistically at the situation that 

there was little hope or this reconquest, and our military leaders told us 

that if' Chiang were rash enough to commit his troops to the mainland it 

would be to a defeat. And not only would he bring defeat upon himself but 

he would involve us in a Chinese war which we lacked the manpower to 

prosecute successfully, and even if we were able to prosecute successfully 

would inevitably involve us in the morass or an immediate thermo-nuclear 

and global war, something we devoutly hoped to avoid. And so by 1,.so, just 

one year after Chiang had been forced to retreat to Fonnosa, President 

Truman had to order the Seventh Fleet into the Fonnosan Straits, in part to 

protect Formosa from any amphibious attack by Mao, but in larger measure to 

protect the United States from arry rash attack by Chiang against the mainland 

or China, an attack which would inevitably have committed us to his support 

and equally inevitably have committed us to a war which we did not want 

and which we could not win. 

And there has been ever since this ambiguous and ambivalent nature 

in American policy. On the one hand, by continuing :bhe theory or non-
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recognition, we have encouraged, at least tacitly, Chiang to believe that 

his moment,br reconquest will come and that if he chooses, he has an American 

marker which permits him to commit his troops in the full knowledge that 

America stands ready to support that commitment. And on the other hand, 

with the exception of a few months in the first days or the Republican 

administration of 19.52, America has been committed in practice to the 

containment of this tiger cub on Formosa because we know the consequences 

which any rash act or commitment on his part would have for us. We hope 

to unlease Chiang, but to unleash Chiang against Olina is to unleash a 

mosquito against a modern, technically trained, nuclear powered army. It 

is simply not to be, and in practice we have had to eat our words, though 

we have never retracted our words, and in that, the World Order and I 

believe, we have made our cardinal and most unrealistic error. 

Twice in the last ten years we have had a chance to see how peri

lously close to the brink of war this emotional commitment which we have 

made to Chiang through the non-recognition of the Peking government has 

brought us. vhen Chiang retreated to Taiwan his anny was able to retain 

control over three series of small off-shore islands, Quemoy, Matsui and 

Teichen. In the early years or his Fonnosan government Chiang used these 

islands to mount small guerrilla attacks against the mainland, he used 

these islands to unleash propaganda barrages against the mainland. He used 

these islands to send his spies and his messengers from there to the 

mainland. During the Korean War our own unofficial intelligence agencies 

used these islands to our government's advantage. Obviously as the military 

build up or the1e islands continued Mao Tse Tung could no longer allow this 

irritant to continue unchecked. In September or 1953 Mao began an artillery 

barrage against the Teichens, against Quemoy and Matsui. And Chiang 
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immediately cried: "You have promised your support. Iv territory has 

been violated. Commit yourselves now. Allow me to bomb these artillery 

emplacements. Allow me to bomb the supply depots or these artillery 

emplacements." And if we had allowed this there would have been an Asian 

war. And in our own country, especially among some of the military, who 

advocated a preventive war policy, there were cries that now was the moment 

for a showdown. Now was the moment to unleash Oiiang against the mainland, 

to reconquer China from the Chinese. 

In January of 1954 the little island of Itchiang in the Teichens 

was attacked by an amphibious invasion or Mao Tse Tung 1s troops. Apparently 

this island was a particularly disturbing hornet's nest to the Chinese 

coast. And again the cry of "Support" was raised. Again Chiang cried 

out, "You have corrnnitted yourselves to protect the integrity or my 

territory. Protect now my territory. Involve yourselves in a Chinese 

war." And only the presence in Washington or a few cool heads prevented 

our involvement in that war. And again this year - this fall - we have 

seen that the military build up or Quemoy and Matsui have so disturbed 

the forces or the People's Republic or Olina that they have again brought 

to the light this irritant to them, they have again begun to shell the 

island, and again we have walked that narrow precipice between war and 

peace - between a war which we do not want, which we cannot win, a war 

over a little piece of an island two miles square, four thousand miles 

from our mainland, without strategic value to us, to the Formosans, or to 

the world. We walked this precipice because we continued to permit Chiang 

to believe that he is the legitimate governor or the Chinese people, we 

continued to permit Chiang to believe that whatever crusade he is able to 

undertake against the Chinese mainland we encourage, we will support,and 
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we will help to prosper. 

Such then, I believe, is the reasoning which has led the World 

Order group to espouse a change or policy on our American government's 

part. They recognize fully that such a change or policy would be difficult 

for us to swallow, for we would have to swallow our pride. They recognize 

that we have had great and good reason to be angry and to be irritated by 

the People's Republic or China in the past ten years. They bloodied our 

noses in Korea and they fought our troops to a standstill. 1hey published 

the unwarranted, purely propagandist charge of germ warfare against us, 

and that charge got great adherence and acceptance in many parts or the 

Asian world. Surprisingly they were able to win the allegiance or some or 

our prisoners of war, and we have never been able to understand how 

American young men would prefer to remain in China than to return to their 

homes. We have spoken a great deal about the capacities or bramwashing 

and or subtle psychiatric and psychological techniques which the Chinese 

used agamst these men. We have been irritated by the whole process or 

connnunization or China because we disagree .fundamentally with the despotic, 

inhuman, tyrannical collectivist aspect or that policy. And we allowed 

in our own domestic affairs Senator McCarthy to equate the recognition or 

China with Communist appeasement and to silence for years any spokesman 

who wanted to, who cried out for a more realistic policy yis a vis the 

Chinese people. All this the World Order group knew. And "•' yet they 

also knew that unless we succeed in restraining tbiang to Formosa, in 

reminding him that he is the legitimate governor or this area and not the 

legitimate governor or China itself, that unless we recognize China and 

accept it as one in the bocy or world nations and impose upon it the 

responsibility or international law which such acceptance implies, unless 
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we uucceed in demilitarizing these few off-shore islands which can tomorrow 

force us into an Wlwanted war, unless we succeed in removing this danger

fraught situation from the list or irritants and causes of trouble and 

tension in our world, unless we succeed in the near future in doing that, 

each year brings us closer to war and each time we come to grips with the 

China situation we are less capable of adjusting to the newness or the 

situation, we are less capable or compromising our position, we are more 

and more committed emotionally and in fact to old policy and old ways. 

I agree with the logic or the World Order Study Group. Though we 

may not like to accept the fact, the Chinese government of the Communists 

has gained wide acceptance in the China mainland. The Chinese have never 

lmown a liberal government. For two millenia now they have been ruled by 

despotic emperors, and the loss of their liberty is not a matter of great 

moment to them as yet. But they have had in return a vision or a great 

future, a group in power which for the first time this century has been 

able to stabilize the currency, to increase industrial production, to 

increase the opportW1ities for educa;tion, to raise the standard of living, 

to do something about agregarian r~form. For the first time they, as the 

individual - the mass, the farmer, the coolie, the peasant, the student -

have been able to see in thtti>olicies of the government a vision of the great 

China which he loved and or which he dreamed. And though we may not want 

to admit it to ourselves, the Chinese government is, tor the near future at 

least of the People's Republic, here to stay. And I think we will have to 

agree with the summarization or Professor John King Fairbanks of Harvard 

University, the Head of the Chinese Department there, who in his recently 

revised volume on the United States and China has had this to say: 
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One consolation in this crisis, therefore, is to think that 
the Chinese Communist dictatorship does not represent the interests 
of a large enough proportion of the Chinese people, that it main
tains itself only by force and manipulation, that, in fine, it is 
too evil to last. This can be endlessly debated. Some will argue 
that the new order is not viable. 

Such, I f'ear, is not the case. Peking's collapse is always 
a possibility but at present we have little reason to think it 
probable. What we see in the mainland China is a new all-powerful 
bureaucracy coercing the populace but drawn from it for the 
purpose; a new elite urging on their labors, organizing their 
lives. This new totalitarian system has profound evils built into 
it but it has remained viable in Russia. A less thorough and more 
superficial autocracy proved viable under one Chinese dynasty after 
another. We cannot conclude that Chinese Communism!; obvious evils 
are likely to be sufficient to destroy it. Clutching ~t this straw 
will not help us. 

In short, we have to f'ace it. 

The recognition of China does not imply any approval of the Chinese 

way of' government. I have no sympatey with its dictatorial and tyrannical 

methods. I have no sympathy with its Marxist and collectivist philosophy. 

But we are not in sympathy with many governments whom we recognize. We 

recognize after all the parent of' all communist governments, the Soviet 

Union. We recognize Franco Spain and the Dominican Republic and Tito's 

Yugoslavia, and we have no sympathy certai"lly with any or those governments. 

leco~~ion dimply implies tha:t a government 1is in control of' a particular 

geographic area, and as one of' the body of' nations it must be brought into 

contact with the rest of' the nations and if' possible agreements on minor 

problems and on major problems must be worked out with that govemunent. We 

cannot force the peoples of' the world to accept a ronn of' government which 

to us seems right, f'or manifestly the peoples of Asia are not prepared 

tor the type or democratic rule which we have achieved. You cannot expect 

a people who yesterday were ninety-five percent illiterate, who yesterday 

did not own the simplest cormnodity, who yesterday had no vision ot the 

technical age and or its philosophies and or its needs to accept overnight 
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a highly sophisticated type or Western government which demands an educated 

electorate, which demands mass literacy, which demands scientific know-how 

which they cannot as yet command. It may- be that this type or primitive 

agrarian communism which we see developing in Cllina is but the first step 

in an evolving political pattern which may some day lead to a more 

democratic or liberal government. It may be and it may not be. It may be 

that Chinese traditions, Confucians, Statists, collectivists, will not 

permit this. But in any case we simply cannot play the ostrich and put our 

heads into the soil and say a country strong and growing or six hundred 

million people does not exist; we will have nothing to do with that country. 

For you know an outlaw makes his own law. You cannot expect the outlaw, 

the gangster to abide by the police regulations and the civic rule or a 

country or or a commun~. 

To outlaw China is to continue to permit it to make its own law. 

To bring it into the body or nations, into the collective council or the 

nations, is to impose upon it the restrictions or that international body. 

And I agree with Professor Quincy Wright, who has written that "It seems 

likely that stability and peace would be served better by bringing the most 

populous state or the world and the greatest power or Asia into normal 

relations with the United States, the United Nations, and in the world 

comnnmity than by treating it as an outcast. 11 . 

As long as we continue to treat China -as an outcast we free it from 

any responsibUity to international order. We freed it in Koreai~ rrom the 

Geneva Convention because or that. We free it from the responsibilities ot 

engaging with .us in the dit:ticult neg.otiations towards disarmament, towa.ru 

the control of thermo-nuclear explosions. We free it from the _obligation or 

sitting d011n with us at the bargaining table to discuss the difficult 
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problems of Quemoy and Matsui and the Fonnosa straits or the mandated 

territories still along the Chinese mainland. Major and minor, we have no 

means or canmunication with the Chinese government W1til we recognize it and 

impose upon it a necessary two-way system or telecommunication. 

This I think is the reasoning which has led the World Order, and it 

certainly has led me, to believe that continued non-recognition of the 

Chinese government is unrealistic and at this stage pointless and fraught 

with grave danger. 

I spoke of a second premise or the World Order group, and that was 

that their. premise that this policy or non-recognition is symptomatic, or 

symbolic if you will, or much that is too negativlstic, too doctrinaire 

and too moralistic in our current American policy. In the "Message to the 

Churches" to which I have referred the World Order spoke words which will 

have a fam1Jiar ring to you because you have heard them often from this 

pulpit, words which emphasize the need of' a policy seeing beyond power to 

peace, seeing beyond the possibilities of' massive retaliation to the 

necessity or immediate conference and compromise and adjustment, seeing the 

need or recognizing ~our responsibility to live in a world of' both friends 

and competitors, to live successfully and at peace in that world. I should 

like to quote to you a few paragraphs from the "Message to the Churches": 

J 

Stronger efforts should be made to break through the present 
stalemate and to find wa;ys or living with the Communist nations. 
Sometimes this is called "co-existence," but we are concerned with 
something more than the minimum meaning of that word. Our relation
ship with the Communist nations ahOttld combine competition between 
ways or lii'e with cooperation for limited objectives, our resistance 
to Comnnmist expansion goes with recognition of the fact that 
CommW1ist nations as nations, have their own legitimate interests 
and their own reasonable rears. We should avoid the posture or 
general hostility to them and cease the practice or continual moral 
lectures to them by our leaders. 

and remember that this is a Church group, speaking about a Church leader. 
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In the cold war we allow ourselves to drift into a defensive 
position in which we hesitate to admit any imperfections in our 
society, lest it confirm the Conmunist indictment; thus we inhibit 
the self-criticism which is essential to the heal.th or a deD10Cracy. 
We tend to make opposition to ccxmnunism the touchstone :for policy 
both in dcxnestic 11:fe and in international relations. 

There is real hope that new generations within the Communist 
countries will be less :fanatical in their ideological convictions 
and that they will be more preoccupied with peace, with economic 
wall-being and with tentative experiments in cu;ttural :freedom than 
with the attempt to dominate other nations. 

It is not to be expected that they will :formally renounce 
what we consider to be their errors. It is enough tor the kind o:r 
living together described above i:f their emphasis and priorities 
change. The establishment o:r good relations will require tireless 
negotiations with them and imaginative programs or communication, 
cultural exchange and personal contacts. 

It is not enough to deplore war and call :for its abolition, we 
DD1st engage, and encourage our country to engage without reserva
tions, in the th~gs that make :for peace. 

. 
Though military peace in the non-communist world remains a 

necessity, its limits should be more clearly recognized and :far 
more or our attention and our resources should go into the task or 
helping nations find their own ways to solutions o:r their social 
and economic problems. 

and then they- repeat: 

It is not enough to deplore war and call :for its abolition, 
we must engage, and encourage our country to engage without reser
vations, in the things that make :for peace. 

I submit to you that this is one o:r the finest statements o:r a 

"new look" in American :foreign policy, one which I heartily commend and 

feel is much needed. It is not one which deplores strength. It is not one 

which deplores the need o:r defensive armament. But it is one which emphasizes 

the need to go beyond the negativistic elements o:r our policy, to admit the 

realitiu or our world today, a complex set o:r nations, some willing to 

accept our leadership, some willing to accept the Russian leadership, some 

earnestly seeking a neutralist position where they can accept simply their 

own wqs o:r living and or alliance. We will have to live in a very complex 
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world, a world which will not easily or willingly follow the moral or the 

political or the military leadership or one side or of the other. To 

adjust to this world we are going to have to begin to develop the techniques 

or peace, not the armaments of war. 

What are these techniques? A healthy analysis of the situation 

as it exists. An unwillingness to continue any policy which smacks or 

subversion or other nations. An unwillingness to keep our heads in the 

clouds and del'\V that the situations have so changed that much that we might 

want to see happen cannot happen. And a willingness to sit down at the 

bargaining table and bit by bit hammer out the clauses of contracts or 

com.promise, contracts which would permit us to live with both friend and 

competitor in a world destined to find its life in peace and not its death 

in thermo-nuclear war. 
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TERMINAL T0WER•CLEVELAND l,0HI0 

CYRUS S. EATON 
CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD December 15, 1958 

Dear Rabbi Silver: 

Heartiest congratulations on your statesman-like 
address yesterday on China and our unhappy foreign policies. 

The enclosed editorial from the influential Globe and 
Mail of Toronto expresses vigorously the disapproval of our 
China policy, which is shared by all of our NA TO allies. While 
Dulles' San Francisco speech was given front page prominence 
with big headlines and pictures in most of our American papers, 
none of them pointed out the distortions and serious misrepresent
ations in that speech. 

Rabbi D. J. Silver 
The Temple 
East 105th and Ansel Road 
Cleveland, Ohio 

CE:rs 
Enclo-sure 

Sincerely yours, 
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Back to the Old Stand 
~ 1 .f 

t 
Durlq recent monthl, the policy of the 'these countries "would almoat •. eertalnlV " 

Zltenh•er Admlnlltratlon on China • hu succeed". After that, the Padfld wo\lld bl ·~ 
been widely and vt1c,roUS1y erltlclzed, both • dominated by hostile forces ·and . ·untte4. -~ 
1iltbln the United: States and among Its· Statel defenae1 would be driven back ••to ·i 

: atllea Jbroad, ·••••ho1iy unreallatlc. For a or about our Coritlnental frontiers ... ' ·~ 
time,· tlda' erltlelam ieemed to be having In the light _ot actual condltlonll . 1n ~ 

• a lllutary effect In Wuhlnston. and forcing !;astern Asia, this argument II far-fetched·~ 
r'• -~deratl_on ot ltl baalc. attltudN In 1n the : extreme. · A · maj_orlty . ot . Ute .Jnd►.) 
r:., the l'ar But.· . ; . . , • , pendent, non-Communist ·natlona of the •~• .t; 
w 11 

• Tile apeech by Secretary of State Dull~• -including .India, Pakistan. Burma. Ceylon .'; r at .• ·11an .- Frincllco Jut week, however, lndl• 
1 

and Jndonesla--ffCO,nlt.e Cornmunta~ China · • 
~ .crates ·tbat the Administration la IWlnllnl and eonduct normal diplomatic and trade·~ 
1 back • to· the old policy of uncomprorirlllnr relations with her. Why ehould their . Gov•.~ 
i hoMlllty toward . COmmUJ11st China. It de- ernmenta be "dfsheartened"~ and· 1 11ve up ~-~ 
~-dared .that recognition ot the Peldng Gov• the battle ~galnlt .- aubveralon at -home,! 
:- ernrilent, or trade with It. •ould "gravely· Just becJuse the U.S. followed thelr · ex• -i 
t'JeopanU,.e the Political, ttCOnomlc . and ample? On the-contrary~ 1uch. a move would ·j • 
• aecurlty .. Interests o.t the United Stales••. be welcomed nearly everywhere ~ Aala. ,.~ 
•. Al ·on prevloua occaalons, the U.S. 1tand It la dlfftcult for an outsider to know ~ 

. ••• excused by the assumed effect on other what pressures .. In the ~trlcaclea ·of ·:Amerl• 
~:Asian countries. U.S. recognition · ot the ··can poUtlcs, have produced -~ return to'j 
,~ Pddn1 Government, and c9naent to Its a completely rigid Polley ln • ·waahln1tort., 
,;admlulon to the United Nfflona, would The fact,_ however. muat be lam~ted. No~ 

be "a ·well-nigh mortal blow. ·to •the.· aumval • • • o~Iy . wtU • 1t mere~ the poallble •• dallaer; 
• of the .non-Communlat/Govtrnmentl of the • of war over Matsu and Quernoy, but•it m~1 
t,I'.,. Eaat". It would -~ ~'dllhearten" them, · ·delay, the ·i return· ot anythlnr like 1table~ 
.. ·: In la~\ that Co!Jdrt.WU.l ettorta to take over conditions • 1n the • Far ~t. ' ' 
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TERMINAL TOWER•CLEVELAND l,OHIO 

CYRUS S. EATON 
CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD 

December 17, 1958 

Dear Rabbi Silver: 

You doubtless will have observed this editorial 
page piece, in which the Cleveland Press emphasized your po
sition on Red China. I feel that your statement will encourage 
hundreds of other religious leaders in the United States to 
speak up. 

I certainly hope that you, for one, will take the 
Press up on its invitation to readers to express their views. 
You can be sure that members of the well -organized China 
lobby will lose no time writing the Press to take the opposite 
view, and urging a vigorous continuation of the cold war. 

With all good wishes, 

Rabbi Daniel J. Silver 
The Temple 
East 105th and Ansel Road 
Cleveland 6, Ohio 

CE:rbm 
enclosure 

Sincerely yours, 



. 
IIYt t.11ht and the PHf 11 Will Find T111ir awn Way 

The Cleveland Press · 
A SCRIPPS-HOWARD NEWSPAPER 

LOUIS 8. SELTZER, Editor . , GEORGE E. CARTER, Business M~nag•r 
Net paid daily circulation for 12 months ending Sept. 30, 19S8,. 31,1,~ 

OHIO'S LARGEST DAILY Nf'NSPAPER 

Tuesday, December 16, 1958 

. 

Are Americans More Willing to Deal With the Reds? 
By JULIAN KRAWCHECK ' 

Last Oct. 15 Cyrus Eaton, freshly returned 
from Russia, stood before a Cleveland Adver• 
tising Club audience and declared America 
must come to 'terms with the Reds or face an• 
nihilation. 

He -receiv_ed moderate applause from a re
spectful but far.from•convinced audience. 

Last Saturday, just two inonths later, he pro
pounded essentially the same thesis, couched 
in . stronger· language, before the City Club 
Forum. 

This time Eaton received a thunderous stand-
ing· ovation. . 

Did the altered reaction reflect a significant 
shift in public opinion or merely a different 
audience? 

As-a reporter who has specialized in covering 
• world affairs topics for 10 years, I believe 
Saturday's .ovation for Eaton was symptomatic 
of an· important change in public opinion. 

This change should not be . interpreted as 
public approval of all. of Eaton's views, espe
cially those concerned with the Hungarian Re• ·· 
volt of 1956 and the relative freedom of speech, 
or lack of it, in Russia and this couatry. 

Nevertheless, on the larger ·issue of U. S. 
foreign p0licy, the .reaction to. Eaton's latest 
speech-appeared to be anotlier link in a chain 

' • 

A skillful r~porter in. the field. 
of world affairs senses that an 
important change in . opinio~ is 
cascading through the American 
public .. _ Dt;t yo~ agree? 

• of developments which reflect a substantial 
shift in public : opinion. 

ism" into our foreign policy. 
I was present on both occasions. Yet the 

most lasting impression a reporter gets is 
gained from' what he hears people say in pri
vate conversation. 

What they .say, for instance, when they 
gather- in little knots after a World Affairs 
Council lecture. Or around the punch bowl at a 
holiday party: Or in the seat just ahead on the 
CTS Rapid . 

The sum total of what this reporter hears 
is that more and more people--perhaps a ma• 
jority-have iJ:np.ortantly revised their thinking 
on U. S.-Soviet relations in1the last few months. 

An important measurement was taken. here 
a month ago at the World Ord.er Conference of 
the Protestant Churches of America. . I am certain these good Americans like-

Secretary ·of St~te John Foste~. Dulles, long . Russia ~o: more than they ever d~d. Nor do they 
active in that group of prominent laymen and .tru~t N1k1ta ~hrushchev, even 1f Cyrus Eaton 
clerics, came here to outline his foreign polfcy . obviously. does. . 
before a presumably· sympathetic audience. They simply ha_ve come to the conclusion 
Among other things,- he defended America's that there· no longer is an alternative- to peace. 
refusal to recognize Red China. At least, they · reason, an. accommodation 

After hearing · Dulles; the conference· ap~ with people we don't·like might b\ly all of .us 
proved a ·report favoring ·U. ·S. recognition of a few· more precious if precarious years on this 
Red China. planet. · At best, il might start a chain reaction 

Another local straw in the wind came Sunday of events, some within Russia, that might lead 
when Rabbi Daniel Jeremy Silver .devoted his to a better world for all time to come. 
entire sermon at the Temple to a carefully- For what . it's worth, that's the impression 
documented argument for the immediate this one. very fallible, ·reporter get.a from tun• 
recognition of China as a .step.-in puttm_g ."real- ina two bent ears to the &round. . . 



Tl:X.T or CHIMA STATIMENT 

Clnelancl, lcw. 21 
rollowing are aaaplea tr011 a -•sage adopted here toda7 b7 a World Order Study 
Conference aponeored by the National Council ot the Church•• of Christ in th• 
U.S.A. The exoerpta reter to the recor,nition or CcA■u.nist China. 

Stronger ettorta should be aade to break through the present stalemate and 

to tind wa7a or living with the Ccamauniet nations. Solleticn .. thi• ia called 
-

"oo-axisteno•"• but we are concerned with aoaething aor• than th• llininmm meaning 
~ 

or the word. Our relationahip with the Co.nmillt nations should combine competi-

tion between ways or lite with cooperation tor lbtited objectives, our reaiatance 

to C011111uniat expansion go~s with recognition or the tact that Coaauni■t nation• 

as nations, have their own legitillate interests .nd their own r•aonable teara. 

We should avoid the poeture or gen~r~l hostility to th8!11 end oeaae the practice 

ot continual aoral lectureP to th• by our le~dere. 

In the cold war we allow ourselvea to drift into a defensive position in 

which we heaitate to admit aD7 illperteotione in our society, leat it aontina th• 

COD111Uniet indictment; thus we inhibit th• ••lt-orit1c1sm which ia uaential to 

the health ot a democracy. We tend to aake opposition to 0011111Uniaa the touohatone 

tor polic7 both in dome■tic lite and in international relationa. 

There is r•l hope that nw generation• within the Colllmn1at oountriea will 

be lNs fanatical in their ideological conviotiona and that they will be ■ore 

preoccupied with peace, with eoonoaic wall-being and with tentative experillenta 

in cultural freedom than with the attapt to doainate other nationa. 

rt ia not to be expected that they will torully renounce what•• consider to 

be their arrora. It 1• .,ough tor the kind or living together deaoribed abo•• it 

their •phaaia and prioriti•• change. The Htabliabllent ot good relations will 

reauire tir•l••• negotiation■ with th• and iaacinati•• progra■• ot oOlllllllnioation, 

cultural mcohang• and per■onal contacts. 



f 

Vls~l'_lo• and realiatio preoautiona are neo__..aa • ~ congition about th• 

1ood ot allot ea R 1 oounta ia a poisonous ataoap n which to 

•A.,~ftill,luct nesot1at1ona. 

It ie not enough to deplore war and call tor ita abolition, ve auat •nca1e, 

and enoourag• our oountry to engage without reserTationa, in \IRt things that make 

for peaoe. 

Though military peao• in the non-oOffllRlniat world r•aina a neoeaait7, ita 

11111ta should be aore clNrly recognized and tar more ot our attention and our 

r••ouraN should go into the task ot helping nationa find their own vay.s. to 

aolutiona or their social and economic problau. 

We need to recognize that COIIDIUniat nations, aa nations, haye their own 

legitiut• interest. and their own reasonable teara, And we •hould ayo1cl th• 

poature ot general hostility to them and cease the practice ot continual aoral 

lecture to th• by our leaders. 
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TEXT OF CHINA STATEMENT 

Cleveland, Nov. 21 
Following are examples fDom a message adopted here today by a World Order Study 
Conference sponsored by the 1iational Council of the Churches of Christ in the 
U.S.A. The excerpts refer to the recognition of Communist China. 

Stronger efforts should be made to break through the present stalemate and 

to find ways of living with the Communist nations. Sometimes this is called 

"co-existence", but we are concerned with something more than the minimum meaning 

of the word. Our relationship with the Canmunist nations should combine competition 

between ways of life with cooperation for limited objectives, our resistance to 

Communist expansion goes with recognition of the fact that Communist nations as 

nations, have their own legitimate interests and their own reasonable fears. We 

should avoid the posture of general hostility to them and cease the practice of 

continual moral lectures to them by our leaders. 

In the cold war we allow ourselves to drift into a defensive position in 

which we hesitate to admit any imperfections in our society, lest it confirm the 

Communist indictment; thus we inhibit the self-criticism which is essential to the 

health of a democracy. We tend to make opposition to communism the touchstone for 

policy both in domestic life and in international relations. 

There is real hope that new generations within the Communist countries will 

be less fanatical in their ideological convictions and that they will be more 

preoccupied with peace, with economic well-being and with tentative experiments 

in cultural freedom than with the attempt to dominate other nations. 

It is not to be expected that they will formally renounce what we consider 

to be their errors. It is enough for the kind of living together described above 

if their emphasis and priorities change. The establishment of good relations 

will require tireless negotiations with them and imaginative programs of communi

cation, cultural exchange and personal contacts. 



l 

Vigilance and realistic precautions are necessary, but cognition about the 

good of all of each other's on all counts is a poisonous atmosphere in which to 

try to conduct negotiations. 

It is not enough to deplore war and call for its abolition, we must engage, 

and encourage our country to engage without reservations, in the things that make 

for peace. 

Though military peace in the non-communist world remains a necessity, its 

limits should be more clearly recognized and far more of our attention and our 

resources should go into the task of helping nations find their own way to 

solutions of their social and economic problems. 

We need to recognize that communist nations, as nations, have their own 

legitimate interests and their own reasonable fears, and we should avoid the 

posture of general hostility to them and cease the practice of contin,moral 

lecture to them by our leaders --



Prof. Wright 

It seems likely that stability and peace would be served better by bringing 

the most populous state of the world and the greatest power of Asia into normal 

relations with the United States, the United Nations, and in the world community 

than by treating it as an outcast. 
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bad 
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. Developments ·make.it ever ognlze , the -~ese Co~~ · 

m,re • clear that if . we were nlst regime in the hope tbf~. 
t6 grant political recognl- large ~d • profitab}e ~ 
tion to , the Chlnese1. Commu- would follow. That _ia ,an ~ .. ~ 
~t . regime, . it · would be a slon. • . ... 

' well-nigh mortal bl~w to The United · _S~tes today~ 
has the survival of the non-Com- Is exporting to the non-Com:.. •'. 
~ter, munist gove~ents in the m\µlist· countries of . the Far,. 
vu F~ ·East. Such recognition EB:St at the rate of over $2% 
• to ~<I: the seating of the Chi- billion a year. • 
9.ld, n~ • •eom~unists in the 
rob- United Nations would so in- Loss of Trade .. , 
~ of crease their pr.estige and We may be sure that U 
>ro- influence in the Far East, the Communists should take 

and so dishearten the free over these free nations ot. 
in nations, that the Communist the Far East, our trade 

11ot subversive efforts w.ould al- with them would drasticaHy·• 
,rs' inost surely succeed. shrink, as has been the case · 
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pposlng Arguments with our trade with the So
viet Union and its Europeaa 
satellites. Contrary arguments come 

largely from two sources. 
There are those who ' argue Should we, then, in the 

that strice the Chinese Com- quest of a few mlllions of 
munist regime exists and has dollars of unreliable trade 
power in Mainland China, with Communist China, jeop. 
we ought to · accord it po- ardize exports of $2½ bil-
lltical recognition. lion? 

There i~, however, no prin- We deal with the Chinese 
ciple of international law to Communist regime \_Vhen-

clS an this effect. ever that ls expedient. We do 

. these 
~ de
~ 
·deter 
·glng 
·.ong 

The Chinese Communist not pretend that it does not 
regime is bitterly hostile to exist. • • . 
the United ~tates. It Is d~- j But it is certain that dip
cated to expelling us fr~'lomatlc recognition of tile 
the Western Pacific. It is Chinese Communist regime ' 
determined to take over the would gravely jeopardiR the 
free peoples and resources of political, the economic and • 
the areL It violates all es- the security interests of the' 
tabllshed principles of inter- United . States. _The • Pacf.fil,-: 

\D national law and of clvlUsed instead .of being . a ,;:frlen • . 

• ~du~t. :,. • •.: . ·., : _body~·o(~ater .~~~--~ · • • .' . 
. , Whr,. illlould we. give aid ,;~ ~ i,,;. . . 
and coinlort to. :~ch a ~ ;f .... . . ~d .i9~: ~ -~ .. 
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Some tiilnk ·we ahou1d rec- continental :frontlvL·~-;... --~ 
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One consolation in this crisis, therefore, is to think that the Chinese 

Communist dictatorship does not represent the interests of a large enough 

proportion of the Chinese people, that it maintains itself only by force and 

manipulation, that, in fine, it is too evil to last. This can be endlessly 

debated. Some will argue that the new order is not viable. 

Such, I fear, is not the case. Peking's collapse is always a possibility 

but at present ,(iA ~~g~ we have little reason to think it probable. What we 

~ 
see in mainland China -tode:y is a new all-powerful bureaucracy coercing the 

populace but drawn fran it for the purpose; a new elite urging on their labors, 

organizing their lives. This new totalitarian system has profound evils built 

into it but it has remained viable in Russia. A less thorough and more super-

' 
ficial autocracy proved viable under one Chinese dynasty after another. We 

cannot conclude that Chinese Communism's obvious evils are likely to be sufficient 
f 

to destroy it. Clutching at this straw will not help us. 

In short, we have to face ito 



Developments make it ever more clear that if we were to grant political 

recognition to the Chinese Communist regime, it would be a well-nigh mortal blow 

to the survival of the non-Communist governments in the Far 1ast. Such recognition 

and the seating of the Chinese Communists in the United Nations would· so increase 

their prestige and influence in the Far East, and so dishearten the free nations, 

that the Corrmu.nist subversive efforts would almost surely succeed. 

But it is certain that diplomatic recognition of the Chinese Communist regime 

would gravely jeopardize the political, the economic and the security interests 

of the United States. The Pacific .instead of being a friendly body of water 

would in great part be dominated by hostile forces and our own defenses~":' 

back to or aboutNour continental frontiers. 

Christians should urge reconsideration by our government of its policy in 

regard to the People I s Republic of Chin9-. While the right$ of the people of 
(-;J./~ ',J f 6-'~) , o'-:f ~~ 

Taiwan i:fl Korea should be safeguarded steps should be undertaken towards the 

including of Red China in the United Nations and for its recognition by our 

government. 



With reference to China, Christians should urge reconsideration by our 

Government of its policy in regard to the People's Republic of China. While the 

rights of the people of Taiwan and of loreB. should be saf eguarded, steps should 

be taken toward the inclusion of the People's Republic of China in the United 

Nations and for its recognition by our Government. Such recognition does not 

imply approval. These diplomatic relations should constitute a part of a much 

wider relationship between our peoples. The exclusion of the effective government 

on the mainland of China, currently the People's Republic of China, from the 
/ 

international community is in many ways a disadvantage to f~:t community. It 

helps to preserve a false image of the United States and of other nations in the 

minds of the Chinese people. It keeps our people in ignorance of what is taking 

place in China. It hampers negotiations for disarmament. It limits the functioning 

of international organizations. We have a strong hope that the resumption of 
·o 

relationships between the peoples of China and of the United States may make 

possible also a restoration of relationships between their churches and ours. 
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The Story Behind Quemoy: 

How e Drifted 
Close to ar 

A Post editor traces the Alice-in -Wonderland processes 

which led us to the edge of an Oriental abyss

and may yet push us in. 

By Stewart Alsop 

The island of Quernoy is a block of land about 
the size of the District of Columbia, nestled up 
against the coast of China. Five years ago, not 
one American in ten thousand had ever heard 
of Quemoy. Yet twice in the last four years we 
have come close to war with Communist China 
because of Quemoy, and the danger of war 
over the little island has by no means ended yet. 

Surely this is a situation which needs some 
explaining. For no one pretends that Quemoy, 
or the other small Nationalist-held islands off 
the China coast, are important pieces of land. 
Quemoy has been ruled of little or no military 
value by such competent military authorities 
as Dwight D. Eisenhower and Douglas Mac
Arthur. There is not a responsible official in 
Washington, from John Foster Dulles on down, 
who thinks the islands, as real estate, are worth 
a plugged nickel. "If only," one very high 
official has remarked, "the damned islands 
would sink below the sea." 

And yet, if the Communists tried to take 
Quemoy or the other islands by direct as
sault-which they could conceivably do be
fore these words are printed-the United 
States would probably intervene with force, 
risking a global nuclear war in the process. In-

The U.S. cruiser Helena, its guns at the ready, escorts Chinese Nationalist supply ships to beleaguered Quemoy. 



deed/ as things now stand, the United States 
would have no honorable alternative. 

How, then, did the American Government 
get into a situation where it has already twice 
come close to war, and may yet in the future 
go to war, for some islands the American Gov
ernment devoutly wishes did not exist? 

A great many thoughtful people must have 
been asking themselves that question in recent 
months. It is the purpose of this report to try to 
provide a partial answer. The answer must of 
necessity be incomplete, or t e recor o our 
China policy is remarkably murk" complex 
and passion-laden, and two honest men can 
and often do violently disagree about past 
events in which both have participated. The 
story of the offshore islands is, moreover, a 
story without a villain or a hero, and like most 
real-life stories it has a wandering, illogical 
plot, without a beginning or an end. But it is a 
fascinating story all the same, with much 
meaning for our past and future, and it is 
worth trying to understand its main outlines. 

A good place to start the story is at a meeting 
in the office of Allen Dulles, able director of 
the Central Intelligence Agency, and brother 
of John Foster Dulles. The meeting was con
vened on a cold and dreary morning late in 
March, 1952, to hear John Foster Dulles ex
pound his ideas on American policy in Asia, 
where he had spent some months successfully 
negotiating the Japanese Peace Treaty. 

John Foster Dulles was then about to shed 
his carapace as "consultant" to Dean Acheson, 
to become chief campaign strategist for the 
Republicans on foreign-policy issues. A certain 
chilliness had inevitably grown up between 
him and the highest-level Democratic policy 
makers, like Acheson. Thus the meeting was 
attended largely by the second level of offi
cials-men like his brother Allen, then number
two man in the CIA; Charles Bohlen, then 
State Department Counselor; John Allison, 
then Assistant Secretary of State for the Far 
East; General Merrill, of Merrill's Marauders 
fame; John Ferguson and C. Burton Marshall, 

Victim of Red artillery fire. In the first six weeks of 

. siege, 474,907 shells plastered the Quemoy outpost. 

of the State Department Policy Planning Staff, 
and a number of others. 

No doubt, buried somewhere in the bowels 
of the State Department or the CIA, there is 
an official record of what was said that Satur
day morning. But what follows is accurate in 
substance, for the even tenor of bureaucratic 
life was broken that morning by a moment of 
passion and anger, and as a result certain of 
those present remember vividly what hap
pened. John Foster Dulles led off, and in his 
lucid, care u y worded manner, he made two 
main points. The first was that Trum n's or
der of June, 1950, interposing the Seventh 
Fleet between Formosa and the mainland, had 
led to an "anomalous" situation. For the result 
was that the Seventh Fleet was "protecting" 
the Chinese Communists, our enemy in ~orea, 
from attack by the Nationalists. He had dis
cussed this point with Chiang Kai-shek, Dulles 
said, and Chiang thoroughly agreed that this 
anomalous situation should be changed. 

There were, Dulles continued, "certain 
islands," close to (Continued on Page 86) 

Admiral Radford (left, above) and the State Depart

ment's Robertson, Chiang admirers, were assigned to 
steer him away from the offshore islands. They failed. 

State Department planner C. B. Marshall six 
years ago warned that an American commitment 
on these islands might drag the U.S. into war. 

MacArthur's 1950 meeting with Chiang which 
led Truman eventually to dismiss the general for 
insubordination. The whole U.S. apparently 
became emotionally involved in the China issue . 

Map below shows Quemoy's precarious location, only 
a stone's throw from the Red Chinese port of Amoy. 

0 

(Taiwan) 
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How We Drifted Close to War 
(Continued from Page 27) 

the mainland, still held by the Nationa~.-!f roposals that day in his brother's office. 
ists. Given a "warrant" by the Unite~The fir t- the Seventh Fleet should 
States o remsure 1m agamst t e nsks cease t.o "Jll'otect'' e Ctimese Commu
invblVed, Chiang would l5e aoTe o re-~ ms s-was loudty put into effect as soon 
dt!JSffiy ano strengthen 'fits a ready-con- a~..-.ne& became- Secretary. • and n 
st erabje forces on tfieK Islands-. ntm, q~, but dicctively, reversed. The 
increased pressure would be brought to second-that the United States Govern
bear on the Chinese Communists, w~ment should offer Chiang a "warrant'· on 
the strengthening of the islands would tlfe offshore islands·-was no consciously 
also serve as a "s mbol" of ur eter- puUnto effect at all. Nevertheless, Chiang 
mination to ado a o r~r••.,··rd" heh his warrant, for all rachcal purposes. 
policy alamsf tne nese ~mm ist The granting oTffie warranllla~jnstitap-
aggressof_j,, He made these proposals, pened, rather as Topsy just "growed," 
Dulles said, in no partisan spirit. He without Dulles or anybody else exactly 
had carefully studied the National Se- planning it that way. The result, as we 
curity Council papers on the subject, and shall see, is a situation a good deal more 
he believed the course he advocated was "anomalous" than the one Dulles com-
encompassed in existing policy. plained of in 1952. 

The initial reaction to this recital was Dulles' first important act as Secretary 
tepidly polite. Allen Dulles asked a few of State was expressed in certain phrases 
factual questions, while Allison and Mer- in President Eisenhower's first ,State o~J 
rill complimented Dulles on his presenta- the Union message in Jariuary, 1933,, 
tion. Then suddenly C. B. Marshall, of which were wrnten by Dulles and wluch 
the Planning Staff, a big, articulate, irasci- were a paraphrase of what he had said in 
ble mhn, who was, among those present, his brother's office. "We certainly have 
low man on the bureaucratic totem pole, no obli ation to rotec a nation 1i Ji mg 
cast a bombshell into the placid bureau- us m Korea,' t e resident said, alli\ he 
cratic scene. was therefore "issuing instructions that 

It was nonsense, Marshall said, to say ttie Seventh Fleel no Jonger be emplo,.":d 
that such a course was authorized by -te • ommu I IS was, 

Seventh Fleet w~ des!@ed to revent Chiang Kai-shek ( the not 
existing policy. Truman's order to the ~ , e amou nleashin of 

the spreacf of the Chinese c1vfl war, DulJes', but a newspaper invention). 
whereas the course Du es pro..Qosed What was the "unleashing" all about? 
would mean <1irect American interven-
tion on one side in..1hat...w.ar. Moreover, 
to give Cliian a "warrant" on tiit off
shore 1sfan ..WQU convey o a oreign 
entity the power to invo ve the· nited 
States in war." As ne warmed tl'.fbisTub
ject, Marshall launched into a passionate 
peroration. To convey to Chiang Kai-

// ~

hek's "mendicant and necessitous re
gime" a warrant that would permit that re
gime to drag the United States into a civil 
war would be an "act of supreme folly." 

John Foster Du1Ies looked at Marshall 
as though he did not exist-a feat Dulles 
can perform brilliantly-and said not a 
word. There was an unhappy silence. 
Then Bohlen, the able diplomat, took 
over, asking Dulles questions which were 
politely phrased, but which nevertheless 
pointed up the risks involved in the course 
Du11es proposed. The meeting then broke 
up, on a strained and inconclusive note. 

lle story of this brief bureaucratic 
wrangle is worth recounting despite its 
inconclusive ending. In 1950, at the be
ginning of the Korean War, General 
MacArthur discussed with Averell Har-
t iman "the roblem of the island,.. of 
Quemoy," remarking t at 1 was "im
portant [to the Chinese Nationalists] 
from the standpoint of eventually land
ing on the mainland, but had no value for 
the U.S." Otherwise, the meeting in Allen 
Dulles' office was the first occasion when 
the subject of the offshore islands was 
ever seriously discussed by policy-making 
officials. Before then, and indeed for a 
long time thereafter, only the specialists , 
in such matters were aware of the exist
ence of the little Nationalist-held islands 
like Quemoy, Little Quemoy, the Matsus 
and the Tachens, all within hardly more 
than a stone's throw of mainland China. 

The dispute in Allen Dulles' office also 
sharply illuminated the bitter and pas
sionate division on China policy which 
has plagued the American Government 
for many years, and still plagues it to this 
day. Finally, what John Foster Dulles 
said that day in his brother's office fore
shadowed much that was to happen after 
he became Secretary of State. 

Indeed, if one looks back, an odd pat
tern emerges. Dulles made two related 

Money won't buy health
but that's no excuse for not 
paying your doctor. 

ANTHONY J. PETTITO 

Critics of Dulles contend that it was 
all about politics-that it was a legalistic 
device to lend a color of reality to the 
campaign oratory about a "dynamic new 

lroreign policy of liberation." But this is 
not fair to Dulles. Dulles was quite aware 
that the defeated Chinese Nationalists 
represented no serious threat to the Com
munists on the mainland-unless they 
had American air and naval support. 
But, as he has since explained the matter, 
Dulles wished to implant in the minds of 
the Communists the fear that Chiang 
might in fact get American support for an 
invasion of the mainland. The fear that 
this might happen, Dulles reasoned, 
would make them more ready to agree to 
an acceptable truce in Korea. Dulles, in 
short, was indulging in psychological 
warfare. As a gesture of psychological 
warfare, the unleashing no doubt made 
sense-Dulles is convinced that it helped 
to make the Korean truce possible. On 
the other hand, the President's new order 
to the Seventh Fleet, which was leaked , 
in advance with much fanfare, was ad
vertised by the new Administration's 
political propagandists as a great ne 
departure in foreign policy, which it cer
tainly was not. 

In that strained moment in Allen Dul
les' office, C. B. Marshall overstated his 
case. Even so, the danger to which he 
pointed was real-the dan he 
Chi ation • end y 
wag~nube American do~. aod wasg~ng 
tne merican • w 1th 
m mland China. And there is no doubt 
01r\,nt 15"01iit" Though Dulles may have 
looked at Marshall as though he did not 
exist, he was quite aware of the existence 
of this danger, as is suggested by another 
small bureaucratic episode from the past. 

THE SATURDAY EVENIN'-' POST 

For a number of weeks after the new 
Administration took office, a few high 
officials of the old Administration re
mained insecurely in their posts. Early in 
1953, two of these official ghosts-to-be
Gen. Omar Bradley, Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff; and Paul Nitze, 
brilliant head of Dean Acheson's Policy 
Planning Staff-had a worried talk. What 
worried them was a promised shipment 
of jet planes to Formosa, which the new 
Administration had announced with a 
flourish. These planes, Bradley pointed 
out, had plenty of range for an attack on 
the mainland. If Chiang ordered them to 
shoot up the mainland, might he not 
start something we would have to finish? 

Nitze and Bradley together drafted a 
paper for the new Secretary of State, pro
posing that Chiang should be asked to 
agree not to use the planes against the 
mainland without the concurrence of the 
American Government. N itze then led a 
small delegation which presented the 
paper to Dulles. The delegation waited 
with curiosity and perhaps some slight 
trepidation for Dulles' reaction-the pro
posal, after all, certainly amounted to 
"protecting" or "shielding" the Chinese 
Communists from attack. Dulles read 
the paper, making the odd, small clicking 
noises which he makes when concentrat
ing and penciling in a number of revisions 
as he read. When he handed it back, the 
paper had been sharply strengthened

oder no circumstances was Chiang to 
get his new jets without the most explicit 
written agreement that they would not be 
used against the mainland without expre&s 

merican permission. ' 
Thus began the "releashing" of Chiang. 

In the early '50's:'ntc eff!hore islands 
were used by the Nationalists as expend
able bases of operations against the Com
munists. Th • ·er use was for com-
mando-type guerr1 r • 
I , mounte<f in 
hciftdJIOii sttcngrll, and Watch were ,sup-
porfed, as we sftttll see, BY Alien Dulles• 
Clft. Tht! 2t§tfffit1s WCI c tdso OsSa for re
co na1ssance., leaflet dropping, occasional 
bombing forays against the mainland and 
for blockading such Chinese Communist 
ports as Amoy, opposite Quemoy. Pro
gressively, as a result of intense American 
pressure, all these activities have been 
ended, as the releashing process has gone 
on. During the recent crisis, John Foster 
Dulles hinted broadly that, if only the 
Chinese Communists would stop cutting 
up rough, Chiang Kai-shek would be so 
thoroughly releashed that the islands 
would not even be used for intelligence 
purposes, or for any other purpose that 
might annoy the Chinese Communists in 
any way. 

Meanwhile, while the releashing of 
Chiang has been going on, we have been 
helping the Nation!lists, with copious 
dollars, materiel and advice, to strengthen 
their forces on the offshore islands. In 
stwrt, the stronger we have made Chian?'s 
forces on the islands. the less we have per

ifted him to use tfiem aga~nst the Cggi
unists. Surely this process, with its ob-

10us overtones of Alice in Wonderland, 
as been "ano~~m~a~l~o~~=~~~tu:-1 

one. e e process has ad a sort of 
but t-in logic and inevitability of its own. 
What has been done has been done by 
reasonable men, for rational reasons. 

Take the build-up of the Chinese Na
tionalist forces on the offshore islands. In 
numbers of troops, the build-up has not 
been all that great-there were supposedly 
between 50,000 and 60,000 Nationalist 
troops on Quemoy, for example, in 1951, 
about 80,000 by 1955, and there are about 
85,000 today. But these numbers by no 
means tell the whole story. In the early 
days, many of the troops on the islands 
belonged to one or another of Chiang's 

"phantom divisions," in which the official 
troop strength was double or quadruple 
the actual strength. The troops who were 
not phantoms were for the most part a 
rag-tag-and-bobtail lot. But as time went 
on, Chiang's best troops were increasingly 
committed to the islands, while Quemoy 
especially was progressively transformed 
from an expendable outpost into a for
tress, a little Gibraltar, whose loss would 
be a major, perhaps a fatal, disaster for 
the Nationalist regime. 

Secretary Dulles has said that the 
American Government did not "encour
age" this build-up, but only "acquiesced." 
As far as any official, high-level decision 
by the American Government is con
cerned, this is quite true. But it is also 
quite true that official representatives of 
the American Government-notably the 
officers of the Military Advisory Group 
(MAG) which was sent to Formosa in 
1951-unquestionably did encourage the 

' 

build-up, especially after the famous "un
leashing" order. One reliable witness who 
spent some time on Formosa in early 
1953 recalls that "officers of the Chinese 
National Defense Ministry with whom I 
became friendly" were complaining at 
the time of the "constant pressure from 
MAG" to replace the expendable guer
rillas on the island with first-line regulars 
and to beef up the defenses of the islands 
generally. "The project didn't make sense 
to them," he recalls, "and they were ac
tively resisting it." Others who were on 
the spot at the time, including junior 
officers with the MAG, recall the same 
pressure from the Americans and the 
same initial resistance from the Chinese. 

There was nothing sinister, or even sur
prising, about this American pressure to 
build up the offshore island defenses. 
"What the hell," one MAG officer has 
remarked, "we were sent out there to help 
the Chinats build up their defesses, so 
that is what we-.id. •• Maj. Oen. WiUiam 
Chase, who commanded MAO throuab
out this period, testifies: "Please remem
ber, I was executing orders, not policy, if 
you please-that was decided at CINC
PAC and in the Pentagon." 

When Chase went to Formosa, CINC
PAC, or Commander in Chief, Pacific, 
was Adm. Arthur• Radfofa, who is a key 
figure in tllt' offshore-fsands story. In 
1953, Radford moved up to become 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, and thus 
top military man in the Pentagon. Rad
ford has never made any bones about his 
views. He has long believed that a show-

~/!ati!1' .:i21!iZ%1trgi~~~ 
conclusion from this premise being, the 
soofler the better. Radford agte!s that 
a~ pulley decisions involving the MAG 
were made not by Chase, but by CINC
PAC or the Pentagon. Whether or not 
orders to press the Chinese Nationalists 
to build up their power on the offshore 
islands were actually issued in Radford's 
name, Radford undoubtedly approved of 
what was being done. By Radford, Chase 
and all concerned, the build-up on the 
offshore islands was regarded as an es
sentially military matter in any case. 

The man directly responsible for what
ever political implications may have been 
involved was Walter Robertsoll+ the per
sonally charming, passionately anti
Communist Assistant 1Sectetaty of State 
for-=f'ar l!u&ea:A A.Wahs. ltOrJettson 'Tias 
attgrl!y demed .Published reports that he 
approved and encouraged the build-up on 
Quemoy and the other islands. Ind~d, he 
has said that, until the first heavy shelling 
of Quemoy in September, 1954, he was 
aware only dimly, if at all, of the exist
ence of the offshore islands. 

Yet MAG's pressure on the Chinese 
Nationalists to build up their forces on 
the offshore islands had very great po-
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litical implications all the same. A great 
power is in an unhappy position if it en
courages a small power to build up its 
forces in exposed positions, and then 
shrugs its shoulders and turns away if 
those positions are attacked. The Amer
ican moral commitment to the islands 
was sharply increased, moreover, when, in 
early 1954, the MAG began taking over 
from Western Enterprises on the islands. 

Western Enterprj:es, lnc., was the 
thorotigftly blown cover name for the 
activities of the CIA in the area. The 
Western Enterprisers-ostensibly "sol
diers of fortune"-were responsible for 
organizing and equipping the Nationalist 
guerrillas who raided the mainland from 
the offshore islands, and, until early 1954, 
the islands were pretty much their ex
clusive playground. By that time they 
had settled themselves very comfortably 
on the islands. The story is told of an in
trepid and attractive lady journalist who 
visited one of the Tachen Islands in early 
1954. She noted that her f eJiow Amer
icans, the Western Enterprisers, were 
handsomely housed in a large barracks 
complete with PX and hot and cold run
ning water, far more agreeable than the 
flea-bitten Chinese quarters to which she 
was assigned. In order to improve her 
living conditions, she tried to exercise 
her charms on the "spooks," as the 
Western Enterprisers were called; but, 
faithful to their nonexistent cover, they 
refused to speak to her. So she sent the 
head spook a note: "If you won't speak 
to me, you might at least let me sleep with 
you." She was assigned a comfortable 
billet. 

On the initiative of CIA Chief Allen 
Dulles, Western Enterprises began to be 
liquidated in early 1954, and the MAG 
took over from the spooks. Before that, 
American officers in uniform had been 
discouraged from going to the islands, al
though a few had made brief inspection 
trips. Now the officers and men of the 
MAG began for the first time to be sta
tioned permanently on the islands, no
tably Quemoy and the Tachens. \lJ}li~ 
the spooks, these men J.IJ..A,merican um:. 
form coura not oe disavowed-the were 
a \/isf6fe symoo of the American pres
ence; as visible a symbol as the American 
flai wbich flew over their headquarters. 
In this way, a "warrant" to protect the 
offshore islands was for all practical pur
poses conveyed to Chiang Kai-shek
not by any high-level decision by Dulles 
or anyone else, not by any low-level plot, 
but by a ~low, bureaucratic and somnam
bulistic process. 

The extent of the American commit
ment to the islands was tragically dram-

1 A atized in the first week of September, c{i' \ 1954, when for the first time the Chinese 
Communists opened up on Quemoy with 
a heavy artillery barrage. On the day the 
shelling started, September third. two 
American officers o e M7\G were 
ktlled-Lt. eot. -1dfred Menen<forp and 
Ct. Col. Frank W. Lynn. This shelling 
also set in train the first great crisis over 
the offshore islands, and insistently faced 
the American Government with the need 

i 
decide in what way, if at all, the un

poken, unwritten and even unconscious 
oral commitment to Chiang on the off

horo- islands was to be honored. And, 
although no more than a tiny handful of 
people knew it at the time, the Am • n 
Governm~nt came very clO,IC o rr.1pond: 
inl With a conaifional decision to go to 
war-wltb Red China. 

When the shelling began, the American 
Government was, like Gallia omnis, di
vided into three parts. President Eisen
hower was vacationing in Denver. Sec
retary Dulles, the indefatigable traveler, 
was in Manila, negotiating the SEA TO 
Pact. Thus the Joint Chiefs of Staff, in 

Washington, were the first to react to the 
Quemoy shelling, which they interpreted 
as a probable prelude to an invasion of 
Quemoy. They immediately proposed 
that Chiang's Air Force be permitted to 
bomb military objectives across from Que
moy, and this recommendation the Presi
dent approved. 

It was followed by a second recom
mendation, very much more far-reaching. 
Admiral Radford, as Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs, with the support of Gen. 
Nathan Twining and Adm. Robert Carney, 
proposed that Chiang's Air Force also be 
permitted to bomb targets far inland, as 
Chiang had requested. They further pro
posed that, if a retaliatory assault on 
Quemoy or on Formosa itself was 
launched by the Communists, American 
planes should join in attacking mainland 
targets, if need be with nuclear weapons. 
What the three chiefs were proposing, in 
hort, was the showdown with Commu

nist China which Radford had long be
lieved inevitable, and perhaps desirable. 
Gen. Matthew Ridgway was the lone dis
senter. As he wrote later, the other chiefs 
"sincerely felt, I think, that it was better 
to face the issue then and there. . . . " 
Ridgway, the Jone ground soldier among 
the chiefs, did not believe in the theory of 
the majority that action could be con
fined to sea and air strikes. He felt that 
action would "spread to full and all-out 
war, employing all the weapons at our 
command," and he called such a war for 
Quemoy "an unwarranted and tra§iC 
course." ,,.-

~t hm been reported that Dulles cabled 
his concurrence with the majority of the 
chiefs from Manila, and that the chiefs 
and Dulles were subsequently overruled 
when President Eisenhower sided with 
Ridgway. This is not accurate. Instead of 
cabling his views, Dulles cabled back to 
the Pentagon two questio~__wbicb Jlla 
be paraphrased as f olJows~ Can Quemo 

,..1,c; defended s11~ee88ftdly against an alJ
out assault? And are Quemoy and the 
other offshore islands essential to the de-
f~nse of Form:o:s:a~?"1!frlii~r,:;;-iliicio -Mcamwhile, • mgton, Ridgway 
had found two allies. One was Robert 
:Bowie, who had inherited Nitze's job as 
chief of the State Department's Policy 
PJanning Staff. Bowie, who has since re
signed, is a cautious fellow, and under 
him the planning staff lost much of its old 
influence. But on this occasion Bowie 
played a key role in the unfolding of 
events. 

When the Joint Chiefs' proposal came 
to his desk, Bowie's hair stood on end in 
horror, and he immediately voiced his 
horror to Gen. Walter Bedell Smith, then 
Undersecretary of State. A ground sol
dier like Ridgway, Smith shared Ridg
way's distrust of the theory of the "im
maculate war." He te•cobooed lai11 old 
chief, Eisenhower .Tn Denver, and pointed 
oat ctlat the majority pr~al of ihe 
Joint ChleB, which mi&ht to aJnLat 
thennonuclear war. was not omcthiag 
to 6e decided lightly. The President agreed 
and called for a ational Security Council 
meeting in Denver on September twelfth, 
the day of Secretary Dulles' scheduled 
return. 

Bowie felt so strongly about the issue 
that, on his own initiative, he flew out to 
California and boarded Dulles' plane 
when it landed to refuel at Travis Aif 
Force Base. On the way to Denver, Bowie 
argued passionately against the show
down course recommended by the chiefs. 
Meanwhile, Dulles had been provided 
with the official answers to the two ques
tions he had cabled from Manila. With 
the inevitable dangling qualifications, the 
answers were in the negative. 

The meeting of the National Security 
Council, which took place in the com
fortable officers' club of the Lowry Air 
Force Base soon after Dulles landed in 
Denver, must have had an undercurrent 
of high drama. Everyone knew that war 
or peace might depend on the decisions 
taken in that room. Everyone also knew 
that the views of the Secretary of State, 
unknown before the meeting, would 
carry great weight with the President, 
who must make the final decision. In the 
past, moreover, Dulles had been identi
fied with the Radford-Robertson group, 
which favored a very tough policy toward 
the Chinese Communists. But, on this oc
casion, no doubt due in part to the heart
felt air-borne persuasions of Bowie, Dul
les favored a compromise course. He 
used the negative answers to the two 
questions he had cabled from Manila to 
support the view that American forces 

ould intervene only on one condi 1on

. 

tack on t e o s ore island was 
the re u e o an a ta or-

This argument met with little persuasive 
opposition, and the President ruled in its 
favor. The President's ruling amounted 
to a decision to avoid a showdown if pos
sible, rather than a decision to force a 

"I want every last bean he has!" 
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showdown, as three of the four Joint 
Chiefs had proposed. Everything that has 
happened since has re1ated to that basic 
decision in Denver, which is still the de
cision guiding American policy as this is 
written. Right or wrong, it was surely one 
of the most crucial decisions any Presi
dent has taken in our history. 

The President's decision did not, to 
sure, end the argument. In thee·vate 
counsels of the Government, atiror 
argued strongly for at least a bloc 
Red China. When the Chinese Commu
nists imposed brutal sentences on thir
teen American prisoners in their hands, 
Sen. Willial)l-l&ro\ffa_!!> then a powerful 
figure on C~MiH; t,)Ublicly called for 
a blockade of the China mainland. Thus 
the pressure for further action against 
Communist China-or at least some ges
ture-mounted, while the President and 
Dulles continued to resist the pressure. A 
key moment came with the Communist 
assault on the tiny island of Ichiang or 
Yikiang-there are other spellings-in 
the Tachen group in January, 1955. The 
corporal's guard of Chinese Nationalist 
troops on the island resisted bravely, 
but they were slaughtered to a man by 
junk-borne Communists. 

Dulles had an uncharacteristically emo
tional reaction to the lchiang assault. 
There was, it seems, a distinction in his 
mind between the shelling of Quemoy 
and the assault on Ichiang-the latter in
volved the "direct" use off orce, and was 
thus "a challenge" to the United States 
as well as the Nationalists. It was agreed 
that the assault was a prelude to an at
tack on the Tachen group of islands, 
which were, for reasons of geography, 
indefensible from Formosa. Dulles' first 
impulse was to offer the Chipel f'B!ton
all§fs a flat unconditional arant to 
d mo an e atsus, em 
i in a nate reso e 
an a_areemcn1. .to cwaguato s 
under the_protectio venth Fleet. 

There is no doubt, indeed, that Chiang 
and his foreign minister, George Yeh
now Ambassador to the United States
firmly believed that Dulles had offered 
just such a guaranty, or "warrant," to 
use the word Dulles had used almost 
three years before. In any event, as the 
outcome of a brief but bitter debate 
within the Government, Dulles was over- \ 
ruled by the President. In ffii§ debate &c-

_ate1 J of mterise Charles Wilson played 
a key role. Wilson has no compunctions 
about repeating himself and he kept say-
i ver, t s easy enou 
et into a war with China, but ho 
ou e ut of the war " e important, 

it me c ear a flat guaranty on 
the offshore islands would meet bitter op
position in the Senate. So in the end, the 
Formosa resolution as submitted to the 
Senate-to the fury of Chiang and George 
Yeh, who felt that they had been double
crossed-left the matter of defending the 
offshore islands ambiguous These "re
lated areas," Administration spokesmen 
explained, were to be defended only if, in 
the President's judgment, an attack on the 
islands was the prelude to an attack on 
Formosa itself. 

The Formosa resolution was, in short, 
a paraphrase of the position Dulles had 
taken in the Denver meeting in Septem
ber. Yet, by Dulles' own standards, there 
was-and still is-a glaring weakness in 
the policy embodied in the Formosa res
olution. Dulles is the chief exponent of 
the view, which he HD often expressed, 
thirrhe best way to avoid a war 15 co chaw 
~ fltmllfld P!Etise line Jlll~tett fhc-.n
tial ClielTry i.hat. ..to OYCIS~ ffi9.L lane 
mftfi.s war. Under &be Eormma riesolu
tion, no final lincisdra.wa; and Arnerical'\ 
intentions are lef't, l,y ~lies' own .ea .. 
sontna, danaerously amDl·p_, __ ___ 
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Dulles had tried to correct this weak
ness, of which he was unhappily aware, 
by drawing the line between the main
land and Quemoy and the Matsus. H 
had been overruled by the President. Th 
President then tried to draw his own 
line-this time in the Formosa Straits, 
leaving out the offshore islands. In April, 
the President summoned Dulles to his 
vacation headquarters in Augusta, Geor
gia, and told him in effect that he had 
concluded that it ultimately would be 
best for all concerned for the National
ists, with American logistical support, to 
evacuate the offshore islands. Dulles 
agreed, and the two men drafted a letter 
to Chiang for the President's signature, 
urging him to evacuate the islands and 
offering American help to that end, plus 
iron-bound guarantees on Formosa and 
the Pescadores. At Dulles' suggestion, 
the two men in the government most 
closely identified with Chiang's cause
Assistant Secretary of State Walter Rob
ertson and Adm. Arthur Radford-were 
chosen to deliver what must have seemed 
to Chiang a poisoned chalice. 

The mission was a hideously difficult 
one-the moment when Robertson pro
duced from his pocket the letter from the 
President must have been horribly un
comfortable. Officers under Radford's 
orders, after all, had encouraged Chiang 
to transform the islands into little for
tresses, and thus into symbols of Chiang's 
dream of a return to the mainland. And 
here were Chiang's friends, come to his 
house to urge him to abandon what they 
had helped to build, and to abandon his 
dream as well. 

How strong was the urging? It has been 
said that Robertson and Radford under
cut their own mission, because they did 
not believe in it-that they argued weakly, 
gave in easily. Queried on this point, 
Robertson has replied: "If anyone says 
that to me, I'll call him a liar to his face." 
Robertson is an honorable man, and the 
transcript of the conversation with Chiang, 
according to those who have seen that 
secret document, bears him out. In any 
case, it probably matters little how per
suasive Robertson and Radford were. 
For Chiang flew into a coldly bitter rage, 
said that he would no more abandon his 
islands than he would desecrate th~ graves 
of his ancestors. On April twenty-sixth, 
after less than two days on Formosa, 
Robertson and Radford flew home again, 
their mission a failure. 

Almost immediately after the Radford
Robertson mission, something curious 
happened. The great crisis over the off
shore islands, which had dominated the 
headlines and the thoughts of the policy 
makers for months, suddenly died, as 
though it h::-.d never been. Chinese Com
munist Premier Chou En-lai remarked 

aciously that he would consent to ne
gotiate with the Americans about '"re
laxing tensions in the Formosa Strait," 
while the Soviet leaders began to make 
cooing noises in preparation for the 
Geneva Summit Conference. And so, as 
by the wave of a Communist magic wand, 
the crisis simply disappeared from view. 

The President had made a basic policy 
ecision-that evacuation of the offshore 

slands was in the vital American interest. 
But when the pressure eased, the decision 
was forgotten about, and the whole messy 
business was shoved under the rug, where 
it remained for almost three and a half 
years. But last August, the Chinese 
Communists flipped over the rug, ex
posed the messy business and rubbed our 
faces in it. 

There is no space here to go into detail 
about this year's crisis over Quemoy. 
Nor is there any good reason to do so. 
There is little real signifieance in the in
ner history of the 1958 crisis, simply be
cause the basic decisions had already 
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been made in 1954 and 1955. The only 
really new decision was the decision not 
to permit Chiang to use his air force 

ver the mainland even against the Chi
nese Communist batteries which were 
shelling Quemoy, as he had been per
mitted to do in 1954-55. 

Knowledgeable observers, like the edi
tors of the Washington Post and Times
Herald, claimed to detect a "marked 
change of • • " in the direc
tion of a two-C • policy during the 
course of e rt . ited as evi
dence were President Eisenhower's Dulles-

become the policy of Chiang's National
ist government, or for that matter of Mao 
Tse-tung's Communist government, and 
it is not today. To any suggestions that 
he should be content with building a 
model society on Formosa, Chiang re
sponds with the cold fury he displayed to 
Robertson and Radford in 1955. And 
whether in the secret talks in Warsaw or 
in propaganda broadcasts, the Chinese 
Communists repeat again and again that 
they are not interested simply in taking 
Quemoy and the offshore islands. They 
intend, they say, to "liberate" Formosa 
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inspired statement in August comparing 
Quemoy to Berlin, and Dulles' efforts in 
September and October to persuade 
Chiang to reduce his forces on Quemoy 
and renounce the use off orce against the 
mainland. In fact, there has been no real 
change. A "two-China policy" was clearly 
implicit in the 1954 decision to avoid a 
showdown and the 1955 decision to try 
to persuade Chiang to evacuate the is
lands. For if a showdown was to be 
avoided, Chiang must be prevented from 
invading the mainland, and the off
shore islands would then become not 
only useless but also a positive liability. 

In short, semantics aside, a two-China 
policy became for all practical purpos 
the policy of the American Governmen 
more than three years ago. But it did not 

and to drive the Americans out of the 
Wes tern Pacific. 

So there we stand today, and that is the 
curious story of the offshore islands, or 
as much of it as a reasonably diligent re
porter can uncover and crowd into a few 
thousand words. What does it mean? 

The reader who wishes to answer that 
question for himself should stop right 
here. But this exercise in hindsight has 
suggested certain conclusions to this re
porter, and for anyone who is interested, 
the ma be listed 

1rst, we mus resist the tendency 
ilitary to move in and determine policy 
herever the civilians leave a vacuu 
olicy, if you , 1tes eneral 

Chase, as ecided at CINCPAC and 
the Pentagon." Policy ought not to have 

been decided at CINCPAC and the Pen
tagon. It ought to have been decided at 
the White House and the State Depart
ment. For what Chase and his people 
were doing had very grave political im
plications, involving as it did an Ameri
can moral commitment to defend the off
shore islands. Where such implications 
are involved, it is the business of the 
civilian authority, and not the military, 
to make the final decisions, as provided 
in the Constitution. 

Second, the tendency ought also to be 
resisted to let catchwords and attitudes, 
based on situations which have wholly 
changed, determine policy. The Repub
licans, for example, had a valid case 
against the ---ratic conduct of Asia 
polic)'. ew sensible _.,,,........ end 
tho ublicl ision o the 
Truman mipi§lrntigg ip 1 , ore 
tbe ttoteiu W ~Jo .:an-311.Q.W) 
Formosa ro t e Co,mmugists. Moreover 
while we e ligntin&_the Chinese C -
munists in Korea, bot " cash-
ing" of Chiang Kai-shek and the build-
up on the offshore islands made sense, 
at least as psychological warfare. 

But after the Korean truce was signed, 
in July, 1953, these policies ceased to 
make sense-unless, of course, a policy of 
preventive showdown were to be adopted. 
Perhaps such a policy should have been 
adopted. Perhaps Radford and his sup
porters were right in September, 1954. 
Perhaps, to paraphrase Winston Church
i11, we should have strangled the Commu
nist Chinese baby in his bath, before he 
became a giant powerful enough to 
strangle us. But, in 1954 and 1955, the (Y) 

Eisenhower Administration decided ~ 
against a policy of showdown, and in 
favor of avoiding a showdown if possible. 

The natural corollary of that decision 
was the "two-China policy" of "releash
ing" and 11Behj!!E.!!_a\t, whicti was m 
II& lc1opted?1Sdfnnk of all that had 
gone before, like the fanfare over the 
"unleashing," the fact that this policy 
had been adopted could not be publicly 
acknowledged-it is not publicly ac-
knowledged today-and the American 
people could not be persuaded of the 
need for it. Thus, when Chiang angrily 
refused to agree to the President's pro-
posal to evacuate the islands, nothing 
more was done, and the whole messy 
problem was shoved under the rug. 

And this suggests the final conclusion. 
The President and Dulles were surely 
right not to scuttle and run when the 
Chinese Communists renewed the pres
sure some weeks ago. If necessary, at 
whatever risk, our pledge under the 
Formosa resolution must be honored. 
But if ever we are granted another breath
ing spell, as we were after Apr,il. 1955, we 
cannot again afford to sigh wifu relief and 
sh1Jve the meH uoder the rr1a, re, if we 
do;the meSs win surely be rahhed' in our 
facern:gam, more pam utty than ever. 

"YOI! -m118t YAdeti&and," the officials 
say, "that Chiang is not our satellite." 

overnmen IS not a satellite • 
That is true. But it is also true e lJUJ 
o·?r crii:h~i~ini::::-. -i,t,.;~~r~r,~.e ttme us come w en 
thlPresl&c!ht s decision of April, 1955, is 
followed to its logical conclusion. The 
time must come when we must tell the 
Chinese Nationalists that, if they refuse 
to evacuate their troops and civilians 
from the offshore islands, with our guar-
antee of safe conduct, that is their re
sponsibility, and not ours. 

As for the Chinese Communists, we 
would then-but only then-be in a posi
tion to face them with a united country 
and the support of the free world. We 
could then say to Mao Tse-tung, "If you 
want to take Formosa and chase us out 
of the Western Pacific, go ahead and try, 
and we will see who gets a bloody nose" -
and mean every word of it. THE E N D 




