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-1947-1969: militant Cold War containment
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and Ronald Reagan
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Source 1: Richard Nixon and his National Security Advisor Henry
Kissinger, visit the People’s Republic of China, 21 February 1972
source: http://china.usc.edu/ShowArticle.aspx?articleID=22488

Context for Source 1: Richard Nixon and his chief foreign policy advisor,
Henry Kissinger, launched an ambitious foreign policy agenda to rebuild
U.S. power amidst the failing war effort in Vietnam. Rather than treat
communist countries as a monolithic evil force, Nixon and Kissinger
adopted the strategy of “triangular” diplomacy. Here’s how it was
supposed to work. Knowing that the Soviets distrusted the Chinese and vice
versa, Nixon and Kissinger made friendly gestures toward both communist
countries. The plan was to offer better relations with the United States as a
lure to drive the Soviets and the Chinese even further apart. Then the
Americans could acquire more negotiating leverage with each communist
country and thus gain the upper hand in the Cold War struggle against
communism.

Questions to consider: How did the American and the Chinese leaders
attempt to build a relationship of trust? What specific common interests did
the Americans and Chinese seem to share? What role did political ideology
play for Nixon and Mao?

MEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION

PARTICIPANTS:

Chairman Mao Zedong (Mao Tse-tung in the transcript)

Prime Minister Zhou Enlai (Chou En-lai)

Wang Hai-jung, Deputy Chief of Protocol of the Foreign Ministry
Tang Wen-sheng, Interprete

President Richard M. Nixon

Henry A. Kissinger, Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs
Winston Lord, National Security Council Staff (Notetaker)

PLACE: Chairman Mao’s Residence, Peking

(There were opening greetings during which the Chairman welcomed
President Nixon, and the President expressed his great pleasure at meeting

the Chairman.)

President Nixon: You read a great deal. The Prime Minister said that you
read more than he does.

Chairman Mao: Yesterday in the airplane you put forward a very difficult
problem for us. You said that what it is required to talk about are

philosophic problems.

President Nixon: I said that because I have read the Chairman’s poems and
speeches, and I know he was a professional philosopher. (Chinese laugh.)

Chairman Mao: (looking at Dr. Kissinger) He is a doctor of philosophy?
President Nixon: He is a doctor of brains.

Chairman Mao: What about asking him to be the main speaker today?
President Nixon: He is an expert in philosophy.

Dr. Kissinger: I used to assign the Chairman’s collective writings to my
classes at Harvard.

Chairman Mao: Those writings of mine aren’t anything. There is nothing
instructive in what I wrote.



(Looking toward the photographers) Now they are trying to interrupt our
meeting, our order here.

President Nixon: The Chairman’s writings moved a nation and have
changed the world.

Chairman Mao: I haven’t been able to change it. I’ve only been able to
change a few places in the vicinity of Peking.

Our common old friend, Generalissimo Chiang Kai-shek, doesn’t approve
of this. He calls us communist bandits. He recently issued a speech. Have
you seen it?

President Nixon: Chiang Kai-shek calls the Chairman a bandit. What does
the Chairman call Chiang Kai-shek?

Prime Minister Chou: Generally speaking we call them Chiang Kai-shek’s
clique. In the newspapers sometimes we call him a bandit; we are also
called bandits in turn. Anyway, we abuse each other.

Chairman Mao: Actually, the history of our friendship with him is much
longer than the history of your friendship with him.

President Nixon: Yes, I know.
Chairman Mao: We two must not monopolize the whole show. It won’t do
if we don’t let Dr. Kissinger have a say. You have been famous about your

trips to China.

Dr. Kissinger: It was the President who set the direction and worked out the
plan.

President Nixon: He is a very wise assistant to say it that way. (Mao and
Chou laugh.)

Chairman Mao: He is praising you, saying you are clever in doing so.
President Nixon: He doesn’t look like a secret agent. He is the only man in

captivity who could go to Paris 12 times and Peking once and no one knew
it, except possibly a couple of pretty girls. (Chou laughs.)

Dr. Kissinger: They didn’t know it; I used it as a cover.
Chairman Mao: In Paris?

President Nixon: Anyone who uses pretty girls as a cover must be the
greatest diplomat of all time.

Chairman Mao: So your girls are very often made use of?

President Nixon: His girls, not mine. It would get me into great trouble if I
used girls as a cover.

Prime Minister Chou: (laughs) Especially during elections. (Kissinger
laughs.) Dr. Kissinger doesn’t run for President because he wasn’t born a
citizen of the United States.

Dr. Kissinger: Miss Tang is eligible to be President of the United States.

President Nixon: She would be the first woman President. There’s our
candidate.

Chairman Mao: It would be very dangerous if you have such a candidate.
But let us speak the truth. As for the Democratic Party, if they come into
office again, we cannot avoid contacting them.

President Nixon: We understand. We will hope that we don’t give you that
problem.

Chairman Mao: Those questions are not questions to be discussed in my
place. They should be discussed with the Premier. I discuss the
philosophical questions. That is to say, I voted for you during your election.
There is an American here called Mr. Frank Coe, and he wrote an article
precisely at the time when your country was in havoc, during your last
electoral campaign. He said you were going to be elected President. I
appreciated that article very much. But now he is against the visit.

President Nixon: When the President says he voted for me, he voted for the
lesser of two evils.



Chairman Mao: I like rightists. People say you are rightists, that the
Republican Party is to the right, that [British] Prime Minister [Edward]
Heath is also to the right.

President Nixon: And General DeGaulle [France’s conservative leader,
Charles de Gaulle]

Chairman Mao: DeGaulle is a different question. They also say the
Christian Democratic Party of West Germany is also to the right. I am
comparatively happy when these people on the right come into power.

President Nixon: I think the important thing to note is that in America, at
least at this time, those on the right can do what those on the left talk about.

Dr. Kissinger: There is another point, Mr. President. Those on the left are
pro-Soviet and would not encourage a move toward the People’s Republic,
and in fact criticize you on those grounds.

Chairman Mao: Exactly that. Some are opposing you. In our country also
there is a reactionary group which is opposed to our contact with you. The
result was that they got on an airplane and fled abroad.

Prime Minister Chou: Maybe you know this.

Chairman Mao: Throughout the whole world, the U.S. intelligence reports
are comparatively accurate. The next was Japan. As for the Soviet Union,
they finally went to dig out the corpses, but they didn’t say anything about
it.

Prime Minister Chou: In Outer Mongolia.

President Nixon: We had similar problems recently in the crisis on India-
Pakistan. The American left criticized me very heavily for failing to side
with India. This was for two reasons: they were pro-Indian and they were
pro-Soviet.

I thought it was important to look at the bigger issue. We could not let a
country, no matter how big, gobble up its neighbor. It cost — I don’t say this
with sorrow because it was right — it cost me politically, but I think history
will record that it was the right thing to do.

Chairman Mao: As a suggestion, may I suggest that you do a little less
briefing? (The President points at Dr. Kissinger and Chou laughs.) Do you
think it is good if you brief others on what we talk about, our philosophic
discussions here?

President Nixon: The Chairman can be sure that whatever we discuss, or
whatever I and the Prime Minister discuss, nothing goes beyond the room.
That is the only way to have conversations at the highest level.

Chairman Mao: That’s good.

President Nixon: For example, I hope to talk with the Prime Minister and
later with the Chairman about issues like Taiwan, Vietnam and Korea. I
also want to talk about—and this is very sensitive—the future of Japan, the
future of the subcontinent, and what India’s role with be; and on the broader
world scene, the future of US-Soviet relations. Because only if we see the
whole picture of the world and the great forces that move the world will we
be able to make the right decisions about the immediate and urgent
problems that always completely dominate our vision.

Chairman Mao: All those troublesome problems I don’t want to get into
very much. I think your topic is better—philosophic questions.

President Nixon: For example, Mr. Chairman, it is interesting to note that
most nations would approve of this meeting, but the Soviets disapprove, the
Japanese have doubts which they express, and the Indians disapprove. So
we must examine why, and determine how our policies should develop to
deal with the whole world, as well as the immediate problems such as
Korea, Vietnam, and of course, Taiwan.

Chairman Mao: Yes, I agree.

President Nixon: We, for example, must ask ourselves—again in the
confines of this room—why the Soviets have more forces on the border
facing you than on the border facing Western Europe. We must ask
ourselves, what is the future of Japan? Is it better—here I know we have
disagreements—is it better for Japan to be neutral, totally defenseless, or it
is [sic] better for a time for Japan to have some relations with the United
States? The point being—I am talking now in the realm of philosophy—in
international relations there are no good choices. One thing is sure—we can
leave no vacuums, because they can be filled. The Prime Minister, for



example, has pointed out that the United States reaches out its hands and
that the Soviet Union reaches out its hands. The question is which danger
the People’s Republic faces, whether it is the danger of American
aggression or Soviet aggression. There are hard questions, but we have to
discuss them.

Chairman Mao: At the present time, the question of aggression from the
United States or aggression from China is relatively small; that is, it could
be said that this is not a major issue, because the present situation is one in
which a state of war does not exist between our two countries. You want to
withdraw some of your troops back on your soil; ours do not go abroad.

Therefore, the situation between our two countries is strange because during
the past 22 years our ideas have never met in talks. Now the time is less
than 10 months since we began playing table tennis; if one counts the time
since you put forward your suggestion at Warsaw it is less than two years.
Our side also is bureaucratic in dealing with matters. For example, you
wanted some exchange of persons of a personal level, things like that; also
trade. But rather than deciding that we stuck with our stand that without
settling major issues there is nothing to do with smaller issues. [ myself
persisted in that position. Later on [ saw you were right, and we played
table tennis. The Prime Minister said this was also after President Nixon
came to office.

...We were not very happy with your former Presidents, beginning from
Truman through Johnson. We were not very happy with these Presidents,
Truman and Johnson....

Dr. Kissinger: Mr. Chairman, the world situation has also changed
dramatically during that period. We’ve had to learn a great deal. We thought
all socialist/communist states were the same phenomenon. We didn’t
understand until the President came into office the different nature of
revolution in China and the way revolution had developed in other socialist
states.

President Nixon: Mr. Chairman, I am aware of the fact that over a period of
years my position with regard to the People’s Republic was one that the
Chairman and Prime Minister totally disagreed with. What brings us
together is a recognition of a new situation in the world and a recognition
on our part that what is important is not a nation’s internal political
philosophy. What is important is its policy toward the rest of the world and

toward us. That is why—this point I think can be said to be honest—we
have differences. The Prime Minister and Dr. Kissinger discussed these
differences.

It also should be said—Ilooking at the two great powers, the United States
and China—we know China doesn’t threaten the territory of the United
States; I think you know the United States has no territorial designs on
China. We know China doesn’t want to dominate the United States. We
believe you too realize the United States doesn’t want to dominate the
world. Also—maybe you don’t believe this, but I do—neither China nor the
United States, both great nations, want to dominate the world. Because our
attitudes are the same on these two issues, we don’t threaten each others’
territories.

Therefore, we can find common ground, despite our differences, to build a
world structure in which both can be safe to develop in our own way on our
own roads. That cannot be said about some other nations in the world.

Chairman Mao: Neither do we threaten Japan or South Korea.
President Nixon: Nor any country. Nor do we.

Chairman Mao: (Checking the time with Chou) Do you think we have
covered enough today?

President Nixon: Yes. I would like to say as we finish, Mr. Chairman, we
know you and the Prime Minister have taken great risks in inviting us here.
For us also it was a difficult decision. But having read some of the
Chairman’s statements, I know he is one who sees when an opportunity
comes, that you must seize the hour and seize the day.

I would also like to say in a personal sense —and this to you Mr. Prime
Minister—you do not know me. Since you do not know me, you shouldn’t
trust me. You will find I never say something I cannot do. And I always will
do more than I can say. On this basis I want to have frank talks with the
Chairman and, of course, with the Prime Minister.

Chairman Mao: (Pointing to Dr. Kissinger) “Seize the hour and seize the
day.” I think that, generally speaking, people like me sound a lot of big
cannons. (Chou laughs) That is, things like “the whole world should unite



and defeat imperialism, revisionism, and all reactionaries, and establish
socialism.”

President Nixon: Like me. And bandits.

Chairman Mao: But perhaps you as an individual may not be among those

to be overthrown. They say that he (Dr. Kissinger) is also among those not
to be overthrown personally. And if all of you are overthrown we wouldn’t
have any more friends left.

President Nixon: Mr. Chairman, the Chairman’s life is well-known to all of
us. He came from a very poor family to the top of the most populous nation
in the world, a great nation.

My background is not so well known. I also came from a very poor family,
and to the top of a very great nation. History has brought us together. The
question is whether we, with different philosophies, but both with feet on
the ground, and having come from the people, can make a breakthrough that
will serve not just China and America, but the whole world in the years
ahead. And that is why we are here....

(There were then some closing pleasantries. The Chairman said he was not
well. President Nixon responded that he looked good. The Chairman said
that appearances were deceiving. After handshakes and more pictures,
Prime Minister Chou then escorted the President out of the residence.)

Source 2: President Jimmy Carter, speech at the University of Notre
Dame, 22 May 1977 on human rights
source: www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/index.php?pid=7552

Questions to consider: Why did Carter find it important for Americans to
develop a new focus on human rights in their foreign policies? To what
extent did Carter see the United States as just another nation in the world?
Conversely, to what extent did Carter continue the older American tradition
of seeing the United States as a country with an exceptional and special
mission in the world?

Text:

... I want to speak to you today about the strands that connect our actions
overseas with our essential character as a nation. I believe we can have a
foreign policy that is democratic, that is based on fundamental values, and
that uses power and influence, which we have, for humane purposes. We
can also have a foreign policy that the American people both support and,
for a change, know about and understand.

I have a quiet confidence in our own political system. Because we know
that democracy works, we can reject the arguments of those rulers who
deny human rights to their people.

We are confident that democracy's example will be compelling, and so we
seek to bring that example closer to those from whom in the past few years
we have been separated and who are not yet convinced about the advantages
of our kind of life.

We are confident that the democratic methods are the most effective, and so
we are not tempted to employ improper tactics here at home or abroad.

We are confident of our own strength, so we can seek substantial mutual
reductions in the nuclear arms race.

And we are confident of the good sense of American people, and so we let
them share in the process of making foreign policy decisions. We can thus
speak with the voices of 215 million, and not just of an isolated handful.

Democracy's great recent successes--in India, Portugal, Spain, Greece--
show that our confidence in this system is not misplaced. Being confident of
our own future, we are now free of that inordinate fear of communism
which once led us to embrace any dictator who joined us in that fear. I'm
glad that that's being changed.

For too many years, we've been willing to adopt the flawed and erroneous
principles and tactics of our adversaries, sometimes abandoning our own
values for theirs. We've fought fire with fire, never thinking that fire is
better quenched with water. This approach failed, with Vietnam the best
example of its intellectual and moral poverty. But through failure we have
now found our way back to our own principles and values, and we have
regained our lost confidence.



By the measure of history, our Nation's 200 years are very brief, and our
rise to world eminence is briefer still. It dates from 1945, when Europe and
the old international order lay in ruins. Before then, .America was largely
on the periphery of world affairs. But since then, we have inescapably been
at the center of world affairs.

Our policy during this period was guided by two principles: a belief that
Soviet expansion was almost inevitable but that it must be contained, and
the corresponding belief in the importance of an almost exclusive alliance
among non-Communist nations on both sides of the Atlantic. That system
could not last forever unchanged. Historical trends have weakened its
foundation. The unifying threat of conflict with the Soviet Union has
become less intensive, even though the competition has become more
extensive.

The Vietnamese war produced a profound moral crisis, sapping worldwide
faith in our own policy and our system of life, a crisis of confidence made
even more grave by the covert pessimism of some of our leaders.

In less than a generation, we've seen the world change dramatically. The
daily lives and aspirations of most human beings have been transformed.
Colonialism is nearly gone. A new sense of national identity now exists in
almost 100 new countries that have been formed in the last generation.
Knowledge has become more widespread. Aspirations are higher. As more
people have been freed from traditional constraints, more have been
determined to achieve, for the first time in their lives, social justice.

The world is still divided by ideological disputes, dominated by regional
conflicts, and threatened by danger that we will not resolve the differences
of race and wealth without violence or without drawing into combat the
major military powers. We can no longer separate the traditional issues of
war and peace from the new global questions of justice, equity, and human
rights.

It is a new world, but America should not fear it. It is a new world, and we
should help to shape it. It is a new world that calls for a new American
foreign policy--a policy based on constant decency in its values and on
optimism in our historical vision.

We can no longer have a policy solely for the industrial nations as the
foundation of global stability, but we must respond to the new reality of a
politically awakening world.

We can no longer expect that the other 150 nations will follow the dictates
of the powerful, but we must continue--confidently--our efforts to inspire,
to persuade, and to lead.

Our policy must reflect our belief that the world can hope for more than
simple survival and our belief that dignity and freedom are fundamental
spiritual requirements. Our policy must shape an international system that
will last longer than secret deals.

We cannot make this kind of policy by manipulation. Our policy must be
open; it must be candid; it must be one of constructive global involvement,
resting on five cardinal principles.

I've tried to make these premises clear to the American people since last
January. Let me review what we have been doing and discuss what we
intend to do.

First, we have reaffirmed America's commitment to human rights as a
fundamental tenet of our foreign policy. In ancestry, religion, color, place of
origin, and cultural background, we Americans are as diverse a nation as the
world has even seen. No common mystique of blood or soil unites us. What
draws us together, perhaps more than anything else, is a belief in human
freedom. We want the world to know that our Nation stands for more than
financial prosperity.

This does not mean that we can conduct our foreign policy by rigid moral
maxims. We live in a world that is imperfect and which will always be
imperfect--a world that is complex and confused and which will always be
complex and confused.

I understand fully the limits of moral suasion. We have no illusion that
changes will come easily or soon. But I also believe that it is a mistake to
undervalue the power of words and of the ideas that words embody. In our
own history, that power has ranged from Thomas Paine's "Common Sense"
to Martin Luther King, Jr.'s "I Have a Dream."



In the life of the human spirit, words are action, much more so than many of
us may realize who live in countries where freedom of expression is taken
for granted. The leaders of totalitarian nations understand this very well.
The proof is that words are precisely the action for which dissidents in those
countries are being persecuted.

Nonetheless, we can already see dramatic, worldwide advances in the
protection of the individual from the arbitrary power of the state. For us to
ignore this trend would be to lose influence and moral authority in the
world. To lead it will be to regain the moral stature that we once had.

The great democracies are not free because we are strong and prosperous. |
believe we are strong and influential and prosperous because we are free.

Throughout the world today, in free nations and in totalitarian countries as
well, there is a preoccupation with the subject of human freedom, human
rights. And I believe it is incumbent on us in this country to keep that
discussion, that debate, that contention alive. No other country is as well-
qualified as we to set an example. We have our own shortcomings and
faults, and we should strive constantly and with courage to make sure that
we are legitimately proud of what we have.

Second, we've moved deliberately to reinforce the bonds among our
democracies. In our recent meetings in London, we agreed to widen our
economic cooperation, to promote free trade, to strengthen the world's
monetary system, to seek ways of avoiding nuclear proliferation. We
prepared constructive proposals for the forthcoming meetings on North-
South problems of poverty, development, and global well-being. And we
agreed on joint efforts to reinforce and to modernize our common defense.

You may be interested in knowing that at this NATO meeting, for the first
time in more than 25 years, all members are democracies. Even more
important, all of us reaffirmed our basic optimism in the future of the
democratic system. Our spirit of confidence is spreading. Together, our
democracies can help to shape the wider architecture of global cooperation.

Third, we've moved to engage the Soviet Union in a joint effort to halt the
strategic arms race. This race is not only dangerous, it's morally deplorable.
We must put an end to it.

I know it will not be easy to reach agreements. Our goal is to be fair to both
sides, to produce reciprocal stability, parity, and security. We desire a freeze
on further modernization and production of weapons and a continuing,
substantial reduction of strategic nuclear weapons as well. We want a
comprehensive ban on all nuclear testing, a prohibition against all chemical
warfare, no attack capability against space satellites, and arms limitations in
the Indian Ocean.

We hope that we can take joint steps with all nations toward a final
agreement eliminating nuclear weapons completely from our arsenals of
death. We will persist in this effort.

Now, I believe in detente with the Soviet Union. To me it means progress
toward peace. But the effects of detente should not be limited to our own
two countries alone. We hope to persuade the Soviet Union that one country
cannot impose its system of society upon another, either through direct
military intervention or through the use of a client state's military force, as
was the case with Cuban intervention in Angola.

Cooperation also implies obligation. We hope that the Soviet Union will
join with us and other nations in playing a larger role in aiding the
developing world, for common aid efforts will help us build a bridge of
mutual confidence in one another.

Fourth, we are taking deliberate steps to improve the chances of lasting
peace in the Middle East. Through wide-ranging consultation with leaders
of the countries involved-Israel, Syria, Jordan, and Egypt--we have found
some areas of agreement and some movement toward consensus. The
negotiations must continue.

Through my own public comments, I've also tried to suggest a more flexible
framework for the discussion of the three key issues which have so far been
so intractable: the nature of a comprehensive peace--what is peace; what
does it mean to the Israelis; what does it mean to their Arab neighbors;
secondly, the relationship between security and borders-how can the dispute
over border delineations be established and settled with a feeling of security
on both sides; and the issue of the Palestinian homeland.

The historic friendship that the United States has with Israel is not
dependent on domestic politics in either nation; it's derived from our



common respect for human freedom and from a common search for
permanent peace.

We will continue to promote a settlement which all of us need. Our own
policy will not be affected by changes in leadership in any of the countries
in the Middle East. Therefore, we expect Israel and her neighbors to
continue to be bound by United Nations Resolutions 242 and 338, which
they have previously accepted.

This may be the most propitious time for a genuine settlement since the
beginning of the Arab-Israeli conflict almost 30 years ago. To let this
opportunity pass could mean disaster not only for the Middle East but,
perhaps, for the international political and economic order as well.

And fifth, we are attempting, even at the risk of some friction with our
friends, to reduce the danger of nuclear proliferation and the worldwide
spread of conventional weapons.

At the recent summit, we set in motion an international effort to determine
the best ways of harnessing nuclear energy for peaceful use while reducing
the risks that its products will be diverted to the making of explosives.

We've already completed a comprehensive review of our own policy on
arms transfers. Competition in arms sales is inimical to peace and
destructive of the economic development of the poorer countries.

We will, as a matter of national policy now in our country, seek to reduce
the annual dollar volume of arms sales, to restrict the transfer of advanced
weapons, and to reduce the extent of our coproduction arrangements about
weapons with foreign states. And just as important, we are trying to get
other nations, both free and otherwise, to join us in this effort.

But all of this that I've described is just the beginning. It's a beginning
aimed towards a clear goal: to create a wider framework of international
cooperation suited to the new and rapidly changing historical
circumstances.

We will cooperate more closely with the newly influential countries in Latin
America, Africa, and Asia. We need their friendship and cooperation in a
common effort as the structure of world power changes.

More than 100 years ago, Abraham Lincoln said that our Nation could not
exist half slave and half free. We know a peaceful world cannot long exist
one-third rich and two-thirds hungry.

Most nations share our faith that, in the long run, expanded and equitable
trade will best help the developing countries to help themselves. But the
immediate problems of hunger, disease, illiteracy, and repression are here
now.

The Western democracies, the OPEC [Organization of Petroleum Exporting
Countries] nations, and the developed Communist countries can cooperate
through existing international institutions in providing more effective aid.
This is an excellent alternative to war.

We have a special need for cooperation and consultation with other nations
in this hemisphere--to the north and to the south. We do not need another
slogan. Although these are our close friends and neighbors, our links with
them are the same links of equality that we forge for the rest of the world.
We will be dealing with them as part of a new, worldwide mosaic of global,
regional, and bilateral relations.

It's important that we make progress toward normalizing relations with the
People's Republic of China. We see the American and Chinese relationship
as a central element of our global policy and China as a key force for global
peace. We wish to cooperate closely with the creative Chinese people on the
problems that confront all mankind. And we hope to find a formula which
can bridge some of the difficulties that still separate us.

Finally, let me say that we are committed to a peaceful resolution of the
crisis in southern Africa. The time has come for the principle of majority
rule to be the basis for political order, recognizing that in a democratic
system the rights of the minority must also be protected.

To be peaceful, change must come promptly. The United States is
determined to work together with our European allies and with the
concerned African States to shape a congenial international framework for
the rapid and progressive transformation of southern African society and to
help protect it from unwarranted outside interference.

Let me conclude by summarizing: Our policy is based on an historical
vision of America's role. Our policy is derived from a larger view of global



change. Our policy is rooted in our moral values, which never change. Our
policy is reinforced by our material wealth and by our military power. Our
policy is designed to serve mankind. And it is a policy that I hope will make
you proud to be Americans.

Source 3: President Jimmy Carter, toast during an official state dinner
in Tehran, Iran, 31 December 1977
source: www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=7080

Note: Carter delivered this speech just seven months after his celebrated
Notre Dame speech. At the time, Iran was ruled by a dictator named
Muhammad Reza Shah Pahlevi, better known as the Shah, or the emperor.
The Shah had enjoyed U.S. support since 1953, when a CIA-sponsored coup
overthrew Iran’s socialist-leaning government and gave economic and
military aid to the Shah. A strong anti-communist, the Shah maintained an
extensive secret police force that arrested and often tortured political
opponents inside Iran. When Carter gave this speech, the Shah faced
growing discontent from both secular and religious protest movements.
Within just a year of this speech, a popular revolution overthrew the Shah,
leading to the creation in 1979 of a revolutionary Islamic republic.

Questions to consider: Based on this speech, why do you think Carter was
so eager to maintain a good alliance with the Shah? What rhetorical
strategies did Carter employ to present the Shah’s dictatorship in a noble
light?

Text:
Your Majesties and distinguished leaders of Iran from all walks of life:

I would like to say just a few words tonight in appreciation for your
hospitality and the delightful evening that we've already experienced with
you. Some have asked why we came to Iran so close behind the delightful
visit that we received from the Shah and Empress Farah just a month or so
ago. After they left our country, I asked my wife, "With whom would you
like to spend New Year's Eve?" And she said, "Above all others, I think,
with the Shah and Empress Farah." So we arranged the trip accordingly and
came to be with you.

These visits and the close cooperation that we share, the intense personal
and group negotiations and consultations are very beneficial to both our
countries....

As we drove in from the airport this afternoon to the beautiful white palace
where we will spend the night, and saw the monument in the distance, I
asked the Shah what was the purpose of the beautiful monument. And he
told me that it was built several years ago, erected to commemorate the
2500th anniversary of this great nation. This was a sobering thought to me.
We have been very proud in our Nation to celebrate our 200th birthday, a
couple of years ago. But it illustrates the deep and penetrating
consciousness that comes from an ancient heritage and a culture that
preceded any that we've ever known in our own lives.

Recently, Empress Farah gave us a beautiful book called "The Bridge of
Turquoise"--and we get many gifts of that kind from visitors--and for a few
days I have to admit that we didn't pay enough attention to it. And one night
I started to thumb through the pages, and I called my wife, Rosalynn, and I
called my daughter, Amy, who climbed into my lap, and we spent several
hours studying very carefully the beautiful history that this book portrays of
Persia, of Iran, of its people, of its lands, of its heritage and its history, and
also of its future. It caused me to be reminded again of the value of ancient
friendships and the importance of close ties that bind us as we face difficult
problems.

Iran, because of the great leadership of the Shah, is an island of stability in
one of the more troubled areas of the world.

This is a great tribute to you, Your Majesty, and to your leadership and to
the respect and the admiration and love which your people give to you.

The transformation that has taken place in this nation is indeed remarkable
under your leadership. And as we sat together this afternoon, discussing
privately for a few moments what might be done to bring peace to the
Middle East, I was profoundly impressed again not only with your wisdom
and your judgment and your sensitivity and insight but also with the close
compatibility that we found in addressing this difficult question....

We have also known about the great benefits that we derive in our own
nation from the close business relationships that we have with Iran.



As I drove through the beautiful streets of Tehran today with the Shah, we
saw literally thousands of Iranian citizens standing beside the street with a
friendly attitude, expressing their welcome to me. And I also saw hundreds,
perhaps even thousands of American citizens who stand there welcoming
their President in a nation which has taken them to heart and made them
feel at home. There are about 30,000 Americans here who work in close
harmony with the people of Iran to carve out a better future for you, which
also helps to ensure, Your Majesty, a better future for ourselves.

We share industrial growth, we share scientific achievements, we share
research and development knowledge, and this gives us the stability for the
present which is indeed valuable to both our countries.

We are also blessed with the largest number of foreign students in our
country from your own nation. And I think this ensures, too, that we share
the knowledge that is engendered by our great universities, but also that
when these young leaders come back to your country for many years in the
future, for many generations in the future, our friendship is ensured. We are
very grateful for this and value it very much.

I have tried to become better acquainted with the culture of Iran in the
preparation for my visit here. I was particularly impressed with a brief
passage from one of Iran's great poets, Saadi. And I would like to read a few
words from him. Empress Farah tells me that he lived about 600 years ago.

"Human beings are like parts of a body, created from the same essence.
When one part is hurt and in pain, others cannot remain in peace and quiet.
If the misery of others leaves you indifferent and with no feeling of sorrow,
then you cannot be called a human being."

I asked Empress Farah why this poet was so famous here in Iran, because he
had impressed me so greatly, too. And she said that because he had the
greatest facility for professing profound thoughts in the simplest possible
words that the average citizen could understand.

Well, this brief passage shows that there is within the consciousness of
human beings a close tie with one's neighbors, one's family, and one's
friends, but it also ties us with human beings throughout the world. When
one is hurt or suffers, all of us, if we are human beings, are hurt and we
suffer.
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The cause of human rights is one that also is shared deeply by our people
and by the leaders of our two nations.

Our talks have been priceless, our friendship is irreplaceable, and my own
gratitude is to the Shah, who in his wisdom and with his experience has
been so helpful to me, a new leader.

We have no other nation on Earth who is closer to us in planning for our
mutual military security. We have no other nation with whom we have
closer consultation on regional problems that concern us both. And there is
no leader with whom I have a deeper sense of personal gratitude and
personal friendship.

On behalf of the people of the United States, I would like to offer a toast at

this time to the great leaders of Iran, the Shah and the Shahbanou and to the
people of Iran and to the world peace that we hope together we can help to

bring.

Source 4. President Ronald Reagan, Remarks at the Annual
Convention of the National Association of Evangelicals in Orlando,
Florida, 8 March 1983

source: www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=41023

Questions: What did Reagan’s speech share in common with Carter’s Notre
Dame speech? How did Reagan’s speech differ from that Carter speech?
What specific forms of rhetoric did Reagan employ in this speech?

Text:

...Itell you there are a great many God-fearing, dedicated, noble men and
women in public life, present company included. And, yes, we need your
help to keep us ever mindful of the ideas and the principles that brought us
into the public arena in the first place. The basis of those ideals and
principles is a commitment to freedom and personal liberty that, itself, is
grounded in the much deeper realization that freedom prospers only where
the blessings of God are avidly sought and humbly accepted.

The American experiment in democracy rests on this insight. Its discovery
was the great triumph of our Founding Fathers, voiced by William Penn
when he said: "If we will not be governed by God, we must be governed by



tyrants." Explaining the inalienable rights of men, Jefferson said, "The God
who gave us life, gave us liberty at the same time." And it was George
Washington who said that "of all the dispositions and habits which lead to
political prosperity, religion and morality are indispensable supports." .

Well, I'm pleased to be here today with you who are keeping America great
by keeping her good. Only through your work and prayers and those of
millions of others can we hope to survive this perilous century and keep
alive this experiment in liberty, this last, best hope of man.

I want you to know that this administration is motivated by a political
philosophy that sees the greatness of America in you, her people, and in
your families, churches, neighborhoods, communities—the institutions that
foster and nourish values like concern for others and respect for the rule of
law under God.

Now, I don't have to tell you that this puts us in opposition to, or at least out
of step with, a prevailing attitude of many who have turned to a modern-day
secularism, discarding the tried and time-tested values upon which our very
civilization is based. No matter how well intentioned, their value system is
radically different from that of most Americans. And while they proclaim
that they're freeing us from superstitions of the past, they've taken upon
themselves the job of superintending us by government rule and regulation.
Sometimes their voices are louder than ours, but they are not yet a
majority....

...But we must never forget that no government schemes are going to
perfect man. We know that living in this world means dealing with what
philosophers would call the phenomenology of evil or, as theologians would
put it, the doctrine of sin.

There is sin and evil in the world, and we're enjoined by Scripture and the
Lord Jesus to oppose it with all our might. Our nation, too, has a legacy of
evil with which it must deal. The glory of this land has been its capacity for
transcending the moral evils of our past. For example, the long struggle of
minority citizens for equal rights, once a source of disunity and civil war, is
now a point of pride for all Americans. We must never go back. There is no
room for racism, anti-Semitism, or other forms of ethnic and racial hatred in
this country.
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I know that you've been horrified, as have I, by the resurgence of some hate
groups preaching bigotry and prejudice. Use the mighty voice of your
pulpits and the powerful standing of your churches to denounce and isolate
these hate groups in our midst. The commandment given us is clear and
simple: "Thou shalt love thy neighbor as thyself."

But whatever sad episodes exist in our past, any objective observer must
hold a positive view of American history, a history that has been the story
of hopes fulfilled and dreams made into reality. Especially in this century,
America has kept alight the torch of freedom, but not just for ourselves but
for millions of others around the world.

And this brings me to my final point today. During my first press
conference as President, in answer to a direct question, I pointed out that, as
good Marxist-Leninists, the Soviet leaders have openly and publicly
declared that the only morality they recognize is that which will further
their cause, which is world revolution. I think I should point out I was only
quoting Lenin, their guiding spirit, who said in 1920 that they repudiate all
morality that proceeds from supernatural ideas—that's their name for
religion-or ideas that are outside class conceptions. Morality is entirely
subordinate to the interests of class war. And everything is moral that is
necessary for the annihilation of the old, exploiting social order and for
uniting the proletariat.

Well, I think the refusal of many influential people to accept this elementary
fact of Soviet doctrine illustrates an historical reluctance to see totalitarian
powers for what they are. We saw this phenomenon in the 1930's. We see it
too often today.

This doesn't mean we should isolate ourselves and refuse to seek an
understanding with them. I intend to do everything I can to persuade them
of our peaceful intent, to remind them that it was the West that refused to
use its nuclear monopoly in the forties and fifties for territorial gain and
which now proposes 50-percent cut in strategic ballistic missiles and the
elimination of an entire class of land-based, intermediate-range nuclear
missiles.

At the same time, however, they must be made to understand we will never
compromise our principles and standards. We will never give away our
freedom. We will never abandon our belief in God. And we will never stop
searching for a genuine peace. But we can assure none of these things



America stands for through the so-called nuclear freeze solutions proposed
by some.

The truth is that a freeze now would be a very dangerous fraud, for that is
merely the illusion of peace. The reality is that we must find peace through
strength.

I would agree to a freeze if only we could freeze the Soviets' global desires.
A freeze at current levels of weapons would remove any incentive for the
Soviets to negotiate seriously in Geneva and virtually end our chances to
achieve the major arms reductions which we have proposed. Instead, they
would achieve their objectives through the freeze.

A freeze would reward the Soviet Union for its enormous and unparalleled
military buildup. It would prevent the essential and long overdue
modernization of United States and allied defenses and would leave our
aging forces increasingly vulnerable. And an honest freeze would require
extensive prior negotiations on the systems and numbers to be limited and
on the measures to ensure effective verification and compliance. And the
kind of a freeze that has been suggested would be virtually impossible to
verify. Such a major effort would divert us completely from our current
negotiations on achieving substantial reductions.

A number of years ago, I heard a young father, a very prominent young man
in the entertainment world, addressing a tremendous gathering in California.
It was during the time of the cold war, and communism and our own way of
life were very much on people's minds. And he was speaking to that subject.
And suddenly, though, I heard him saying, "I love my little girls more than
anything "And I said to myself, "Oh, no, don't. You can't—don't say that."
But I had underestimated him. He went on: "I would rather see my little
girls die now, still believing in God, than have them grow up under
communism and one day die no longer believing in God."

There were thousands of young people in that audience. They came to their
feet with shouts of joy. They had instantly recognized the profound truth in
what he had said, with regard to the physical and the soul and what was
truly important.

Yes, let us pray for the salvation of all of those who live in that totalitarian
darkness-pray they will discover the joy of knowing God. But until they do,
let us be aware that while they preach the supremacy of the state, declare its
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omnipotence over individual man, and predict its eventual domination of all
peoples on the Earth, they are the focus of evil in the modern world.

It was C. S. Lewis who, in his unforgettable "Screwtape Letters," wrote:
"The greatest evil is not done now in those sordid 'dens of crime' that
Dickens loved to paint. It is not even done in concentration camps and labor
camps. In those we see its final result. But it is conceived and ordered
(moved, seconded, carried and minuted) in clear, carpeted, warmed, and
well-lighted offices, by quiet men with white collars and cut fingernails and
smooth-shaven cheeks who do not need to raise their voice."

Well, because these "quiet men" do not "raise their voices," because they
sometimes speak in soothing tones of brotherhood and peace, because, like
other dictators before them, they're always making "their final territorial
demand," some would have us accept them at their word and accommodate
ourselves to their aggressive impulses. But if history teaches anything, it
teaches that simple-minded appeasement or wishful thinking about our
adversaries is folly. It means the betrayal of our past, the squandering of our
freedom.

So, I urge you to speak out against those who would place the United States
in a position of military and moral inferiority. You know, I've always
believed that old Screwtape reserved his best efforts for those of you in the
church. So, in your discussions of the nuclear freeze proposals, I urge you
to beware the temptation of pride—the temptation of blithely declaring
yourselves above it all and label both sides equally at fault, to ignore the
facts of history and the aggressive impulses of an evil empire, to simply call
the arms race a giant misunderstanding and thereby remove yourself from
the struggle between right and wrong and good and evil.

I ask you to resist the attempts of those who would have you withhold your
support for our efforts, this administration's efforts, to keep America strong
and free, while we negotiate real and verifiable reductions in the world's
nuclear arsenals and one day, with God's help, their total elimination.

While America's military strength is important, let me add here that I've
always maintained that the struggle now going on for the world will never
be decided by bombs or rockets, by armies or military might. The real crisis
we face today is a spiritual one; at root, it is a test of moral will and faith.

....God bless you, and thank you very much.



