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Only a yesterday or two ago most of us were resigned 
to apparent permanence of the seamless web of a 
China policy first fashioned by a Democratic Ad- 
ministration in 1950 and then made holy by two 
Republican administrations. Condemned by the 
United Nations in 1951, and charged ever since with 
monstrous abuse of China’s great traditions, the 
People’s Republic of Chiiia has been \Vashington’s 
justification for heavy commitments of U S .  resources 
to extensive diplomatic and economic strategies. 

These strategies accorded to the Republic of China 
on Taiwan legitimate claim to represent China in the 
U.N. and in the international community; mobilized 
colossal military power in Japan, Okinawa, South 
Korea, and Taiwan; gained U.S. Senate ratification 
for security arrangements with Japan and mutual 
defense treaties with South Korea, the Republic of 
China, Philippines, and a Southeast Asia Treaty Or- 
ganization, all dedicated to deterrence of Communist 
adventure; attributed to Peking strategic gain from 
North Vietnam’s military penetration of other Indo- 
China states; organized non-communist countries in 
comprehensive restraint of esport of strategic goods 
to Communist China; prohibited American participa- 
tion in any kind of economic transaction from which 
Communist China might benefit; and blocked travel 
by U.S. citizens to Communist China. 

Five years ago, the Committee for Economic De- 
velopment spoke, I think with authority, for the 
progressive American business community in finding 
nothing at  that time which justified a modification 
of the U.S. strategy of economic war against the 
Chinese Communist regime. Most of that community 
today doubts the same strategy should be perpetu- 
ated, and this change has come about in a period 
when all earlier strategies, and Peking’s responses to 
them, are in transition. lieasons for this are worth 
esamination. 

Economic warfare is different from limited con- 
trol over esport of strategic goods useful to merely 

Mr. Barnett, who is Vice President of the  Asia So- 
ciety, prepared the address from which this article 
is adapted before Mr. Nixon announced plans for his 
trip to China. 

potcntial military adversnries: ancl it is economic 
warfare we have waged against Peking. But why 
have \ve treated China, with its faltering economy, 
more lli1rsllly than the USSR? 

Roots for this strategy lie, I believe, in the pre- 
\\’orlcl \Vnr I1 activity of organizations like Henry L. 
Stimson’s Committee for Non-Participation in Japa- 
nese Aggression. Such efl‘orts lent wide currency 
to the belief that ii trade embargo could effec- 
tiwly penalize aggressor countries, and that it was 

iiie~siire available for ;i niord citizenry unready for 
war. 

During \\’orld \Var 11, we invoked and adminis- 
tered our Trading IVith the Enemy Act against the 
A x i s .  Upon their surrender we had, therefore. n tradi- 
tion and apparatus which made possible the use of eco- 
nomic measures against the USSR. Links between 
hfoscow and the Communist parties of Western Eu- 
rope presented dangers that seemed to us almost as 
great as those that had been presented by the Axis. 

The European countries and Japan held a radically 
different view of the contribution normal trade might 
make to Communist capabilities, and their readiness 
to engiige in economic wiirfare in time of peace dif- 
fered :iccordingly. They distinguished between trade 
controls that  really did embargo-these had to be 
effectively multilateral-and trade controls applied, 
a s  the U.S. seemed to advocate, for reasons of moral 
compulsion. I think it quite unlikely that our “moral” 
arguments would have overcome the technical and 
economic arguments of the Europeans had it not 
lieen for the fact that the U.S. !viis then engaged in 
the Marshall Plan and economic aid. Our moral com- 
mitment to an anti-Communist, economic warfare 
strategy w a s  deep and persistent, predating emer- 
gence of the China problem. 

During those tumultuous months of 1948-’49, when 
Chinese Communist armies swept south from Kalgan 
through Peking and Tientsin to Shanghai and Nan- 
king and on to Canton, serious consideration wds be- 
ing given in Washington to terms and prospects for 
coesistence with the Chinese mainland and for con- 
tinuation of nonstrategic trade. This was all brought 
to an abrupt end by our alarm and outrage over 
Communist aggression in Korea. 
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Even before Chinese Communist forces moved 
into Korea, \\’\.~ashington had established economic 
control meclianisms aimed at Peking that remained 
eft’cctively unchanged until July, 1969-almost twenty 
years. \Ve were fortified by moral certainty. IVe were 
at war. We embargoed d l  exports to Communist 
China, Iilocked d l  Chinese Communist dollar hold- 
ings within U.S. jurisdiction, and subjected to heavy 
penalty m y  user of dollars anywhere who engaged 
i n  ;I transaction with atiy Chinese Communist. En- 
forced within the U.S., the controls also had esten- 
sive estraterritorial reach, reminding the international 
community how we \viewed Communist China: it 
\vas -a pariah. 

I can recall forebodings that the steps being taken 
\vould become irreversible. To reverse them would 
require ;I finding of virtue, and such a finding struck 
me 3s unlikely for any country-and least of all for 
Communist China-for ;I long, long time. 

0 

I dso recall time spent ;is a member of President 
Eisenhower’s delegation at the 1955 summit meet- 
ings i n  Geneva, where my task was to negotiate a 
trade position with which the British and French 
could agree. In  preparing €or that task, I discovered 
tlie widely held view within U.S. government circles 
thiit our esports to Communists were in the form of 
“aid,” and t h e i r s  constituted “dumping.“ In 1955, no 
one really questioned any form of economic war- 
fare, p;irticulurly against the country we had fought 
so recently in Korea. 

A decade passed with little change in these ntti- 
tudes or this doctrine, for it was a period that saw 
the Tonkin Gulf Resolution, Lin Piao’s September, 
1965 proclamation of Communist China’s doctrine of 
insurgency, then bloody turmoil in Indonesia, the 
completion of the first ful l  year of Lyndon B. John- 
son’s own presidency ( which brought Vietnam esca- 
lation),  and Inter the Johnson abdication and the 
election of President Nison. 

\\’lint has happened to esplain the radical change 
i n  current American attitudes toward trade with 
China? There was a hint of it in July, 1969, when 
President Nison quietly amended our foreign assets 
control regulations to permit some limited purchase 
of Chinese goods by Americans traveling abroad. 
This hint of change \vas confirmed this spring when 
President Nison used the occasion of ping pong in 
Peking to announce what is likely to become a nearly 
total disniantling of our time-encrusted trade and 
financial controls. 

To ilppreciate tlie degree of change, we need only 
recall that Senator Joseph McCarthy was but the 

most flamboyant of many Americans who made 
“trade with China“ a moral issue, somehow a litmus 
test-paper to measure Americanism. Members of 
both parties played the “soft on communism” game 
and trembled at any possibility of misjudgment. As 
recently as mid-1969, President Nixon was advised 
by his JVhite House counselors that amending China 
trade regulations would enrage Congress and lose 
him votes for other much needed legislation. He 
decided, nevertheless, to amend, thus fracturing the 
sanctified symmetry of institutionalized U.S. hostility 
to Communist China. And there was no evident 
domestic political loss. His decision took courage, I 
know, because with comparable opportunities to act 
neither President Kennedy nor President Johnson 
dared to try. President Nixon might not have dared 
except for what he must have supposed was a grow- 
ing general awareness of great changes in world 
power relations that had been taking place in the 
venrs since 1965. 

Among these, of course, was the growth of Sino- 
Soviet tension, which was particularly acute in the 
spring of 1969. Anyone could see then that, in the 
Communist world, Communist states could frighten 
and even attack each other. Czechoslovakia and 
nuclear confrontation in Siberia were chilling spec- 
tacles. Fragmentation, polycentrism, and competition 
had brought disorder to the Communist monolith. 
More and more Americans saw that it was folly not 
to serve US. interests by entertaining the possibility 
of friendliness toward a Communist /country on 
certain issues while continuing to suspect or con- 
demn it on others. China’s potential in this new 
setting had so fundamentally changed that strategic 
“gamesmen” in think tanks could allow for as many 
scenarios in which China was a U.S. friend as those 
in which it was a U.S. foe. For this notion to be 
understood and to have acceptance was a far cry 
from the 1950s. 

Another major change is due to the Cultural Rev- 
olution’s effect on earlier preconceptions of Chinese 
communism. Even China’s Communist neighbors 
were dismayed. All began to doubt-perhaps, even 
a little too energetically-that the Chinese Commu- 
nist system had for them any value whatever as a 
model. The weak and vulnerable Chinese economy 
may have suffered very nearly zero growth rate in 
the decade from 1958 through 1968, while several 
of China’s non-communist neighbors were experi- 
encing nine per cent or. better rates of G.N.P. growth. 
Thus, notwithstanding Peking’s astonishing nuclear 
achievements and something like a ten per cent 
surge in 1970 G.N.P. growth, the recent spectacle of 
the Cultural Revolution served to diminish the 
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plausibility of mighty Chinese Communist power. 
France gave up its relations with Taipei and rec- 

ognized Peking in 1964, but real change came with 
the great momentum, particularly since October of 
1970, of others following suit-Canada, Italy, Chile, 
Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, Kuwait, the Cameroons, 
and Nigeria. In the wake of this movement, few can 
still credit Generalissimo Chiang with the capacity, 
either moral or military, to play a role on the 
mainland. Some are even so tactless as to remind us 
that Chiang owes some moral obligations to the 
Formosans on the island where he resides. Mean- 
while, the strategies of Willy Brandt in Bann and 
Prime Minister Sato in Tokyo suggest that there are 
constructive consequences to be gained from sepa- 
rating economics from politics. 

Another change has been seen in the American 
press and in corridor conversations at American busi- 
ness and banking conventions, where hardly anyone 
believes that American trade controls for Commu- 
nist China deprive Communist China of anything it 
really needs. Our businessmen are out of the market, 
and that is about it. We really knew all of that, of 
course, in 1965, but we did not talk about it openly. 
We do now, and that is a change. 
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It may be that Mao Tse-tung views these changes 
much as we do, But we should not take that for 
granted, and we might try to guess what in the un- 
forgotten old setting he could find particularly 
galling. 

There are, of course, Taiwan and U.S. “military 
encirclement.” There is the spectacle of Japan’s re- 
surgence. And, then, there have been particularly 
offensive features of our travel and trade policies. 
Why, he may have asked, do we forbid travel to 
Communist China and not to the USSR? Why em- 
bargo only strategic goods to the USSR with its $400 
billion G.N.P. and its nuclear arsenal, and embargo 
eoerything to the People’s Republic? Was long-ago 
Korea a worse offense than Czechoslovakia? Or 
Chinese rice to Hanoi worse than Soviet S.A.M.’s? 
And what about Soviet missiles for Cairo? Could 
color of skin be a reason? Could there be between 
Washington and Moscow great power collusion 
aimed at Peking? 

President Nixon’s 1971 State of the World message 
contained radical redefinition of our policy toward 
Communist China: We welcome Communist China 
into the community of nations, provided the status 
of Taiwan is resolved peacefully. For Mao that pro- 
viso could be the hooker, and all the rest rhetoric, 
because throughout fifteen years of ambassadorial 

talks at Warsaw, he has said that nothing of sub- 
stance was worth discussing until the U.S. turned 
over Taiwan to the PeopIe’s Republic. This was pre- 
condition, sine qua non, for everything else. 

Mao’s delphic comments to Edgar Snow about 
Taiwan, and what Peking later did about table ten- 
nis, suggest some possibility of change in Mao’s 
attitudes toward the United States. If so, it is useful 
to consider why it occurred. 

As to trade, Peking is said to have been slow to 
respond to President Nixon’s earlier modification in 
our economic controls, which may have seemed to 
him to be designed to reduce strains with other 
countries caused by extraterritorial reach of our 
regulations rather than to facilitate direct trade. Pe- 
king is aware of the U.S. market; prices of Chinese 
curios in Peking respond to the new American de- 
mand in Hong Kong. But the sly transaction is still 
the rule. And no one yet knows how the White 
House will spell out President Nixon’s potentially 
far-reaching April 15 decision. It is my hunch that 
Peking will nut show its hand until the U.S. govmn- 
nient places trade controls for Communist China oil 

the same footing as controls for the USSR and East- 
ern European Communist countries. With the lifting 
of travel restrictions, our athletes and journalists got 
to Peking; similar measures for mmmerce may make 
possible some resumption of normal trade. 

It says a good deal politically about Peking and 
about Washington that direct trade can be, as a 
practical probability, discussed. If some trade com- 
mences-and it is most unlikely to be large in volume 
for many years-it means that Peking has set aside 
the Taiwan issue as sine qua nun for useful contact 
and that we have left behind the negatives of past 
U.S. China policy. It means, politically, that pragma- 
tism rather than ideology can begin to govern resolu- 
tion of other disputes and difficulties. Of those, there 
will be many: China’s membership in the United 
Nations; Taiwan’s status; the security of China’s 
frontiers-and of China’s neighbors’; access for trade 
and investment; disarmament; sea bed resources; and 
so forth. The Japanese, the Russians, the Chinese on 
Taiwan, and many Americans at home can be ex- 
pected to watch, and often try to obstruct, efforts 
that Peking and Washington may make to restore 
viable relations with each other. It will not be easy 
to dissolve the inheritance of twenty-five years of 
mutual antagonism. However, we can thank Presi- 
dent Nixon and Peking for initiatives which bring in 
sight a political setting within which it is now rea- 
sonable for us to consider as practical the early 
resumption of some direct trade between the U.S. 
and the China Mainland. 
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