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I Introduction

The purpose of this article is to explore the problems involved in the East-West
exchanges that the Dwight D. Eisenhower administration pursued as a means of
containing Soviet expansionism in the latter half of the 1950’s.

The late 1950’s witnessed the apparently dramatic rise of the Soviet military threat
symbolized in the successful launchings of the first intercontinental ballistic missile
(ICBM) and the first artificial earth satellite in 1957. These years also saw the
impressive economic progress of the Soviet Union, the annual growth rate of which
was constantly at least twice as high as that of the United States. Reinforcing the
perception that the U.S.S.R. was in the ascendant on the world stage and putting the
United States on the defensive were the frequently delivered inflammatory speeches
on Soviet power given by Nikita S. Khrushchev, who loudly predicted the final
victory of Soviet socialism over American capitalism. One of his most memorable
remarks was that “[w]e will bury you,” a statement he made at the Polish Embassy
in Moscow in November 1956. All these incidents contributed to arousing serious
anxiety in the United States that the power balance, especially the military balance,
might be shifting in the Soviet favor. This growing concern over national security
sparked off a controversy alleging the existence of a “missile gap” which placed the
nuclear missile capability of the United States in a position inferior to that of the
Soviet Union. : '

At this point, two highly influential documents, National Security Council (NSC)
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5724——the Gaither Report——and the Rockefeller Report, International Security :
The Military Aspect, arrived and further intensified the controversy. In making an
overall and critical reexamination of the Eisenhower administration’s containment
policy, both papers called for a massive increase in the defense budget and a
nationwide construction of civil defense shelters. The “missile gap” became the
major foreign policy issue that dominated the national political scene just before the
1960 presidential election.

In light of these internal and external circumstances, it is therefore surprising that
the Eisenhower administration displayed considerable patience and restraint in its
conduct of containment policy, and chose not to embark on a kind of rapid military
buildup as the two documents and some vocal critics requested. Although the
administration did increase its annual military spending by a few billion dollars and
did strengthen the U.S. missile program, it steadfastly persisted in maintaining the
balanced budget and refrained from taking certain Vigorous measures that would
escalate the U.S.-Soviet struggle ; it never accepted the ominous assessment of the
Soviet military threat and the urgency of a huge U.S. military expansion as, for
instance, the Gaither Committee proposed.

In a sense, Eisenhower made an extraordinary decision, or indecision in this
matter, for the Harry S. Truman administration had handled a similar situation
very differently some years before. In the spring of 1950, the Truman administra-
tion was tackling NSC 68, which had been drafted by April of that year. With the
outbreak of the Korean War two months later, the administration promptly aban-
doned its fiscal conservatism and rushed to embrace the substantial contents of NSC
68. The defense budget reached $50 billion, an almost 300% increase over the
pre-Korean War level, and military personnel jumped from 1.5 million to 3.5 million.
NSC 68 and the Korean War were the decisive factors in bringing about such a
massive rearmament program.

In contrast, the Eisenhower administration rejected the main thrust of the Gaither
and Rockefeller Reports, both of which were submitted just after Sputnik and
seemingly justified by the preceding events. In spite of Sputnik and the alleged
“missile gap,” military spending still hovered around $40 billion and the conventional
forces continued to decline according to the strategy of massive retaliation, the chief
purposes of which were to balance the budget by reducing milifary expenditures and
to emphasize the use of nuclear retaliatory power to deter a Soviet aggression.

In explaining Eisenhower’s different approach, diplomatic historians have pointed
out the following factors : the Eisenhower administration’s staunch fiscal conserva-
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tism that led to the adoption of massive retaliation strategy in the first place ; its
tacit acceptance of the concept of nuclear sufficiency which was based on a condition
of mutual deterrence established between the United States and the U.S.S.R. ; secret
information on Soviet strategic forces collected by U-2 reconnaissance flights which
appeared to prove the absence of a “missile gap” ; and the administration’s r)ecogm
tion of the emerging importance of the non-military aspect of the Cold War.

This article does not purport to refute any of these factors ; all of them are
reasonable and persuasive enough. Nevertheless, one important phase of the
Eisenhower administration’s containment has escaped the scholarly attention so far.
It is that in the face of the dazzling Soviet military and scientific achievements, the
administration pursued East-West exchanges as a useful means of containment and
was fully confident of the favorable results that containment was producing.
Accordingly, it saw no necessity of reappraising containment policy and of resorting
to such strong measures as to step up the Cold War which would surely result in a
Soviet refusal to maintain or increase East-West exchanges, a key component in the

2)
policy of containment.

II East-West Exchanges as a Means of Containment

What then were the specific circumstances that enabled the Eisenhower admlms
tration to conclude that East-West exchanges would be a significant instrument for
penetrating the Iron Curtain? _

First, with the passing of the Joseph Stalin era, the new Soviet government was
introducing a definite change in foreign policy, thus posing a new kind of threat to
the United States. As early as December 1954, NSC 5440 interpreted “ [t]he Soviet
switch to a ‘soft line’ ” since the old dictator’s death as “a significant new factor” in
the international situation. NSC 5501 of the following month repeated this point
when it noted the “emergence of increased flexibility” in the Soviet conduct of
foreign policy. A State Department memorandum of May 19, 1955 explained that
“[i]n recent weeks Soviet diplomatic activity has been of a range and intensity
unequalled in the last decade.” Some notable examples representative of a more
flexible Soviet diplomatic offensive included in this memorandum were the Soviets’
conclusion of an Austrian peace treaty, a new disarmament proposal, their accep-
tance of a summit meeting with the Western leaders, and announcement of a visit to
Yugoslavia by the Soviet leaders. A State Department paper of October 3, 1955
anticipated that the coming period appeared likely to be characterized by “decreas-
ing fear of overt Soviet aggression ; greater horror of nuclear war ; full exercise of
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Soviet-Communist diplomatic resources ; and by prolonged negotiations with the
USSR, and possibly Commur)ust China,” all of which indicated the emergence of a
Soviet non-military challenge.

At an NSC meeting on June 30, 1955, President Eisenhower warned against the
view of defining the Soviet threat simply in military terms and contended that “our
real problem” was how the United States could “achieve a stalemate vis-a-vis the
Russians in the area of the non-military struggle” as it had already done in the
'military field. Secretary of State John Foster Dulles was of the same mind. On
April 19, 1956, he told the Secretaries of the Treasury and Defense that the Soviet
Union was “now sufficiently committed to policies of non-violence” and requested
that the U.S. military should take account of “some of the political changes resulting
from the Soviet ‘new look’ ”

Of the Soviet non-military menace, the economic one was the most urgent and
serious. Dulles analyzed at an NSC meeting on November 21, 1955 that as the scene
of the battle in the Cold War was shifting, the United States must be prepared to
cope with “much more serious Soviet economic competition” in the underdeveloped
countries. Two months later he feared that if the United States failed to meet this
new challenge, Moscow would wind up “dominating all of Asia.” His younger
brother, Allen, Director of the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), concurred. He
admitted that the Soviet approach to the underdeveloped nations was “very astute”
and these nations were “enormously impressed” with the Soviet industrial accom-
plishment “over a very brief period of time.” In Allen Dulles’ judgment, these
countries deduced that since the Soviet success was largely due to the Communist
system, a Communist system would likewise ¢ ‘prove most efficient in accomplishing
their own industrialization.” Director of the United States Information Agency
(USIA) Theodore D. Streibert joined with them by remarking that the Soviets

“assiduously and successfully” were argulng in Asia that Communism was “the wave
of the future” and capitalism was “dymg

Still, the Soviet Union’s new threat was not restricted just to the economic sphere.
After Stalin’s death, the Soviet cultural offensive against the West started to assume
a significant aspect of foreign policy. On the Kremlin’s serious efforts to increase
contacts with the West, a State Department intelligence report stated that the Soviet
cultural exchange in 1954 gained “an ever more commanding position” in its propa-
ganda effort and that in the past two years the new leadership had implemented it
“on a scale unequaled in the postwar period.” The total number of exchange of
delegations exchanged was 1046, which was nearly double that of 1953 ; of these
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delegations, U.S'.-Soviet exchanges involved leé.

Encouragingly to the Eisenhower administration, the Soviet people appeared
genuinely eager for information and knowledge about American mass culture.
Staff members of the American Embassy in Moscow recorded their firsthand
observations on Soviet citizens’ lively curiosity and interest in various aspects of the
United States, ranging from living conditions and race relations to jazz, movies and
sports. A Harvard University scholar even observed in his trip report to the State
Department on September 18, 1956 that he was “struck by the tremendous interest
shown” by the young people “in all aspects of life in the West,” and encountered “an
almost insatiable thirst for ingormation about the daily and cultural life in the West,
particularly the United States.”

Second, parallel with the shift in foreign policy, Soviet society was moving in a
new direction. National Intelligence Estimate (NIE) 100-7-55 of November 1,
1955, pointed out that a social transformation was, albeit gradually, under way in the
Soviet Union . “There are signs that industrialization, urbanization, and the system
of mass education have produced a bureaucratic and managerial group which might
become increasingly devoted to the preservation of its privileges and vested interests
and less willing to risk these to advance the cause of world Communism. If current
Soviet policy is not reversed it is conceivable that such developments might reach
significant proportions over a very long period and might ultimately create pressures
for change within the [Soviet] Bloc,...”

Khrushchev’s sensational denunciation of Stalin in his secret report to the Twenti-
eth Party Congress in February 1956 provided the United States with further confir-
mation that the Soviet system was evolving toward a less autocratic one. Accord-
ing to a State Department intelligence report, the speech illustrated that the Soviet
leaders had grown aware of a need for greater personal security for members of the
Soviet elite and also revealed their concern for the threat of police terror. In
addition, it demonstrated an end of “one-man control of the police” ; reduction of
“the threat of capricious coercion” ; decentralization of “certain governmental and
economic functions” ; and distgr)ibution of “greater responsibility to the lower levels
and to units outside of Moscow.”

John Foster Dulles wrote the same point to Eisenhower on April 2, 1956. In Dulles’
estimate, the Soviet leaders realized that the people had “a great yéarning. .. for
legality, for personal security, for tolerance of differences of opinion and for govern-
ment genuinely dedicated to the welfare of the governed.” The United States
should welcome Khrushchev’s speech, he reasoned, since it gave cause for hope that
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“liberalizing infg;uences from without and within can bring about peaceful change” in
the Soviet Union.

To address this new situation, the Eisenhower administration’s Soviet policy
moved away from an aggressive approach to a modest one that would encourage the
change in a gradual way within the US.S.R. On January 31, 1955, NSC 5505/1
stated that U.S. policy toward the Soviet bloc should “promote evolutionary changes
in Soviet policies and conduct... [and] stress evolutionary rather than revolution-
ary change.” On March 15, 1956, NSC 5602/1 followed this NSC paper by reaffirming
that in carrying out containment policy,l‘gle United States should seek to “encourage
evolutionary change in the Soviet system.”

Probably, the Eisenhower administration would not have judged it politically safe
to adopt this gradual approach and to proceed with East-West exchanges if Senator
Joseph R. McCarthy of the Republican Party still had exerted the pernicious influ-
ence upon the foreign policy issues. In the heyday of his political career, McCarthy
attempted to block the appointment of Charles E. Bohlen, a career Foreign Service
officer and Eisenhower’s trusted Soviet expert, as Ambassador to the Soviet Union ;
relentlessly accused the State Department of harboring communists and communist
sympathizers ; seriously undermined the effectiveness of the government’s overseas
information programs by charging the Voice of America and the overseas informa-
tion libraries for their alleged communist orientation ; and damaged the morale of
the Army by investigating its personnel. Yet, the Senate finally voted to condemn
the conduct of McCarthy overwhelmingly on December 2, 1954, thus ending the most
virulent era of McCarthyism. The political downfall of McCarthy was the third
factor that led the administration tg) count on East-West exchanges as a means in
conducting the policy of containment.

Fourth and last, President Eisenhower had a deep personal interest in the informa-
tion and cultural program. Owing to his long experiences in the Army, he was
cognizant of its significance. He had, after all, been one of the key witnesses to
testify in Congress on behalf of the Smith-Mundt Act of 1948, which was to provide
for the U.S. overseas information and cultural activities in the Cold War. It might
also be that his younger brother, Milton, the first chairman of the National Commis-
sion of United Nations Educational, Slczi)entific and Cultural Organization (UNES-
CO), reinforced Eisenhower’s inclination.

In any case, soon after assuming office, Eisenhower made two major decisions in
this area : establishment of the USIA, an organization whose mission was, while
“avoiding a propagandistic tone, ... [to] emphasize the community of interest that
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exists among freedom-loving peoples and show how American objectives and pol-
icies advance the legitimate interests of such peoples” ; and appointment of CD.
Jackson, a former officer of the United States Strategic Services, to the newly
created post of the President’s special assistant for psychological warfare. = As
Jackson left the administration in 1954, Nelsor}S)A. Rockefeller joined it as the
President’s special assistant for Cold War strategy.

While Eisenhower was a Cold Warrior who had profound faith in the usefulness of
an information and cultural program in winning the battle against the U.S.S.R., he
was an ardent and even an idealistic believer that increasing international contacts
among countries a_nd peoples would make for a more peaceful and secure world.
Eisenhower’s later advocacy and promotion of the People to People program exem-
plified the case. George V. Allen, Director of the USIA in the late 1950’s, remembered
that Eisenhower “believed devotedly, almost mystically” in the value of the People
to People program. Abbott M. Washburn, Deputy Director of the USIA throughout
the Eisenhower years, also recalled that Eisenhower took “a good deal of interest”
in this program, which, aﬁ():ording to Washburn, grew out of Eisenhower’s wartime
involvement in propaganda.

This was a combination of circumstances under which the Eisenhower administra-
tion judged and proceeded with East-West exchanges as an important instrument to
permeate the Soviet bloc.

Il Toward Implementation of East-West Exchanges

For the Eisenhower administration, a summit conference, which was finally
arranged to be held at Geneva in July 1955, presented a precious opportunity to take
up the matter for discussion.

President Eisenhower had demonstrated his concern for this subject in a conversa-
tion with Secretary of State Dulles on May 24, 1955. In it, Eisenhower. told Dulles
that the exchange program and propaganda should be “stepped up,” and summed up
his Cold War strategy : “[W]e have called it psychological warfare for many years.
It is an attack on the minds of men who will make war 1‘;,l)nd win them around etc.
rather than to put all our eggs in a basket of fighting war.”

On July 11, NSC 5524/1, which was meant to submit policy recommendations to
the President who was soon to leave for Geneva, argued that in order to attain the
ultimate objective of eliminating Soviet control over its satellites, the United States
should, among other things, assert “increased accessibility of the satellites to infor-
mation and influence from the free world.” The Quantico Vulnerabilities Panel
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organized by Rockefeller and chaired by Walt W. Rostow, a noted economic
historian, also advised that Eisenhower make a proposal providing for “free and
unhampered international communications for the exchange of information and
ideas” as well as for “an anti-jamming agreement.” Rockefeller made a personal
appeal to Eisenhower to place the issue of the free exchange of information and
persons on the agenda at the summit. The British and French too backed the
American position. On July 15, the tripartite working group proposed that the
Western leaders should “at an early stage” in the fneeting express their belief in the
Vallté)e of exchanges between the West and the Soviet bloc and their hope in furthering
them.

Probably Eisenhower did not need this kind of counsel, since, as he later wrote, he
had recognized that the question of cultural exchanges should be one of the
“[plriority subjects” to be taken at the summit. Indeed, in his opening remarks on the
very first plenary session at Geneva, the President referred to the problem of
“communication and human contacts among our peoples.”

Although the summit failed to meet Eisenhower’s expectation, the four leaders
agreed to instruct their foreign ministers to “study measures. .. which could (a)
bring about a progressive elimination of barriers which interfere with free
communications and peaceful trade between people and (b) bring about such freer
contacts1 7z;md exchanges as are to the mutual advantage of the countries and peoples
concerned.”

In order to discuss these matters, the foreign ministers conference was to convene
in late October at Geneva. Secretary of State Dulles appointed William H. Jackson
as his special assistant for coordinating the U.S. position on East-West contacts. On
September 29, Jackson wrote to Dulles that while risks were inherent in increasing
East-West contacts, the United States would have “much to gain” in developing
contacts with the Soviet bloc. In Jackson’s judgment, “some of the barriers to free
communications” could be removed at Geneva and “some arrangements for
exchange of persons and freer travel” could be made : “This hope must then be
parlayed into the more remote hope that the trend toward better understanding thus
engendered may not be easy for the Soviet Government to reverse.” Due to these
considerations, the administration should advance “a positive program for increas-
ing East-West contacts” at the conference. However, cautioned Jackson, “the heart
of this progralgl should be the elimination of barriers to freedom of information and
communication.”

Dulles had already leaned toward accepting Jackson’s suggestion. He stressed
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the principle of reciprocity and mutuality in East-West contacts and pointed out that
he had particularly in mind the problem of radio communications and circulation of
‘newspapers, because, although the United States did not jam Soviet radio broadcasts
and gave “full publicity” to speeches made by the Soviet leaders, there was “a
blackout” in the Soviet Union’s news about the United States. Dulles claimed that the
Soviet media “distort[ed]” the American position on major issues and the Soviet
people had “little choice but to believe these distm;t;%ons.” This was “a dangerous
situation” which the United States ought to “improve.”

Just prior to the conference, a State Department paper defined the issue in the
context of the Cold War. Emphasizing East-West exchanges as an instrument for
bringing about a favorable change within the Soviet Union, the paper argued that the
expansion of East-West contacts would “provide valuable means of making more
difficult the reversal of present Soviet trends, correcting the image of the West
sedulously cultivated for years inside the USSR, and inﬂug}gcing the evolution of
society and economy toward peace and peaceful development.”

At Geneva, the American, British and French foreign ministers submitted a
17-point proposal on East-West contacts for : freer exchange of information and
ideas ; progressive elimination of all censorship ; creation of information centers in
each other’s capitals ; exchange of books, periodicals, newspapers, films and exhibi-
tions ; development of private tourism ; further exchange of persons in the profes-
sional, cultural, scientific and technical fields ; cultural and sporting ez)l<)changes ;
exchanges of students ; and establishment of direct air transport services.

Soviet foreign minister Vyacheslav M. Molotov did not reject this proposal out of
hand ; he spoke “favorably” of an agreement to improve exchange of information
and persons between the West and the Soviet Union. But, beyond the general line,
Molotov did not budge ; he revealed no sign of willingness to take any concrete
measure and appeared to be more interested in trade expansion V\gizghout making
corresponding concessions in the areas of special concern to the West.

When the conference adjourned in mid-November, it had not achieved any appre-
ciable outcome on East-West contacts except that the Soviets professed readiness to
“take some practical steps, possibly bilaterally,” rather than multilaterally, on the
matter. Dulles was responsive to this suggestion. Livingston T. Merchant, Assistant
Secretary of State for European Affairs, joined with him in taking the Soviet
response encouragingly. Merchant advised Dulles in a memorandum on December 21
to initiate the negotiation with the Soviets “on a bilateral basis” and reconfirmed
now the commonly accepted view in the Department that grasped the issue in terms
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of advancing the aims of containment : “[M]ore contact with the West will give
Soviet officials a better understanding of Wesztse):rn realities and may help promote
evolutionary trends in the USSR in the long run.”

In spite of the seemingly meager results, therefore, the two conferences at Geneva
in 1955 scored a considerable success for the Eisenhower administration ; they
provided the United States with a vehicle for starting East-West exchanges in the
improving international atmosphere.

In addition, the administration was groping for a few other steps, albeit modest
ones, to open up the Iron Curtain. The first was a proposal of a magazine
exchange ; the circulation of Amerika in the Soviet Union had been suspended since
1952 when U.S.-Soviet relationship had deteriorated to a very low point.. In the
spring of 1955, USIA decided to make a move with a suggestion for resuming
publication of Amerika, justifying it as a means to penetrate the Soviet Union with
“reliable, factual and positivg4 )information” concerning the United States. John
Foster Dulles endorsed the idea.

Four months later, the American Embassy at Moscow in a note to the Soviet
Government proposed the distribution within the U.S.S.R. of an illustrated Russian-
language magazine, Amerika, issued monthly. The Embassy at the same time indicat-
ed that, as a matter of reciprocity, Washington would be prepared to accord the
Soviets similar distribution in the United States. In referring to the American note
at the foreign ministers conference at Geneva, Dulles requested Molotov to respond
in a positive way and explained that such a reply would serve to promote better
understanding between the two countries. In mid-December, the Soviet Foreign
Office stated its acceptance of the U.S. proposal. Both sides agreed that the total
number of copies of each issue for distribution was to be 52,000. The following fall,
the first issue of Amerika appeared in the Soviet Union, and USSR, a Soviet morglly
magazine in the English language, came out simultaneously in the United States.

Also worthy of notice in the area of East-West contacts was an exchange agree-
ment on medical films. In response to a State Department note in March 192565),
Moscow agreed to an exchange in this area on a reciprocal basis early in September.

The Soviet government for its part took several measures to promote East-West
contacts that year. It dispatched to the United States a total of four official
delegations in the fields of agriculture, housing, journalism and engineering.
Moreover, world famous pianist Emil Gilels visited the United States in October and
made a concert tour across the nation. He was the first Soviet artist to perform in
the United States in the postwar period. Another renowned artist, violinist David
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)
Qistrakh, followed Gilels in Novemer.

The Soviets seemed ready to go beyond the cultural exchange and to increase the
dialogue at the political level. The Geneva conferences were cases in point. An
intelligence report, in assessing the Soviet contacts with the free world of 1955,
observed that “[f]or the first time in the postwar period” Moscow had been “liberal”
in issuing visas to U.S. legislators and other important officials, and arranging
interviews with Soviet leaders for some of them. The report touched on an episode
where Khrushchev and Nikolai A. Bulganin interrupted their meetings with German
and Finnish delegations in Moscow in September to see some U.S. Senators, and
noted that both leaders were “markedly frank” in conversation. This report also
observed that attendance at Western receptions by the Soviet leaders had been
“intensified” in 1955, the most notable example being the attendance of “almost all
members of the Presidium [of the USSRZS)Supreme Soviet]” at the American
Embassy’s U.S. Independence Day celebration.

NIE 100-7-55 probably best summarized the rationale for pursuing East-West
exchanges as an effective instrument for containment in the less strained interna-
tional si‘;uation :

An extended period of reduced international tensions and wider East-West
contacts would present problems for the [Soviet] Bloc as well as the West. The
relaxation of harsh police controls may be difficult to reverse, and the promise of
higher standards of living may be difficult to abandon.... [A] relaxation of
domestic controls and of the atmosphere of hostility in East-West relations could,
if continued over the much longer runz,g)combine with other factors to create real
problems for the leaders in the Kremlin.

The implication was clear : If the United States succeeded in furthering East-West
exchanges while managing the less hostile relationship with the Soviet Union, it
could, along with other means, create pressure inside the Soviet system for an
inevitable change.

IV The Making of NSC 5607

By' the spring of 1956, the Eisenhower administration was prepared to take a step
forward. NSC 5602/1 of March 1956, for the first time in a basic national security
policy paper, argued for the importance of East-West exchanges in implementing
containment policy. Advocating that the United States should sponsor proposals
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for a selective expansion of free world-Communist bloc contacts, the document
maintained that the exchanges would promote “evolution in the Soviet society and
economy toward peaceful development, . ..” As a policy recommendation, NSC 5602/
1 supported “[f]oreign information, cultural exchange, educational exchange and
comparable programs” as “vital elements” in conducting U.S. policies and proposed
that these programs should be “materially strengthened.”

Annex to NSC 5602/1, “Estimate of the Situation,” following NIE 100-7-55,
pointed out the close connection between reduced international tension and relaxa-
tion of domestic controls in the U.S.S.R., and predicted that a less hostile East-West
relatggn and wider East-West contacts would bring about evolution within the Soviet
system.

According to NSC’s Operations Coordination Board memorandum in mid-April,
the prospect of East-West exchanges was indeed promising. It asserted that in
several fields such as agriculture, medicine, and science, “the way has been opened
up for the exercise of US influence ; such influence, small as it may be now, is
probably more important than any effect exerted within the US by visiting Soviet
groups.” Therefore, the administration should initiate a program of “limited,
controlled and reciprocal exchange with the European Soviet bloc

As it happened, John Foster Dulles emerged as an architect of a new policy
statement which defined furtherance of East-West contacts in terms of containing
Soviet expansionism. Dulles “personally” drafted a memorandum titled “East-West
Exchanges” and circulated it in the State Department on June 6. In this memoran-
dum, he started the discussion by setting out the basic strategy of the United States
toward the Soviet bloc as follows :

(1) To promote within the Soviet Russia evolution toward a regime which will
abandon predatory policies, which will seek to promote the aspirations of the
Russian people rather than the global ambitions of International Communism and
which will increasingly rest upon the consent of the governed rather than upon
despotic police power.

(2) As regards the European satellites we seek their evolution toward indepen-
dence of Moscow. '

In Dulles’ view, there was within the Soviet Union increasing education and
consequent demand for greater freedom of thought and expression, and for greater
personal security and for more consumer’s goods and better living conditions. These
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demands “must be considerable” since the Soviet leaders had been dealing with them
with much seriousness. Within the satellite countries, a greater degree of national-
ism and independence of Moscow had occurred. Titoism was now “respectable” in
the region.

Dulles claimed that this was a condition where the United States should “intensive-
ly. .. seek projects which would have impact within the Soviet bloc and encourage
the liberal tendencies referred to.” The problem of East-West exchanges must be
considered in this context. “Our foreign relations are neces’sarily‘ defenstve, so far as
the use of force is concerned. But they can be offensive in terms of promoting a
desire for greater freedom, well-being and security within the Soviet Union, and
greater independence within the satellites.” ‘

In sum, argued Dulles, East-West exchanges should be an implementation of
“positive” United States foreign policy in order to increase the knowledge of the
Soviet people as to the outer world ; to encourage freedom of thought by demon-
strating to the Soviet people and intellectuals the scope of intellectual freedom which
was relished in the United States ; to spur the demand of Soviet citizens for greater
personal security by showing them the degree of personal security which the
American people were given by the constitutional and legal systems ; to stimulate
their desire for more consumer’s goods by making clear that the American people
enjoyed the fruits of free labor and that the Soviet people too could gain the fruits
from their own government ; and to encourage nationalism within the satellite
nations by reviving their historic traditions and by suggesting the great benefits
which could be derived from a defiant policy such as Yugoslavia exhibited.

Dulles concluded his discussion by recommending that the United States should
émploy as a pr(gzg)ram guide the 17-point proposal submitted at the Geneva foreign
ministers meeting.

On June 28, an NSC meeting convened to discuss the Dulles memorandum. At the
outset in this meeting, Dulles observed that the administration had been “too passive
and inert” in the area of East-West exchanges. All the initiatives in East-West
contacts had been left in the hands of the Soviets or private American groups, he
continued. Dulles then described this situation as “wrong” and contended that the
United States should assume “the offensive” in this field. He admitted that doing so
would invite some risk that third countries might follow the U.S. example and
become involved in exchanges with the U.S.S.R. Nonetheless, this was the risk for
the United States to bear. |

In Dulles’ assessment, the proposed exchanges, by providing the ordinary Soviet
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citizens with “accurate knowledge” about the United States, would play an essential
role in the policy of containment. For “[s]uch knowledge might well stimulate
pressures on the Soviet Government to confer on its people rights and advantages
similar to those enjoyed by U.S. citizens. Such pressures generated in the Soviet
Union would certainly begin to absorb the thoughts, plans and resources of the
Soviet Government and, accordingly, minimize the amount of energy and resources
which the Soviet Government could devote to its attack against the free world on
other fronts.”

In response to Dulles’ presentation, Admiral Arthur W. Radford, Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS), countered that the JCS were worried about the impact
of the new policy upon the Western alliances. Acting Secretary of Defense Reuben
B. Robertson, Jr., while “strongly in favor of taking the offensive” in East-West
contacts, gave his “hearty endorsement” to Radford’s concern and pointed out the
possible effects of the proposed new policy on the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza-
tion (NATO) and the Southeast Asia Treaty Organization (SEATO).

Attorney General Herbert Brownell, Jr., mentioned his “two special concerns” ;
the problem of internal security posed by the admission of more Soviet and satellite
citizens, and the requirement in the Immigration and Nationality Act of 1952 for the
fingerprinting of non-immigrants applying for visas for temporary entry to the
United States. Director of the Federal Bureau of Investigation J. Edgar Hoover
agreed. '

Interestingly, the most outspoken supporter for the Dulles proposal turned out to
be Secretary of the Treasury George M. Humphrey, a highly conservative member
of the Cabinet. He acknowledged, like Dulles, that a risk did exist in increasing
exchanges and contacts between the two blocs. However, Humphrey reasoned, the
United States should accept this risk, since “[t]here was certainly a chance that
these increased exchanges would have a real effect on the people of the Soviet Union,
and might play a real part in convincing the Soviets of the errors of their system.”
Humphrey then asserted, very aptly, that the proposed new policy statement
“marked a point of new departure for a quite new U.S. policy” toward the U.S.S.R.

Despite some heated arguments stirred up at this meeting, the conclusion was a
foregone one ; as Vice President Richard M. Nixon remarked, President Eisenh-
owef, who could not attend this NSC meeting because of illness, had already
consented to the Dulles paper. On the follog)ing day, Eisenhower approved the
memorandum with slight revisions as NSC 5607. ‘

On the same day, June 29, the White House released a press statement that the
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President had approved the recommendation of the NSC along the 17-point program
put forward by the Western foreign ministers at Geneva the previous October.

Two months later, the Department of State announced the creation in the Office
of the Assistant Secretary of Public Affairs of the position of Special Assistant for
East-West Contacts for dealing with interchanges between the United States and the
Soviet bloc. Frederick T. Merrill was designated to this new post and William S.
B. Lacy was nominated as Special A551star1t for the Secretary of State for East-West
exchanges with the rank of Ambassador

Although the Soviet Union’s military intervention in Hungary in November for-
ced the U.S. government to suspend East-West.exchange programs and postpone the
translation of NSC 5607 into action, it was a minor setback. A State Department
intelligence report estimated that in spite of the Hungarian uprising, the Soviet
exchange program enjoyed “its biggest year in history” in 1956. The free world’s
share of the entire Soviet exchange program jumped to 73%, compared with 64% in
1955. “The spectacular doubling of exchanges” with North America, Australia and
New Zealand was mainly due to the increase of exchanges with the United States
——79 in 1956 as opposed to 35 in 1955. “First-rate artists” such as Singer Jan
Peerce, violinist Isaac Stern, and groups like the Boston Symphony and the “Porgy
and Bess” troupe appeared in th3e6 | Soviet Union and received “high praise in the
Soviet press for their performances.” ‘

Ambassador Bohlen remembered the “Porgy and Bess” troupe tour as one of the
exchanges that stood out “most vividly in my memory.” Although the opening
might in Leningrad was “a near disaster,” Bohlen recalled, “Porgy and Bess” began
to gain in popularity and became a success toward the end of the tour. At a farewell
concert, the cast “surprised the Russians by singing difficult classical arias in five
languages, including Russian. The Russig)ns had no idea that the black artists had
been so solidly grounded in classical music.”

Also symbolic of the thaw setting in the U.S.-Soviet relations was a visit by
Nathan F. Twining, Chief of Staff of the U.S. Air Force, to Moscow in the summer.
This was the first invitation extended to a high military official of the United States
by the Soviet Union in ten years. Soon the visit gained special importance since
T\éxgning was to succeed Radford as Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in July
1957.

The Hungarian revolt offered the U.S. government another clear confirmation
that containment was working in its favor. Eisenhower observed that the Kremlin
“had taken a worse beating lately than at any time since 1945” and maintained that
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the Hungarian development demonstrated to the world the Soviet “brutal imperial-
ism.” John Foster Dulles informed Nixon that the incident in Hungary was “the
beginning of the collapse of the Soviet Empire” and judged that the last two years
had witnessed “a very drastic and very dynamic deterioration of the position” of the
Soviet Union : “The men in the Kremlin do not now exert anything like the influ-
ence they exerted two years ago, either over the National Communist Parties outside
the Soviet bloc or over the Soviet satellites themselves. Moreover, we can even
discern in the Soviet Union itself a rising demand for greater freedom and a mjg)re
liberal policy. All of this added up to a defeat and a setback for the Soviet rulers.”

Therefore, the Eisenhower administration believed that until international trends
might suggest otherwise, the fundamental issue remaining for the Ameriéan people
to address was whether or not they could demonstrate to the rest of the world the
freedom and liberty they knew at home.

A few months before the Hungarian uprising, Dulles had stressed this point in his
San Francisco speech : “If we can continue to show freedom as a dynamic liberaliz-
ing force, then we need not fear the results of the peaceful competition which the
Soviet rulers profess to offer. More than that, we can hope that the forces now at
work within the Soviet Union and within the captive countries will require that those
who rule shall increasingly conform to principles of freedom. This means that they
shall increasingly recognize the dignity of the human individual, shall increasingly
satisfy the aspirations of the people, and shall increasingly be themselves subject to
peaceful change by the will of the4%overned. Thus will come about the beginning of
a world-wide era of true liberalism.”

The Hungarian situation which developed within the next few succeeding months
did not alter the outlook of Eisenhower and Dulles on this point. _

V  The Conclusion of the U.S.-Soviet Cultural Exchange Agreement of 1958

By the spring of 1957, the Eisenhower administration was ready to lift the suspen-
sion of East-West contacts and proceed along the course recommended in NSC 5607.
On March 27, 1957, Dulles forwarded Eisenhower a memorandum where he analyzed
that the objectives of NSC 5607 were “now as pertinent as ever before” and advised
the President to resume “gradually and carefully” the exchanges with the Soviet
Union “some time this spring.” Eisenhower concurred. A few days later, the State
Department sent a telegram to the Embassy in Moscow about the plan of an
“unobtrusive resumption” of East-West exchanges in the fields of technology and
agriculture, and also notified that it had already given permission for Soviet partici-
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pation in several international conferences to be held in the United %E;’;ttes during the
spring, including the one on nuclear physics in Rochester, New York.

Late in June, Ambassador Lacy proposed to the Soviet government that the two
nations initiate a discussion for the regular exchange of uncensored radio and
television broadcasts, a proposal that the Soviets accepted the foll(z;v)ving month.
Soon both sides agreed to discuss a wide range of items in Washington.

Before starting a full-scale negotiation with the Soviet Union, however, the United
States had to eliminate the chronic source of Soviet complaint on the fingerprinting
provisions enacted in the Immigration and Nationality Act of 1952. Upon the
President’s request, Congress revised the Act in September which authorized the
Secretary of4§)tate and the Attorney General to waive the fingerprinting requirement
for all visitors. ' ‘
~ With the problem solved in a satisfactory way, Ambassador Georgi N. Zaroubin
commenced cliscussions4 gn the subject of technical, scientific, and cultural exchanges
with Lacy on October 28.

While the negotiation was under way, the Eisenhower administration made clear
that it grasped the expected agreement as an effective instrument for containment.
On December 10, a State Department intelligence report reaffirmed the view
expounded in NSC 5602/1 and NSC 5607 on the desirability and necessity of creating
a kind of international environment where East-West exchanges could play a key
role in containing Soviet expansionism .

A decrease of East-West tension would be likely to be more favorable than
increased tension for the long-run development of the sort of resistance which
could force changes in the Soviet system. A genuine decrease of tension would
make it difficult for the regime to justify extremely rigid controls and would
facilitate East-West contacts. The experience of some freedom and contact with
the outside world might reéglt eventually in irresistible pressure for fundamental
changes in the Soviet system.

The talks between the two Ambassadors in Washington showed “rapid progress”
and were concluded by late January. Lacy and Zaroubin signed the agreement on
exchanges in the cultural, technical and educational fields on January 27. The
agreement, the first bilateral one ever concluded between the two nations since the
war, provided for exchanges of : radio and television broadcasts ; specialists in
industry, agriculture and medicine ; cultural, civic, youth and student groups ;
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members of the U.S. Congress and 'deputies of the Supreme Soviet of the U.S.S.R. ;

motion pictures, theatrical, choral and choreographic groups, symphony orchestras
and artistic performers ; scientists, university delegations, athletes and athletic
teams ; exhibits and publications. The agreement also called for development of
tourism and establishment of direct air fhghts

A policy statement by the State Department admitted that the Soviets had been
hard bargainers and the United States had not got all it had wanted ; in particular,
the Soviets never agreed to cease the jamming of foreign broadcasts and the United
States failed to remove all barriers to free exchange of information and ideas. Still,
this policy statement insisted that the agreement “could be significant in improving
the flow of informagc)on” and, “if implemented faithfully, will represent progress
toward U.S. objectives.”

Ambassador Lacy explained the logic behind the agreement to the Chinese
Ambassador. In Lacy’s view, the older generation of the Soviet elite was rapidly
being displaced by a new elite, very few of whom had had the opportunity to go
overseas. Because of the increasing dependence of the Soviet regime upon this new
elite group, it was essential for the United States to “influence them in every way we
can.”

Lacy was more frank in a private conversation with his staff members where he
called the agreement “most successful” from the United States viewpoint. In fact,
continued Lacy, it was “[s]o successful, ... that it is believed best not to state such
a fact publicly for fear that the bov1ets mlght be forced to renege on their agreement
in order to salve their hurt prlde ”

Lacy’s comment revealed again the administration’s firm belief that the exchange
agreement would be a useful tool to attain the objectives of containment policy.

The subsequent discussion with the Soviets proved satisfactory to the Department
of State. In July, Lacy sent Dulles an interim report on the execution of the
agreement. He said that he “was happy to be able to report” that there had been
more than ample reciprocity attained as a result of the exchange agreement. Lacy
observed that exchanges in the fields of science, technology, education, cultural
manifestations, and athletics were progressing well. Of these exchanges, notewor-
thy were that the Moiseyev Dance Company, pianist Emil Gilels, and violinist Leonid
Kogan had had successful American tours, while the Philadelphia Symphony Orches-

tra, singers Blanche Thebom and Leonard Warren and conductor Leopold Stokows-
" ki had had successful appearances in the U.S.S.R. Also, Van Cliburn’s first prize in
the Tchaikovsky International Piano Competition in April 1958 demonstrated “more
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than any single cultural event, .. . the quality of American musicians to millions of
Russians.” Lacy claimed that in the cultural field, it proved possible to communicate
“between many thousands of citizens” of both nations.

In the final portion of the report, Lacy noted that agreements for exchanges of
films and exhibits were expected to reach soon and estimated that over 3000
American tourists would visit the Soviet Union that summer ; no Soviet tourist had
as yet come to the United States, but American Express had opened an office in
Moscow to handle the matter

To Lacy’s report, Secretary of State Dulles responded by saymg that he had read
it “with interest” and found it “indeed an encouragmg one

In spite of the promising start, though, a grave problem remained. The report
from David Mark of the American Embassy in Moscow on September 4 illustrated
the case. In this report, Mark acknowledged that “undoubtedly” members of
American delegations under the exchange agreement had visited “more Soviet
enterprises, farms, and government institutions during the last ten months than all
American officials taken together since the war” and observed that they had
received “a friendly reception everywhere,” adding that Soviet hospitality was
frequently “overwhelming.” However, the American experiences were not always
favorable, mainly because Soviet authorities, by showing their best work and
concealing weaknesses by various means, had discouraged the American delegates’
contacts with ordinary Soviet citizens.

One important way for the United States to reach Soviet citizens directly was film.
On October 9, 1958, the Department of State announced that Eric Johnston, president
of the Motion Picture Association of America, who had been conducting the negotia-
tions with the Soviets, reached an accord for the exchange of films under the January
agreement. By this agreement, the United States would purchase 7 Soviet feature
films, which included The Idiot, The Captain’s Daughter, and Swan Lake ; the Soviets
would purchase 10 U.S. feature films, amc5)2r)1g which were Lili, Roman Holiday, Marty,
The Old Man and the Sea, and Oklahoma.

One of the first films for distribution in the U.S.S.R. was Roman Holiday starring
Audrey Hepburn and Gregory Peck. As Hans Tuch, who had participated in the
negotiation as a State Department official, fondly recalled, the Soviets screened the
film in the English version at the 8000-seat sports arena in Moscow over a period of
four days with five shows a day. Roman Holiday was a smash hit. Every ticket
was sold out and so the proceedings from these showings enableg) the Soviets to
finance the dubbing, copying and distribution of the film nationwide.
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Marty, which had won first prize at the Cannes Film Festival in 1955, was another
movie which was premiered on November 10, 1959. Gary Cooper and Edward G.
Robinson, who had both starred in the movie, attended the premier in Moscow. The
American Embassy in Moscow reported that thg4 )film was received by the audience
and newspaper critics “with considerable acclaim.”

Meanwhile, Eisenhower was toying with his favorite idea of gaining direct contact
with the Soviet people : a large exchange of students with the U.S.S.R. He contended
that it would be “in the interest of accelerating the awakening of Russia” and the
logic for doing this kind of thing was “more compelling when we consider the
benefits to be derived by us and the free world if Iron Curtain people could get a
clearer understanding of American life and intentiogg.” The number of students the
President had in mind was “upwards of ten thousand....”

Dulles was not responsive. Explaining that “I am somewhat skeptical as to
whether the proposal for the reception——or exchange of students——will make a
big hit,” Dulles did not support the idea. A State Department paper, agreeing with
the Secretary of State, noted that it seemed “highly unlikely” that the Soviets would
be receptive to a new U'_r% offer to “eXchange many more students than provided for”
in the January agreement. ‘

Failing to win Dulles and the State Department over to his point of view, Eisen-
hower did not insist on acting on his proposal, at least for the time being.

VI The Eisenhower Administration’s Assessment of the Cold War

As the Eisenhower administration was pursuing East-West exchanges as a valu-
able means of containment, the Soviet launchings of the ICBM and Sputnik set off
a controversy over the “missile gap” in the United States. From the autumn of 1957
on, the administration was forced to defend its containment policy against the
charges that the United States was lagging behind the Soviet Union in missile
development and was losing its military lead rapidly. Democratic Senators such as
John F. Kennedy, Stuart Symington and Henry M. ] ackson, and leading journalists
like the Alsop brothers, repeated these charges and faulted the President for his
concern with balancing the budget and curbing inflation. In the winter of 1957-58,
two exhaustive reports on national security by the Gaither Committee and the
Rockefeller Panel, which virtually repudiated the Eisenhower administration’s
policy of containment, entered the debate over the supposed “missile gap.”

The discontent with the administration’s containment policy was not simply a
partisan issue. Members of the Gaither Committee included such respected and
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prominent bipartisan figures as Robert A. Lovett, John J. McCloy, Paul H. Nitze,
James H. Doolittle, William C. Foster and James R. Killian, Jr. The founder of the
Rockefeller Panel was Nelson Rockefeller, a former presidential assistant, who was
to be elected as Governor of New York in November 1958 and to emerge as a
powerful contender for the Republican presidential nomination in 1960.

As if to underscore the validity of the charge of the allegedly alarming decline of
the U.S. power, Khrushchev often boasted not only that the U.S.S.R. had acquired the
“absolute weapon” but also that it would soon catch up with and surpass the United
States in economic power within a decade or so. In an interview given to the
42-year-old James Reston of the New York Times in October 1957, Khrushchev
“proudly predicted that Reston would live to see the establishment of a Communist
~system in the United States. '

Apparently, the public’s faith in Eisenhower’s judgment on military affairs was
eroding. The Gallup poll released in November 1957 indicated that 53 percent of the
public expressed dissatisfaction with the administration’s handling of defense policy
while only 26 percent pronounced satisfaction. Eisenhower’s approval rating, which
had been slipping since the summer of 1957, fell to a low of 54 percent in March 1958.
This was still an impressive figure for any presggent. But Eisenhower had enjoyed
a high of 79 percent only fourteen months before.

Nevertheless, under the adverse situation at home and abroad, the Eisenhower
administration was calm in its assessment of the Soviet military threat and confident
of its course in the Cold War. The view of emphasizing the non-military aspect of
the Soviet menace remained prevalent. In mid-December, 1957, James H. Smith, Jr.,
Director of the International Cooperation Administration, referring to the Khrush-
chev speech made at the fortieth anniversary of the Bolshevik Revolution, termed
the Soviet economic competition as “a very serious challenge” to the United States.
Vice President Nixon agreed that Moscow laid “much more emphasis” on the
economic assistance and described the economic side of the Cold War as “the wave
of the future.” George Allen, USIA Director, joined with them. He complained that
there were “many people” who still believed that all answers to international
problems were “military” ones, a view that should be “correct{ed].”

Even Secretary of Defense Neil H. McEiroy expressed “his real great concern” as
to whether or not the United States could successfully engage “in real economic
competition” with the Sovig;c) Union. To this comment, Eisenhower replied by saying
that he “couldn’t agree more.” ‘

Naturally, the Eisenhower administration regarded the Gaither Report as too
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narrowly focused on the military factor of the Cold War. In criticizing the Report,
Secretary of State Dulles argued that it dealt with “one aspect of the problem facing
the United States, namely, the military problem” and failed to take “a rounded view
of the total situation.” According to him, the struggle against the Soviet Union was
“not solely military” and “great danger” might occur if the United States concen-
trated on “the military aspects of the struggle.” Dulles then observed that the Soviet
Union had made “its greatest gains” in the years between 1945 and 1950 when the
United States had been more powerful in military terms and that Soviet Union had
not made “any appreciable gains” in more recent years even though it had obtained
a great nuclear and military capacity. Thus, the Secretary of State strongly sug-
gested that the Gaither Report, being unable to explain this apparently paradoxical
phenomenon, distorted the whole picture of the Cold War.

Eisenhower, backing Dulles, wondered loudly if the Gaither Committee was going
to advocate “the re-introduction of controls” on the U.S. economy as the Truman
administration had introduced in the wake of the Korean War. This step was
something that Eisenhower was never willing to accept. As to the Rockefeller
Report, the President rejected it by warning that if the administration would “go into
deficit spending,” the defense budget would reach 1r)1 a few years” $75 billion instead
of $41 billion, the current level of military spending.

In sum, Sputnik and the “missile gap” did not alter the administration’s judgment
that its containment policy was producing favorable developments in the U.S.S.R. In
the midst of the Sputnik shock, John Foster Dulles clearly understood this unfolding
when he explained to Eisenhower that “[p]erhaps most encouraging of all is the fact
that the leaven of freedom is perceptibly at work within the Soviet empire. Thls is
the only long -run cure of the present 31tuat10n

In mid-December 1957, Dulles had a chance to present his comprehensive view of
containment to Senator J. William Fulbright of the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee. In Dulles’ assessment, the United States had a three-fold task in
meeting the Soviet menace : the first was to have a military capability which would
deter the Soviet Union from initiating a war ; the second was to counter Soviet

“ o«

probing or “ ‘nibbling’ operations. . . in the form of small-scale aggressions” around
the periphery of the Communist bloc ; and the third was to insure the economic
progress of the underdeveloped areas. Dulles anticipated that if the United States
could succeed in accomplishing these three tasks, eventually “a change” would occur
in the Soviet Union that “would transform it into the kind of nation with whom we

could have good relations in normal international society.” What he was speaking
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of was not “a revolution but. . . evolution.”

According to Dulles’ understanding of the lessons of history, totalitarian regimes
had existed on repressive measures in regard to their own peoples and these regimes
could survive as long as they continued to achieve victories abroad. If these
victories were denied, Dulles stressed, they were inevitably forced to ease these
repressive measures, become “less authoritarian” and yield to the internal wishes of
their peoples. Referring to Khrushchev’s many troubles at home such as the aban-
donment of the five-year plan, the turnover in leadership, the unrest in the satellites
and the end of the absolute dictatorship, Dulles insisted that “the evolutionary
process was even now beginning” within the Soviet Union. While admitting that he
could not determine whether the change in the U.S.S.R. would be “in five, twenty-five
or fifty years,” he was convinced that if telll)e Soviets could be denied external
victories, the change would “inevitably” arrive.

Dulles reiterated the gist of these arguments to Eisenhower on March 25, 1958 :
“There has been a definite evolution within the Soviet Union toward greater per-
sonal security, increased intellectlélgl freedom and increased decentralization. This
also increases the chances of peace.”

As Dulles saw that containment was bringing about evolution within the U.S.S.R.,
the best way for the administration to cope with the Soviet threat was not to increase
military spending enormously to the point where it would disrupt America’s own
liberal political and economic system but to maintain the kind of freedom and liberty
at home that the American people had long enjoyed. In his testimony before the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee on J anuary 10, 1958, Dulles cautioned against
“[t]he great danger” that in combating a formidable enemy like the Soviet Union,
the American people often might end up “by hfg)ving to remake [themselves] in the
image of the thing [they] are trying to destroy.”

To Percival F. Brundage, Director of the Budget Bureau, Dulles explained that “in
the long run we are going to win the battle only through [the] attraction of our
freedoms and this has got to be so dynamic and vigorous that it penetrates the Soviet
orbit.” A few weeks later, Dulles repeated this cardinal point to the public by
declaring that if the United States were going to adopt the Soviet system of “regi-
mentation of industry and labor” and the use of production primarily for military
purposes, its military power could easily overwhelm the Soviet military establish-
ment. Accordingly, continued Dulles, the question was not whether the United States
was possessed of the material means superior to the Soviet Union, but whether the
United States could “surmount the danger while still retaining freedom.” For the
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demonstration of freedom was “so 51gn1f1cant so dynamic, so penetrating” that it
would be “for all men a symbol of hope

President Eisenhower for his part noticed the evolution taking place within the
Soviet system. Agreeing with Dulles, he asserted late in October 1957 that “the trend
toward greater individual and national freedom is being manifest W1th1n the Soviet
bloc

Also, Eisenhower considered the U.S. military power as sufficient to deal with the
Soviet military threat and stressed the folly of undermining the domestic system
through excessive spending on military purposes. At an NSC meeting on October 30,
1958, he explained as follows : “If the United States does not find some way to keep
the military appropriations from growing and growing, we were going to have to
adopt a different form of government than we had had in the past. We would not
be defending freedom, but only defending lives and territory, which was a vastly
different thing. ... The main thing is the U.S. deterrent capability.”

Dulles too reiterated the concept of nuclear sufficiency at this meeting. Accord-
ing to his forecast, the time might soon come to take “ancother hard look” at the
question of U.S. military position vis-a-vis the Soviet Union. Dulles then questioned
whether pursuing military superiority over the Soviets should be the U.S. goal, for
if it were the case, “it would put us in an arms race with the USSR which could
conceivably endanger our American way of life.” Therefore, to maintain “a respect-
able posture of defense” was all the United States needed. This capability meant
not a U.S. military superiority but “a U.S. capability of inflicting such heavy damage
on the enemy as to deter him from attacking” the United States. “The past
greatness of the United States had not depended upon the maintenance of military
superiority. As long as we have an adequate military capability to deter attack by
the Sov1et Umon we did not require to be superior to the USSR in every area and
at all tlmes

In addition, there was an external factor that led the Eisenhower administration
to feel secure about the international development in 1958. In late August Khrush-
chev accepted Eisenhower’s dramatic invitation to negotiate a ban on all nuclear
weapons testing with the United States. He did so in the middle of the second Taiwan
Strait Crisis initiated by the Chinese Communist government. A few weeks later
when Eric Johnston in Moscow concluded the agreement for the exchange of films,
the Chinese shelling in the Strait was still going on. For the Eisenhower administra-
tion, which had been closely monitoring every indication of a possible Sino-Soviet
friction, these two decisions by the Soviet government suggested that Moscow was
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not happy with Beijing’s seeminggx reckless military adventure and the two Commu-
nist nations did not get along well.

Throughout 1958, the Eisenhower administration believed it appropriate to con-
tinue its policy of containment and watched the international situation with consider-
able satisfaction. NSC 5810/1 on May 5 reaffirmed that as a means of preventing
further expansion of Communist influence, the United States should resort to encour-
age the “expansion of Free World-Soviet Bloc exchanges and contacts” and continue
to sponsor certain pt_'oposals with a view to “[s]ustaining current ferment in the
thinking, and fostering evolutionary trends, within the Bloc.” This paper also
confirmed again that foreign, cultural and educational programs were “vital ele-
ments” in the conduct of U.S. foreign policy. On July 1, John Foster Dulles informed
the Congressional leadership that “no areas %g)the globe had been lost to Communism
since 1952,” and praised this “happy situation.”

To the favorable international current, the Eisenhower administration was convin-
ced that East-West exchanges formed an essential contribution.

On September 15, 1958, the State Department announced an agreement with the
Soviet government for an exchange of national exhibition to be held in the summer
of 1959. The Eisenhower administration, having already regarded trade fairs or
national exhibitions as another useful tool to open up the Iron Curtain and to reach
directly the Soviet people, was now ready to act.

I would like to express my deep gratitude to Dennis J. Nolan for editing the English.
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