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Since the war we have felt comfortable about the Commonwealth. But we have felt 

increasingly uncomfortable about our relationship with the United States. In the last 

four years, especially, we have been disturbed about what the Americans were doing 

or might do. I think I should make my own position clear at the outset. I believe that 

in their dealings with other nations the American people intend good and not evil, and 

I believe they want peace, not war. There are some who will think this nonsense. I am 

sure it is not; and my conviction is based on years of negotiation and discussion with 

Americans on a great variety of topics.  

 

 

Basic Condition of an Orderly World  

There is no shallower delusion than the idea that we could get along without the 

United States, or indeed that the United States could get along without us: our 

interdependence is a fact. I am glad that our Governments since the war have accepted 

this fact and acted on it. For I also believe that close and effective co-operation 

between Britain and the United States is the basic condition of an orderly world, the 

best chance of avoiding another world war, and our hope of peace. I do not imagine 

for one moment that these convictions are peculiar to me. I suppose them to be not 

very different from what most of you really believe. But many people in Britain have 

rather lost sight of them because in recent years they have been overlaid and obscured 

by anxieties about the United States. I hope in this lecture to persuade you that it 

would be stupid to allow these nagging fears and doubts to determine our attitude to 

the Americans. There is no doubt that close association with the United States is 

necessary to Britain. The unity of the Commonwealth, our economic welfare, the 

defence of Britain alike demand it.  

 

There is no need to go on with the argument. Self-interest binds us to the United 

States. But it is a two-way relationship. The self-interest of the United States is also 

involved. The great aim of American foreign policy in recent years has been to keep 

the free world large and not to let it shrink to the New Hemisphere, perhaps even to 

the North American continent. No thinking American today can be an isolationist—

can possibly contemplate the isolation of his continental island from the resources and 

the teeming populations of the three continents of the Old World. For this the United 

States needs us. It is only in co-operation with Britain, the linchpin of the 

Commonwealth, the strong island athwart the approaches to Western Europe, that 

American foreign policy can succeed.  

 

What reason commands, the heart approves. We share with the Americans a common 

language and a common heritage. Countless British families have their cousins in the 

United States. The ties of kinship and sentiment are real, and they powerfully 

reinforce the bonds of interest. They make it natural for us to believe that our future is 
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bound up with the Americans. Yet, if action is the test of effective belief, some of us 

do not pass the test. The Americans, some feel, make themselves so difficult to get on 

with. There should be close and harmonious association but there are too many 

obstacles. It is risky to be too close to them. To allow one’s feelings to take charge 

like this is to fail to see things as they are. Positive and continuing co-operation with 

the United States is the second condition of Britain maintaining her position as a 

Great Power. We are thrown together in the same scale of the global balance of 

power. If we want to stand out of the queue, not to be committed by the decisions of 

others and dragged at the heel of events, we must stand out by the positive quality of 

our relations with our friends, and particularly with the United States of America.  

 

 

Four Difficulties  

As it takes two to make a quarrel, it takes two to get on well. I have been talking as if 

the Americans made all the difficulties and this is not so. The Americans feel that we 

make a good many difficulties for them, and if I were addressing an American 

audience I should be expected to deal with them. But as I am talking to you I propose 

to examine a little more closely the difficulties many people in Britain feel about the 

United States. I think there are four and I name them in ascending order of 

importance: the frictions of association in the same scale of the world balance, the 

discomforts of the passage of power, McCarthyism, and the fear that the United States 

will land us in a third world war. Both countries feel the frictions of association. Both 

nations have been accustomed to stand outside the balance of power and judge, each 

for itself, the moment of intervention. The habit of mind persists after the facts have 

changed. Each nation at times resents the other’s influence in modifying policy. That 

the British should have to make allowance for American views and the Americans for 

British feels like an undue limitation on freedom of action.  

 

Occasions of irritation have been increased because since the war the British and 

American Governments have been ahead of popular feeling in recognising and 

accepting the changed positions of their countries. There is more mutual consultation 

over a wider range of matters, a more deliberate attempt to reconcile divergent views, 

more common action than either we or the Americans have ever had before with any 

nation. As a result, some Americans fear their Administration is too much under the 

influence of the British. Some British insist that Britain must be detached from the 

American sphere of influence. Last summer a member of the American 

Administration thought it wise to state publicly that Britain had no veto over 

American actions. Here we have had the complaint that Britain was falling in behind 

the United States. These frictions are really problems of adjustment, of getting rid of 

outdated habits and living in the world of today. There is nothing that time and effort 

cannot cure.  

 

 

Discomforts of the Passage of Power  

Then there are the discomforts of the passage of power. When I was a child the seat of 

world power was London: now it is Washington. We are not used to change: we do 

not like it. We do not like needing economic or defence aid. We observe the marked 

difference in wealth between us and American visitors or Air Force personnel posted 

to Britain, and it irks us. We were brought up sharp when we suddenly realised that an 

American had been chosen as Admiral of the Atlantic. It is strange to us to find that 
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all our international problems now have an extra dimension, an American dimension. 

In the Middle East, in south Asia, in south-east Asia it is the same: we find the 

Americans everywhere, active everywhere, promoting American policies.  

 

The facts are as stated. Our feelings have not caught up with them. The change has 

been too rapid: just as it has been too rapid for the Americans. They are not used to a 

position in the world they did not seek. Most of them are genuinely reluctant to wear 

the mantle of leadership. They long for the simple days when they di& not have to 

bother about the world’s problems but pursued their destiny in the seclusion of their 

continent. Our discomforts, like their nostalgia, spring from incomplete adaptation to 

change: they are real but not incurably grave.  

 

The third difficulty is McCarthyism: it belongs to a different category. One can 

understand the horror with which the American people discovered that the American 

way of life was not proof against the enemy within. The discovery that American 

communists had been able to penetrate departments of the Administration: the fact 

that Americans would undertake espionage on behalf of a foreign power: these things 

came as an immense shock to American pride and a blow to inner confidence and the 

sense of security. How deep the wound went can be judged from the amazing career 

Senator McCarthy has founded on its exploitation.  

 

It is a tragedy that so many Americans have remained unaware of the damage done by 

the Senator to the reputation of the United States in the world. He has made millions 

of people in Europe and Asia change their minds about the United States and lose 

confidence in the quality and future of American democracy. He has made it easier to 

lump the Soviet Union and the United States together as the two great threats to the 

peaceful progress of mankind. This defeat for the United States has occurred because 

the Senator in his investigations denied the ordinary rights of the individual in a 

democratic society to those whom he attacked and because he used his official 

position to substitute with impunity insults and innuendo for proof. His methods, their 

contagious power, his apparent toleration by the American people, and the large 

volume of support he found among them have profoundly impressed and depressed 

many people in Britain naturally friendly to the United States. 

 

 

A Star past its Zenith 

I know that the conduct and career of Senator McCarthy raise issues of principle. I do 

not wish to minimise the sinister and anarchic character of his techniques. But I am 

sure that the United States cannot be judged wholly or mainly by McCarthyism and its 

effects. There has never been any evidence that the Senator might dominate the 

United States. To do that he would need a published political testament or an 

organisation. But the Senator has no positive doctrine: he leads no movement or party. 

And in the last few months signs have accumulated that his star has passed the zenith. 

It is true that McCarthyism goes beyond McCarthy. But it is also true that opposition 

to it has been voiced from the beginning and is increasing. I am certain that it would 

take far more than we have seen to undermine permanently the principles of 

individual freedom which were written into the American Constitution and have 

formed the living tradition of the United States for nearly 200 year. American 

democracy has vitality and toughness, though in its frightened response to the enemy 

within it has done things it will wish undone. 
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Last comes what I consider to be by far the greatest difficulty: the widespread fear 

that the United States will get us, and others, into a third world war. I am not going to 

argue that this fear is completely baseless. I have too much respect for the instinct of 

the British people.  Indeed, it must be admitted that the Americans appear to convict 

themselves out of their own mouths. Consider the critical period in December 1950 

and January 1951: defeat in Korea, when Mr. Attlee flew to Washington to confer 

with President Truman. Consider when the French were suffering defeat in Indo-

China, and Sir Winston Churchill and Sir Anthony Eden flew to Washington to confer 

with President Eisenhower.  On each occasion distinguished members of the United 

States Government and of the American Armed Forces publicly demanded a more 

aggressive. American policy in the Far East and publicly advocated the extension of 

the fighting by sea blockade and bombing from the air. 

 

It was difficult not to believe that this was the voice of the United States Government. 

And yet on neither occasion did these extreme policies in fact prevail. The Korean 

War remained localised and the truce in Indo-China was accepted. What is the reason 

for this incoherence between words and action? Mr. James Reston, of T he New York 

Times, suggested an answer in an article he wrote last July after the visit of President 

Syngman Rhee to Washington. Mr. Reston said: 

 

Dr. Rhee is not the only world figure who has misjudged the temper of 

the American Government. There are many others, on both sides of the 

Iron Curtain, who have based their judgements of America on what 

Washington says, instead of on what Washington does. And it is a 

dangerous procedure. 

 

Europe’s image of America as a headstrong, reckless nation spoiling 

for a fight could not possibly be more inaccurate. There are many men 

in this city who want a bolder and more aggressive policy towards the 

Communists, and they catch many headlines. They argue with great 

sincerity, and some of them with great eloquence, but they do not win 

the big battles. . . . When the early rounds are over and they get to the 

finals, where the issue is war or breaking the alliance, they lose.   

 

The senators, the admirals, and the generals do not, then, speak for the President or 

for the United States. They are saying what they themselves happen to think. 

 

The British tradition is that Her Majesty’s Government speaks with one voice. 

Ministers and officials are alike expected, whenever they speak in public, to state the 

policy of the Government. If there is any doubt, a parliamentary question is asked. In 

the United States the fabric of government has a looser texture. It is much easier for 

politicians and officials to give expression to their personal views, and they frequently 

do. This is the phenomenon of the many voices so baffling to the foreigner trying to 

determine the policy of the United States Government. The Americans are not 

similarly nonplussed. They take these statements for what they are; personal 

contributions to a general debate. 

 

It is important to remember that the foreign policy of the United States, as revealed in 

the acts of successive Administrations, has had a remarkable consistency. 

Furthermore, in spite of the vigour with which sudden changes and extreme solutions 
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have often been urged, it has been cautious and responsible. These considerations take 

us some way with the fourth difficulty, but they do not take us far enough. During 

each of the Far Eastern crises there was a fair volume of popular support in the United 

States for extreme views. Is it likely that some time in the future there will be so much 

support for extensive military action in the Far East that the course of the United 

States will be determined by it? 

 

In the Korean and Indo-Chinese crises an American passion and the American 

temperament combined to stir popular opinion. The passion is about the Chinese 

Communist Government. The Americans believe that from the time of the Boxer 

Indemnities to the communist seizure of power their relations with China were a 

model of what the association between a modem industrialised nation and an ancient 

undeveloped country might be. They built hospitals, schools, and universities and 

manned them with hundreds of devoted American men and women.  They sent to 

China something of the best in the American way of life, free from all taint of 

colonialism and imperialism. Then came the communist revolution, and the Chinese 

suddenly treated their best friends as their worst enemies. In Korea they killed many 

American troops. The Americans were very angry: they still are. They feel that these 

evil men should not go unpunished. This is the passion which gives support to violent 

action in the Far East.   

 

By temperament most Americans are men of action. Faced with a situation, they feel 

frustrated unless they are doing something about it.  Time, for them, is an enemy to be 

overcome, not, as we British tend to think, an ally to work with. They find release in 

action, in getting over and done with it. During these crises in the Far East, 

temperament combined with passion to support bold, aggressive action. Yet the 

combination was not strong enough. I am inclined to think that in the future, as in the 

past, unless the Chinese embark on reckless action, these two factors will not control 

American action in the Far East.  

 

But there is a third factor to be considered. So far it has not been operative. If it were, 

the answer might well be different. During the last eight years the policy of the United 

States Government towards the communist bloc has been one of containment. This 

name for the policy has recently been out of fashion and other phrases have been used 

to give a new look. The substance of the policy has not changed much.  The third 

factor is an element in it. The object of the policy of containment is to increase the 

prospects of peace. The Americans believe this object is furthered if lines are drawn 

and it is made clear to friend and foe alike that aggression across these lines will be 

resisted, if necessary by war. That, I take it, is the significance of the Atlantic Pact: a 

line has been publicly drawn from Norway to Turkey. The Pacific Pacts with Japan, 

the Philippines, and Australia and New Zealand draw a line between the islands of the 

Pacific and the mainland of Asia. The United States supported the South-East Asia 

Treaty of collective defence as a first step of the same sort. 

 

 

‘Drawing a Line’ 

The Americans attach great importance to this element in the general policy of 

containment. They think it decreases the chances of war happening by miscalculation 

or accident. Many of them would say that, in their opinion, if Britain had made her 

position clear to all parties before the First World War, it might never have happened. 



 6 

The idea of drawing a line and telling everyone in advance what will happen if it is 

crossed suits the American outlook. It does not come so naturally to us. We prefer to 

deal with events as they arise and not be committed by answering hypothetical 

questions. We have been willing to commit ourselves in the Atlantic theatre and draw 

a line there. We did this when we signed the Atlantic Pact. But then it has been easy 

to see the mortal danger that can threaten us from Europe. We feel differently about 

the Far East. Whatever reason may say, it still feels far away.  To the United States it 

does not. It is where the second group of neighbours live across the other ocean. 

Russia is there as in Europe and China is there too. War has come twice to the United 

States in the last thirteen years from the Pacific theatre. 

 

When we are anxious about the United States starting a third world war, and eye the 

troubled situation in the Far East with particular apprehension, this is the factor with 

which we have to reckon. We need not primarily concern ourselves about American 

anger with the Chinese or the impulsive American temperament. We have to deal with 

a reasoned view, strongly held, on how best to deal with the communist bloc in the 

Atlantic and Pacific theatres, if the chances of world war are to be minimised. No 

doubt these considerations are familiar to the British Government and its advisers. I 

do not think they are to most of us. So there is a real possibility of misunderstanding 

and therefore mistrusting the American attitude to world war.  

 

If this analysis of the fourth and greatest difficulty we have about the Americans is 

broadly right, then the best remedy is clear. We know that we cannot hold back from 

the Americans. Because we are both World Powers with interests, responsibilities, 

and commitments in many parts of the world, we consult each other every day. That 

Britain should be effective in this close association is a condition of her continuing 

greatness. It is also the condition of enlarging her freedom from her greatest fear. 

From both points of view it is necessary that our initiative and our view should count 

when the great decisions are taken. I do, not imply that this has not been the case in 

recent years. My concern is with the future, not the past. I know from my own 

experience that at the time of the Korean crisis our opinion counted and made a 

difference to what happened. I do not doubt that in the Indo-China crisis last summer 

the same was true.  

 

What, then, can we do for the future? I think three things are important. The first is to 

remember that even on major issues there will be give and take between the partners. 

Both British and Americans find it difficult to remember this, for they are apt still to 

be influenced by patterns of thought which belong to an earlier period when their 

countries still possessed full independence in action. Further, we have to be articulate 

about our policies. This is necessary if we wish to persuade or give a lead. But it goes 

against the grain. We prefer even among ourselves to say less than we think. But the 

British and American backgrounds of thought are not the same. What is left to be 

understood is misunderstood. If I had to state what I thought the most prevalent single 

cause of misunderstanding and suspicion between the United States and Britain, I 

should name the failure to communicate the assumptions of a proposal. 

  

Lastly, we need more than positive articulate policies. Every American is like the man 

from Missouri: he has to be shown that we can perform what we propose. If he judges 

our material resources are adequate to sustain our policy or, in a joint effort, to 

support our reasonable contribution, he will be much more likely to agree with us. 
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The American judges persons and nations more by their present than their past and 

more by his estimate of their future than their present. If the British economy is strong 

and healthy and promises progress, the United States will attach a great deal more 

weight to what we say on foreign policy. We shall find we are listened to as a Great 

Power in proportion as we can maintain our proper part in the common defence and 

find fresh resources to devote to the development of undeveloped free nations. The 

American tradition has little knowledge of glorious failures. In the Anglo-American 

relationship British policy has to pass the test: can the British deliver?  

 

I hope I have shown that close association with the United States is a strenuous 

exercise for the British. I hope, too, that you feel that the Americans are about like us 

in the blend of reason, feeling, and prejudice in their make-up, even though their 

reasons, feelings, and prejudices are different.  

 

I end on a personal note. I have never felt any hesitation in arguing against an 

American view if I had a good case and was convinced they were wrong. Those with 

whom I argued might get impatient and irritated; even angry at being held up by talk 

when they wanted to act. But I got a hearing and a reasonable share of what I wanted. 

The American people in their own fashion share our belief in settling things by 

debate. In our debates with them we have nothing to lose and much to gain by being 

fearless and forthright. 


