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Review by Chris Tudda, Office of the Historian, Department of State1 

hile the Cold War competition between the United States and the Soviet Union was often defined 
in the 1950s and 1960s by apocalyptic terms like ‘massive retaliation,’ ‘flexible response,’ and 
‘mutually assured destruction’—all based on the destructive power of nuclear bombs and 

missiles—recent scholarship has shown that it was also often defined by a competition over rhetoric, ideas, 
propaganda, and persuasion.2  

Diplomatic historians have also begun to examine the importance of the developing world, in particular the 
issues of race, imperialism, and decolonization, in their analyses of this cold war competition.3 In her 
provocative, insightful, and very well-written article, Mary Ann Heiss has demonstrated that from 1953 to 
1963 the United States struggled to demonstrate that the Soviet empire in Eastern Europe had not only 
replaced the old, Western European-style colonialism in the Third World, but that it was actually worse, since 

                                                       
1 The views presented here are my own and do not necessarily reflect those of the U.S. Department of State or 

the United States Government. 

2 See, for example, Kenneth Osgood, Total Cold War: Eisenhower’s Secret Propaganda Battle at Home and Abroad 
(Lawrence: University Press of Kansas, 2006), Laura Belmonte, Selling the American Way: U.S. Propaganda and the Cold 
War (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2008), and Nicholas J. Cull, The Cold War and the United States 
Information Agency: American Propaganda and Public Diplomacy, 1945-1989 (New York: Cambridge University Press, 
2008). 

3 See, for example, Jason Parker, “Cold War II: The Eisenhower Administration, the Bandung Conference, and 
the Reperiodization of the Postwar Era,” Diplomatic History 30.5 (November 2006), Odd Arne Westad, The Global Cold 
War: Third World Interventions and the Making of Our Times (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2007), the essays 
in Robert McMahon, ed., The Cold War in the Third World (New York: Oxford University Press, 2013), and the chapter 
on Bandung in Chris Tudda, Cold War Summits: A History, From Potsdam to Malta (London: Bloomsbury Academic, 
2015). 
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the Soviets had argued that they had become the “champion of decolonization” (82). Using a considerable 
amount of American primary sources, including the Psychological Strategy Board records at the Eisenhower 
Library (which include documents on the Lodge Project, discussed below), State Department records at the 
National Archives, documents published in the Foreign Relations of the United States series, as well as 
documents from the UK National Archives, Heiss has shown the rationale behind the U.S. (and British) 
decision to make the case against Soviet imperialism. Both the Eisenhower and Kennedy administrations used 
different tactics to try to make this case in the United Nations General Assembly (UNGA), but failed to make 
headway. Instead, the emerging majority of former colonies not only rejected the Cold War framework within 
which the U.S. framed its argument but also identified the U.S. with its NATO allies, who after all were the 
biggest imperialists or former imperialists in the world. 

The Eisenhower administration began the campaign against “Red Colonialism” with what became known as 
the ‘Lodge Project,’ named after UN Ambassador Henry Cabot Lodge. Backed by President Dwight D. 
Eisenhower and Secretary of State John Foster Dulles, Lodge went on the offense in the competition for the 
Third World’s allegiance. He used what came to be known as “dichotomous construction” in order to 
highlight “the emergence of new states from Western colonial control with the disappearance of others behind 
the Iron Curtain” (86). Heiss, however, notes that despite Lodge’s campaign, other members of the 
administration presciently warned that the Third World did not see the Soviet Union’s domination of Eastern 
Europe, the Baltic states, and Central Asia as ‘the bogeyman’ that the U.S. saw. Instead, the Third World saw 
this propaganda campaign as a “smokescreen for U.S. support of West European colonial empires, something 
that consequently compromised U.S. credibility” with the very people it wanted to sway (88).  Even the U.S. 
allies who attended the 1955 Bandung Conference could not prevent the Conference’s Final Declaration 
from condemning all forms of colonialism rather than singling out Soviet imperialism for condemnation. 

In 1960, meanwhile, Soviet Premier Nikita Khrushchev launched his nation’s bid to counter U.S. propaganda 
with his “Declaration on the Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples.” Khrushchev 
contended that the U.S. had become the vanguard for a new type of imperialism based on the establishment 
of military bases and the testing of nuclear weapons in the developing world. The U.S. responded by lobbying 
Afro-Asian nations to introduce a Resolution at the UNGA that would condemn Soviet colonialism. 
However, these nations continued to resist the Cold War implications of such a Resolution and instead 
introduced and passed a draft Resolution that, like the Bandung Declaration, adopted broad language to 
condemn all forms of colonialism. After heavy pressure from British Prime Minister Harold MacMillan, 
Eisenhower instructed the U.S. to abstain from the final vote. This decision not only infuriated the former 
colonies, but also demonstrated—to Moscow’s delight—that when push came to shove, the U.S. would 
always choose its allies in Europe over the emerging nations. 

The new U.S. President, John F. Kennedy, had a well-earned reputation as a proponent of anti-colonialism 
from his days in the U.S. Senate. In order to make the case against Red Colonialism, and recognizing the 
public relations debacle the abstention vote had caused, the Kennedy administration now declared that the 
West represented “a land of freedom, opportunity, and choice, in contrast to the East, where oppression, 
despair, and lack of choice were the norm” (101). At the UN, the U.S. would emphasize “what the U.S.-led 
Western system had to offer the developing world” (102).  

Once again the U.S. ran into a strong propaganda counteroffensive. The Hungarian Representative to the 
UN, Peter Mod, proclaimed in 1961 that the Soviet Bloc represented “progress” while the Western bloc 
represented “the status quo” (104). While it was true that Mod was also “dichotomizing the great powers,” 
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(104) he successfully discredited the Kennedy administration’s policy. The Kennedy administration chose to 
embark on an intense lobbying campaign, but fell into the same trap as Eisenhower. Instead of decoupling the 
Third World from the Cold War, the administration tried to convince Third World allies in UNGA to again 
make the case that the Soviet Empire should be condemned. Another moderate Resolution proposed by Afro-
Asian nations was quickly rebutted by the Soviet delegation, which raised yet another sore point for the 
United States: the Jim Crow South’s reaction to the Civil Rights movement. It looked increasingly as if the 
Kennedy administration was trying to change the subject back to Red Colonialism while the public relations 
disaster of the South’s racial problems made international headlines. The ensuing Resolution, once again 
containing weak and unspecific language, passed. This time the U.S. voted for the Resolution, but failed to 
convince UNGA to condemn Soviet colonialism. 

Mary Ann Heiss has made an important contribution to our understanding of the limits of U.S. diplomacy 
and strategy toward the developing world during the first two decades of the Cold War. I look forward to 
assigning this article in my U.S. Foreign Policy 1945-68 course. 
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