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Tntroduction 

This paper develops a basic framework for research on Sino-Soviet 

relations which l have just completed in Canberra after the longer study 

from my previous research which focused on ideology and internal politics 

in the People's Republic of China ． 甘1 is paper, therefore, is a rough summary 

of my forthcoming book entitled Gendaishi toshiteno Chusotairitsu [The Sino­

Soviet Confrontation as Contemporary History] (Tokyo: Chuokoron-sha, 1978) 

(see note at end of this paper). 

In my study, I tried to analyse the historical process and dynamics of 

the evolution and developments of Sino-Soviet confrontation which has become 

辻n important chapter in contemporary history. I examined this process during 

the period from the inception of the so-called Yalta system to the sign of a 

rift between the two states prior to the open Sino-Soviet dispute in 1960. 

The reasons �re as follows: first, in the search for the historical causes 

of Sino-Soviet conflict, it seems to me that the Sino-Soviet relations 

during this period and the U.S. attitude towards them were the most important 

factors decidedly influencing the post-war environment of Asia. Secondly, 

there arc few studies dealing with the events of 1945-1959, with which my 

paper is mainly concerned, except for the period after the 20th Congress of 

the CPSU with its historic denunciation of Stalin. The third and most 

significant reason for my research is that new historical materials have 

recently been uncovered or made available, raising the level of factual 

knowledge and enriching the literature on this topic, as well as adding new 

dimensions to our perspectives on Sino-Soviet relations and post-war 

international relations in 八日i a. As a result, a number of myths about post­

w;ir international relations in 八sia can be corrected. 

As to the sources of my research, Foreign Relations of the United 

竺竺竺（Diplomatic Papers) already released up to 1950 and other basic 

documents of the United States, for instance, NSC (U.S. National Security 

Council) Papers (in particular, NSC-48/1, NSC-48/2, NSC 68〕and JCS (Joint 

Chiefs of Staff Papers) which also include much stimulating information of a 

Top Secret nature, were made public after the amendment of the Freedom of 

Information Act in November 1974. 

On the other hand, as far as Communist motivations and behaviour are 

conceでned, it is very diffj cult to evaluate what is going on with so little 

informユtion and documentary material 3vaDablc. However, <luc 'tO events such 
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as the Sino ・Soviet dispute and China ’s Cultural Revolution, it is gradually 

becoming possible to use hitherto unpublished documents. In this respect, 

we can utilise several editions of Mao Tse-tung Ssu-hsiang Wan-sui in 

comparison with Volume Five of Selected Works of Mao Tse-tung, Khrushchev 

Remembers and Khrushchev Remembers ： 廿rn Last Testament, the diaries of 

P. P. Vladimirov and Otto Braun and Wang Ming's memoirs, etc. and with 

official publications like Jen-min jih-pao, after performing textual 

criticisms. 

In addition, my understanding of this theme was usefully affirmed by 

field study: one trip, in 1970, to Central Asia in the USSR; and another, 

in 1975, to the Sino-Soviet border region from Moscow to Peking via 

lllan-bator beyond the border. 

The Structure and "Geopolitics" of Confrontation 

The Sino-Soviet conflict is a composite of four levels of confrontation: 

nation-to-nation; state-to-state; party-to-party; and government-to-government. 

The first is a confrontation of two separate nationalisms; the second, one of 

national interest; the third is ideological, a conflict over doctrinal 

orthodoxy; and the fourth involves diplomatic relationship. 

Nation-to-nation conflict is probably the most deeply rooted and 

historically inevitable. The meeting of the Russian and Chinese peoples in 

the last three hundred years has been accompanied by a great deal of frictio:-i. 

八t no time has one side ever held complete sway over the other, but both have 

been conquered by the Mongol Empire, and this shared historical nightmare is 

a stimulus to their nationalistic emotions. The image of a powerful Russia:il 

nab on and that of the Mongol Empire seem to overlap in the minds of the Han 

people, constituting a "threat from the north", while, on the other hand, the 

Russians have always abhorred the notion of a strongly unified China, caLi. iコg

it the "threat from the southeast". 

The second level of conflict, state-to-state, is over borders and 

'territories, and has continued unabated since the Nerchinsk treaty of 1689. 

This conflict is so tenacious that it quickly overwhelmed the spirit of 

Leninist internationalism spelled out in the Karakhan manifestos of 1919 and 

1920. With the subsequent rise of Stalinism and �1aoism, the national interest 

of both nations 1vas provided with ideological justification, making the two 

1wt i.on:-; incre::isingly more incompatible. 1、he Sino-Soviet rift has escalated 
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from theoretical dispute to confrontation in every phase of relationship 

hctween the two socialist states. (As ironic as it may seem, Peking and 

Taipei are in total agreement as far as border and territorial issues are 

concerned, not only the border territories but also the Paracel Islands and 

the Senkaku Islands issues, paradoxical evidence that the confrontation stems 

from でoots far deeper th乱n the realm of ideology.) 

The third level, party-to-party, is a variable factor i.n the 

confrontation structure. In the future, the two countries \vil 1 probably 

exhibit the same degree of restorative capacity that they have in tne past 

to accommodate their doctrinal differences, but this, of course, \vil 1 depend 

on changes in their respective domestic situations. The reason is that Sino­

Soviet relations have a high degree of correlation to factional struggles 

within the parties, particularly in the Chinese Communist party (CCP）. 甘1is,

in turn, means that ideological conflict will be affected one way or the 

other by the outcome of the intraparty struggle or by changes in leadership. 

The fourth level, government-to-government, is a superficial 

confrontation, and is the level most subject to internal political changes. 

following the death of Mao Tse-tung, the possibility of a restoration on 

this level can be foreseen. 

The ideological confrontation between China and the Soviet Union 

became increasingly more serious, although covert, after the beginning of 

dc-Stalinization in 1956, and by the sixties it was an overt part of the 

conflict on both the party-to-party and government-to-government levels. 

Nation-to-nation and state-to-state conflict, however, date back long before 
the birth of the People's Republic of China. A number of potentially 

explosive issues began to surface during modern China ’s formative years - in 

the process of the Chinese revolution in its broader meaning. The areas 
bordering on either or both of these two great powers, such as Mongolia, 
Manchuria (Tungpei or Northeast), and Sinkiang, have often been scenes of 
collision between Chinese and Soviet nation:ili sm, stages in their power 

日tru父又l e for spheres of i nfl uence . fn one way the invol vcment o-F those 

メm;iller nations has been the source of the historical dynamics iれSino-Soviet

rclations.1 

Confrontation over the sovereignty of Outer Mongolia began at the 1:ime 
of the 1911 revolution and has continued on until today. 廿1e declaration 
adopted by the second convention of the CCP referred to the "iiberation" of 
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Mongolia and the prospect o f  incorporating Mongol ia into a Federal Republ ic 

of Ch ina . Mao Tse-tung talked about the issue in his interview with Edgar 

Snow in 1936. The issue survived through the Yalta agreement of 1 945, the 

Chinese-Soviet Friendship and Alliance Pact of the s訓e year between Stalin 

and Chiang Kai-shek (hereinafter referred to as the Chinese-Soviet Pact), 

the S i no-Soviet Treaty o f  Friendship, Alliance and Mutual Ass istance of 1950 

between Sta l in and Mao Tse-tung (hereinafter referred to as Sino-Soviet 

Treaty) , and the Sino-Soviet talks in 1 954 during Khrushchev and Bulganin’s 

visit to Peking . After the most dramatic series of strategic interplays 

between the two powers, the problem is still not settled, insofar as the 

Mongolians remain divided into the Mongolian People’s Republic and, within 

Chinese territory , the Inner Mongol ian Autonomous Region. 

The memoirs o f  Otto Braun , who died recently , contain a startling 

expose about his experience as an adviser to the CCP during the l atter part 
2 of the Comintern era . Braun says that Mao Tse-tung’s strategy,  involving 

Mongolia and Sinkiang , toward the Soviet Union in the l ate 1930s was an 

am bib ous attempt to draw the Soviet Union into the war against Japan. 

About this time Mao Tse-tung's repul sion of Stalin and the Comintern had 

taken on clear shape . His anti-Soviet and anti-Stalin attitudes probably 

deepened through the intense struggl es with the Twenty-eight BolshevilくS

(inc luding Wang Ming [Ch’en Shao-yt!] , Po Ku [Chin Pang-hsien], and Lo Fu 

[Chang Wcn-tien], and others) , an opposition faction within the CCP during 

the Ycnan period in the early 1940s・3

On the fluid h istorical conditions of Sink i ang , which have now 

become a foca l point for S ino-Sov i et border clashes , one need only recall 

that there was a p l an for an "East抗汀kestan Republic" toward the end of 

World War JI. Hi storically,  however , Manchuria has been the most important 

stage for the Sino-Soviet conflict . From the Yalta agreement and τhe 

Chinese-Soviet Pact of 1 945 , all the way down to the Sino-Soviet Treaty of 

195 0 ,  both Chiang Kai - shek and Mao Tse-tung fought against but had to yield 

to Stalin's demands for ice-free ports - Port Arthur and Dairen, and 

railways - the East China and Manchuri an ( l ater Changchun) railways . 

To sum up , we can regard Mongolia ,  Sinkiang and Manchuria (Tungpei) as 

the 1’Intermediate Zone" (tentativ ely borrowed from the CCP’s terminology) 

between China an<l the Soviet Union . The Korean peninsula , on the other hand, 

ha日hecn the "Buffer Zone" for China and the Soviet Union . This was obvious 
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when T.V. Soong (Sung Tzu-wen) was carrying out talks centered on the 

Ch.incsc-Sov.iet pact on behalf of the Kuomintang （剛T) government, which had 

been dumbfounded by the secret deals at Yalta; at that time the Soviet Union 

and China were quick to agree on the "independence" of Korea without payin;; 

much attention, quite unlike England and the United States. By its very 

nature, however, a "Buffer Zone" can easily be sacrificed by the conflicting 

parties once there is a change in the situation. I釧inclined -co 'uel ieve 

that there was such an aspect to the Korean War. 

S:ino-Soviet relations, nurtured in this particular historical milieu, 

have had a highly dynamic background of strategic considerations
4 

and been 

the most important factor in the post-war environment of Asia as well. 

Following the end of World War II American leaders had some historical 

insjght into the possibilities of conflict between China and the Soviet Union, 

but they were unable to penetrate the heart of this conflict. The China ll/i1i te 

竺巴.！：. was a document containing many logical inconsistencies, but in its 

introduction Secretary of State Dean Acheson did express a vie\,. of China, not 

as subservient to the Soviet Union, but rather as a potential Yugoslavia. If 

the United States had followed that view of China and begun serious -caiks 

with the new regime after the autumn of 1949, then perhaps the post-war 

Asian situation might have been radically different. From diplomatic papers 

recently made public, it seems clear that Mao had favourable feelings toward 

the United States in the late forties ． 問lCη we compare them with his ill 

feelings toward the Soviet Un:ion, we can sec that the United States couid 

hove realisticolly chosen such a policy toward China.
5 

The Dilemmo in the Yalta System 

百1e Yalta Conference was held in February 1945 by the le:idcrs oi G:.:-ea工

Britain, the United States, and the Soviet Union to lay out plans for tr.e 

post-war :international order. Hm.,.cver, the Yalta system had built into i: 

elements that would bring about it.s own destruction soon after the conferer,cc 

started. Wi·chin the framework of this unstable structure, the scc:.�et 

provisions concerning East Asia were bound to create problems. Even befo�e 

.Japan was defeated, the Soviet union and the United States began rn i:arbou:r 

mutual doubts about the other ’s :intentions, and the post-war conditions of 

East Asia were decidedly influenced by tho日c provisions. The beginning oデt:1c

Cold War i n 八S i.::i is generally consjdercd to coincide with the outbreak of -.::!1c 
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Korean War, but in actual ity the confl i ct in Korea was more apt l y  the 

beginning of hot war in As ia ． 甘1c Col d  War had begun much ear l i er just after 

the inception of the so- called Yalta system . As far as this s ituation工5

concerned, a great deal of research has prov ided material showing that 

although the United States knew Japan was sending out peace feelers through 

Moscow, the Americans decided to use the atomic bomb as a means to prevent 

Soviet part icipation in the war against Japan as agreed upon at Yalta.  

The Soviet Union pointed out at the Potsdam Conference that, as 

indicated at Yal ta, it  woul d  declare war against Japan after the conclusion 

of the Chinese-Soviet Pact . Only two days after the bomb was dropped on 

Hiroshima they sent adequately prepared troops quickly into Manchuria and 

swept over the Kwangtung Army, disregarding the fact that the Russo-Japanese 
6 Neutral ity Pact was sti l l  in effect . A lthough the Sov i et Union had broken 

its promises on East Europe, in particular the so-cal l ed Poland i ssue that 

had been made at the Yal t a  Conference, it kept its word in As i a .  That meant 

that the U . S .  decis ion to use the atomic bomb involved a doubl e miscalculat ion, 

and by keeping the promises made at Yalta, the Soviet Union won a dual v ictory 

the country became one of the v ictors in East Asia after only three days of 

fi ghting, and its Asian pol icy was executed exact ly as p l anned . 

The biggest f l aw in the Yal ta agreement was that it  made a sacrificial 

object of China , which, a lthough one of the victorious powers, suffered most 

from the wa・r . The agreement also miscalcul ated the future of China and made 

no provis ions for responding to the rise of Chinese nationa l ism. One 

American who recognised the dangers inherent in this secret agreement was the 

ambassador to China, Patrick Hurley . However, Hurley failed in his  attempts 

to revise the Yal t a  agreement, and when the Kuomintang government discovered 

what the secret agreement was about, they dispatched T . V .  Soong to Moscow for 

hurried discuss ions with the Soviets . Because o f  the power relations that 

existed at that time and the East Asian situation brought about by the Yalta 

agreement, China had no cho i ce but to succumb to S t a l in ’s arrogant attitude 

and make one compでomisc after another . This i s  clearly revealed in Chiang 

Kai -shck’s memoirs, which were released recently . 7 

The Ch i nese-Soviet l’a ct was signed on 14 August 1945, onl y  several hours 

before the Japanese surrender, just when the Soviet armies had almost 

comp l etely occupied al l o f  the northeastern provinces . Even though the treaty 

had been concluded on the basis of the secret Yalta agreement, it was s igned 
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in such a hurry because the Sovi et Union wanted to carry out its intended 

Far Eastern strategy without U . S .  interference .  In the exchange o f  notes and 

appended agreement o f  the treaty, China had to recognise the independence of 

Outer Mongo lia and agree to the 30-year joint operation of the Changchun 

railway, the joint use of Port Arthur, and the declaration of Dairen as a 

free port . In short, the Chinese a l l owed c zarist Russian interests in China 

to be restored more or l ess intact, sanctioned by the Yalta agreement . 

甘1is treaty was the basis for Soviet rel ations with the Chiang Kai-shek 

government right up unti l  the establishment of the People’s Republic of China . 

（廿1e Soviet embassy moved each time Chiang moved his capital - fror:i Nanking 

to Chungking, and finally to his last capital on the continent , Canton . ) The 

Kuomintang governmP.nt was continually threatened by the possibility that 

Sta l in would extend aid o r  recognition to the CCP, and in order to prevent 

that eventuality, they had to concede many rights to the Soviet Union . The 

Soviet Union was able to ski lfu l l y  take advantage of the削T’s weak position, 

and when the Peopl e ' s  Liberation Army ( PLA) was pressing on to the Yangtze, 

the Soviet ambassador was applying pressure to the Kt.打government to concede 

rights in S ink i.ang. 

It was perhaps only natural that the Soviet Union placed much 

importance on the KMT as the organi zation that would hand over to the Soviet 

Union everything that had been established or built  in the territories 

occupied by Soviet armies . Within only a few months after the occupation of 

the Northeast, the Soviet Unfon had transported to its own country the 

individual facilities l eft behind by the .Japanese as well as  a great number 

of .Japanese prisoners . The U . S .  economic investigation team led by Edwin W .  

Paulay esti mated that the assets removed totalled U . S .  $858, 1 00 , 000 and i f  

the depreciation and replacement costs were added , the figure would surpas s 

$2 billion . Another estimate brings the figure c l oser to $3 . 5  b ill ion. 

That Stalin conc luded the Chinese-Soviet Pact with Chiang Kai-shek and 

maintained dipl omatic relations was in line with his consistent refusal to 

recognise the CCP and with his professed view that "all efforts would go into 

unifying China under Chiang ’s l eadership" . There is a great deal of evidence 

of what Stal in thought of the CCP at that time . It is very interes'ting , 

however, that the present Soviet view holds that the many contacts the Soviet 

Uni on had with the Chiang regime, incl uding the 1 939 commercial treaty, 

indicate th:it the USSR h;is :i1ways had a fでI endly attitude toward China . 8 Not 
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only <lid Stalin continue to recognise the KMT government, but he also 

underestimated the capability of the CCP. Even during the civil war, on the 

ground that the advance of the PLA would cause the United States to openly 

intervene, he put all sorts of pressure on the CCP until he somewhat 

modified his attitude in 1 948 . 

Moscow Meeting 

It is worthy of note that, given this situation, Mao Tse-tung gave 

instructions to establish bases in the Northeast and strengthen the party 
9 

apparatus there as early as December 1945 . It even seems probable that Mao 

1vas then consjdering preparations for Soviet intrusion and was being pressed 

to decide whether or not he would bargain with the United States. It is 

s:ignificant that the report made by Mao at the second plenaでy session of the 

seventh central committee of the CCP in March 1 949 and at the preparatory 

meeting of the New Political Consultative Conference in June 1949 implicitly 
10 

pointed to a moderate line of accommodation with the United States. On 

the other hand, during this period, Ambassador Stuart's secret contacts with 

the CCP through his former student Huang Hua (the present Minister of Foreign 
1 1  

八ffairs) were proceeding. But later, on 1 July, Mao declared that China 

would adopt a "lean-to-one-side" policy in favour of the Soviet Unior. in h:s 
1 2  

thesis on the peopl e’s democratic dictatorship. He abandoned the Titoist 

alternative once and for all. That decision was very important, and involve己

more complex issues than simply the idea that "blood is thicker than water". 

Then why did Mao Tse-tung make that decision, having had bitter experience 

1vjth Stalin’s China poljcy on both the state-to-state and party-to-party 

levels? 

.Just prior to the establishment of the Chinese People's Republic, Mao 

foresaw that Soviet aid and advice would be necessary for nation-building. 

In addition to this obvious reason, several points which form the backg:cour.d 

of the decision must also be mentioned. First, there was a risk ir. selectこng

a policy of appeasement toward the United States because of the power 

relation that existed between the Soviet Union and China. To have taken that 

course would have created apprehension about what Stalin would do, judging 

from the way he acted in the past. Second, Mao had to consider the situation 

withi.n the CCP at that time. 八ccording to Ch'i Pen-yU in his aでticle
u 

’P Jl;itriot tメrn or Nab ona I Betrayal", wrj ttcn dur:i ng the Cultural Revolution, 
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for example, in 1949 Liu Shao - ch ’ i  and his followers were contempl ating 

turning against Mao and were therefore even more inclined to be conciliatory 

toward the United States than Mao ． η1ird, and probably most important， 工5

that the decision resulted from a tactical consideration by Mao, to build up 

a strong sense of nationalism vis-a-vis the Soviet Union . Mao, now in place 

of Chiang, had the responsibility for the future of China and was worried 

about what would happen to Manchuria and Sinkiang, seized under the Yalta 

agreement and the Chinese-Soviet Pact. Leaning to the Soviet Union side can 

be seen then as a tactical mov e .  In addition, earlier, in July 1949, Stalin 

invited Kao Kang, chairman of the peopl e’s government in Manchuria, to Moscow 

without consulting the CCP’s leadership, and a trade agreement was concluded 
14 b etween Manchuria and the Soviet Union . This was probab l y  an additional 

factor governing Mao ’ s  decision . Incidentally, there is no official mention 

of this trade agreement in Jen-min jih-pao, but an editorial in Tung-pei jih­

E主主concerning this pact was reprinted in the 9 Au忽ist 1949 issue of the 

official national daily . By contrast, the details of the agreement were 
15 reported in the July 31 issue of Izvestija . 

Against a background of these events, Mao set out for Moscow at the 

head of a group visiting the Soviet Union on 16 December 1949, immediately 

after the establishment of the Peopl e’s Republic . He probably expected to 

receive his first warm welcome from Stalin as the leader of the Chinese 

revolution, but he was also wary, knowing what had happened before , and 

burning with the desire to totally reform Sino-Soviet relations . He felt 

that the visit would be the starting point . Officially, the reason to go to 

Moscow was to c elebrate Stalin ’ s  seventieth birthday, but it was Mao ’s first 

trip abroad. Stalin, at least on the surface, wel comed Mao, but the reception 

was far colder than that accorded T . V .  Soong some four and a half years before. 

Mao told a Tass reporter on 2 January 1950, "I expect to be in the 

Soviet Union for several more weeks. 官1e length of my stay depends on how 
16 long it takes to solve the prob l ems confronting Chinese interests . ＂ 甘1is

was an indication that the talks were in troubl e  almost from the beginning . 

Mao Tse-tung fina l ly signed the Sino-Soviet Treaty of February 14, and he 

signed two other agreements and exchange of notes before he returned to 

Peking on March 4. It is rather unusual for the top l eader of a country to 

stay in another nation for more than two months and a half so soon after 

estab l ishing his regime. Moreover, Mao was accompanied in Moscow by Ch ’ en 

Po-ta, his political secretary, who was extremely proficient in Russian . But 
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by .January 20, Mao called to Moscmv Chou En-lai, premier of the Government 

八d minjstration Council an<l concurrently minister of foreign affairs; Li Fu-

ch’un, vice-chairman, Northeast〔Tungpei) Peopl e’s government; Yeh Chi-chuang, 

minister of trade; and Wu Hsiu-ch’Uan, director of the USSR and East European 

Department, Ministry of Foreign Affairs. On January 30, they were joined by 

Saifudin, vice-chairman, Sinkiang Provincial People's government. 

It is clear from the two additional agreements and the protocol that 

were signed later that in these talks with China, Stalin again demanded 

concession of rights from the Chinese, including ice-free ports and railways. 

We can easily surmise from the list of Chinese negotiators who later joined 

in the talks that the Northeast and Sinkiang had again become important 

issueメ. Further, problems seem to have arisen over what to do about the 

trade agreement concluded by Kao Kang for the Northeast. 

China and the Soviet Union flaunted their monolithic unity in the Sino­

Soviet Treaty as well as making it an alliance that would defend against any 

revival of Japanese militarism. It was a military alliance in which the 

United States and Japan were regarded as potential enemies, but in all of 

the pending questions between China and the Soviet Union, the Chinese won 

concessions, at least more than what was gained by the Chinese-Soviet Pact of 

1945. The treaty provided for the free return of the Changchun railway to 

China by the end of 1952, the withdrawal of Soviet troops, and the return of 

facilities at Port Arthur after the conclusion of peace with Japan or before 

the end of 1952 (in the case of w ar, then the port would be used jointly) . 

The problems surrounding the port of Daircn would be left for discussion 

after the peace treaty with .Japan. The talks indicate Mao's strong sense of 

equality vis-a-vis the Soviet Union and the strong impact of the victorious 

Chinese revolution on Stalin. However, China had to go along with the Soviets 

for a joint operation of enterprises to exploit petroleum and nonferrous 

metals in Sinkiang and to submit to Soviet demands that the independence of 

Outer Mongolia be recognised. 

甘1e 1950 Sino-Soviet talks must have left Mao half-satisfied and half­

frustrated, but at the tenth plenum of the eighth central committee in 

September 1962 he made a confession in which he said that 11Stalin did not 
17 

1\lant to sign, but after two months of further negotiation he finally signed." 

It .is clear today that at private mectj nεs in China as early as 1957 and 1958 

Mao ・l'se-tun日revealed 1vhat went on in the Sino-Soviet talks. Tn .January 1957, 
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Mao is quoted as saying , "Our opinions differed from Stalin’s . We were 

ready to s i gn but he was not , and we demanded the Chinese Changchun Railway, 

but he wouldn’t give it back . But one can after all take the meat out of 

the tiger’s mouth . "1 8  I n  the speech of March 1958 he said, "Stalin and I 

argued for two months in Moscow in 1 9 5 0 .  Our att itude toward the Sino-Soviet 

Treaty , the Changchun Rai l way , the joint-stock companies and border issues 

wa只 to hear the pr.oposals that S t a l in made first 1md then argue with him over 

the ones that we did not like . 廿1e ones that he would push vigorously, we 

would accept . We did this in consideration of socialism ’s overall interest. 

’！＇here remained the probl ems of the ’colonial areas’， S inkiang and the 

�orthcast . It was not to be tolerated that foreign nat i onals live there . 
1 9  This has now been solved." 

At any rate dissatisfaction remained w ith Mao after the Moscow meeting ; 

the establishment of the joint-stock companies in Sinkiang served as a new 

provocation and deepened Mao ’s antipathy toward the Soviet Unio n .  It was 

considered equivalent to a pol icy of ’Soviet colonia l i sm ’ and later prov ided 

a bas is for the criticism of Stalin. Moreover, the total amount of aid loans 

that the Soviet Union promised China was only U . S .  $300 million with interest. 

At the s igning ceremony, the Soviet foreign minister’s attitude was like that 
20 

of an arrogant alms -giver . Khrushchev said i n  his secret report that 
21 "St::ilin treated Mao Tse-tung like a beggar ." In all probability Mao found 

the typical chauvinism in Stal in and Vishinsky and felt extremel y  indignant 

at heart . Such was the true picture of the Moscow meeting - the meeting 

projected to the world as the manifestation of brotherly friendship and 

mono l ithic unity . 

Major Miscalculations in U . S .  Asian Policy 

陥ile Mαo was not totall y  sat isfied with the Moscow meeting , it gave 

the newly born People's Republic heightened prestige abroad and ensured a 

more 沿table posit ion for the CCP within the country . To do thi s ,  China 

hranJi ぉhcd the uni ty of socialist nat i ons w ith the Soviet Union like an elder 

b rother . It ;1lso ha d a dee i日i vc effect on Mao ’s v iew of the Soviet Union and 

只taJ i n  an<l eventually brought ahout a nc1" phuぉc in S1no-Sov i ct relations in 

which China sought to equalise its pos ition vis-a -vis the USSR . 

The llnitcd States had abundant information on China , which finally 

rcsul ted in the voluminous China ＼＇叶iite Paper of August 1949 by the State 
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Department. But the State Department was not allowed to make full use of 

its wisdom ． 廿1e White Paper was a kind of self-criticism of the previous 

one hundred years of u.S.-China relations,
22 

but as the lofty introduction 

(Letter of Transmittal〕by Secretary of State Acheson shows, there was a 

logical conflict between the idea of China as a potential Yugoslavia and the 

attitude that China was subordinate to the Soviet Union. Acheson expressly 

charged that "the Communist leaders have foresworn their Chinese heritage and 
.. 23 

have publicly announced their subservience to a foreign power, Russ工a.... " 

On this point as well we would have to say that the United States was unable 

to understand what was behind Mao's declaration of the "lean-to-one- side" 

policy. 

八s American leaders w?tncssc<l the unfolding of events in China with the 

establishment of the Peopl e’s Republic and the flight of the Chiang government 

to Taiwan, they again placed their hopes in the possibility of a new Titoism. 

By the end of 1949, they already foresaw the fall of Taiwan, but were prepared 

not to intervene. Then in January 1950 President Truman made a statement 
24 

calling for non-intervention in the Taiwan problem, followed by the famous 

八cheson speech at the National Press Club on January 12, in which the 

secretary stated that the U.S. defense line went through the Aleutians, Japan, 
25 

Okinawa, and the Philippines, but excluded Taiwan and Korea. 

If the United States had maintained that China policy, then the result 

might have been very good, for a great abyss in thinking between Mao and 

Stalin was emerging just at that time in Moscow. But the conclusion of the 

Sino-Soviet Mutual Assistance Treaty was a great shock to the United States. 

After the treaty was signed, American leaders stressed that they [the Chinese] 

were completely subservient to the Moscow regime, a clear statement of the 

"loss of China" theory ． 廿lere is also another way of looking at the shift in 

policy: these statements are part of the response made at the beginning of 

the communist witch hunt by Senator Joseph McCarthy. But basically, what was 

occurring was the adaptation of part of the logical conflict that existed 

within the China White Paper: that part which saw China as subservient to 

the Soviet Union. The concept of Titoisation was maintained as a passive 
26 idea, an 八meri c an hope, and it never developed into any active policy, at 

least not during the time that Mao and Stalin were locked jn serious conflict. 

On the other han<l, during late 1949-early 1950, the United States was 

confronted with the three losses; i.e., the "loss of atomic monopoly", "loss 
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of China" and the "loss of Chinese Titoism", and launched a full-scale 

reappraisal of its Asian policy. Since hitherto confidential American 

documents of the post-war period are now accessible, we can understand the 

process of basic change in the U.S. Asian policy. This shift was clearly 

reflected in the Presidential recommendations embodied in the documents f��rn 

NSC 48/l and NSC 48/2 in December 1949 to 竪� 68 in April 1950 inclusive f ’ 

The NSC 68 document apparently shows that the momentum toward a global 

military expansion policy of anti-communism or the concept of the 

"globaliza山n of containment" had by then become山T叫�l� int…勺；ed

within American public opinion, the Congress, and the administration. 

However, it is very significant for our consideration that although 

these documents show the basic orientation in U.S. Asian policy, as Dean 

八cheson recalled in retrospect,
29

堕� 68 was designed as a blueprint and 

material' for brain-storming among the staff in top government circles and 

that the President had made any decision on it. 

30 
On the contrary, according to E目立： Diplomatic Papers, as far as 

[ast Asia was concerned, Korea was of very little strategic value to the 

United States, and Taiwan was foreseen as likely to become a write-off during 

the next few months. As a result, in the first half of 1950, not only the 

basic policy of the U.S. was to avoid using American military forces in the 

Korean peninsula, but the possibility of a North Korean attack on the South 
31 

appeared to have received little attention. Then the Korean war broke oじt.

The Korean \far, China and the Sovi ct Union大

The Korean War was an 'International l.jvil War'. The situation in 

Korea was 只uch that conflict could break out in the form of a war for national 

l ibcration. In this respect, the internal situation in Korea at that time was 
32 

an ·indispensable catalyst. But it is also very difficult to imagine that 

\lorth Korea had nothing to do with the Stalinist strategy. 

My hypothesis is that the Korean War was part of Stalin's overall 

international strategy, especially as it related to Asia and China policy. 

China had just completed its revolution and was still filled h’ith fresh 

passion. Tt participated in the Korean War not only because it confronted 

・k0n this topic, I am nmv pでeparing a paper entitled, "The International Roots 
of the Korean War and the Sjno-Sovict Confrontation", which is to be presented 
ユt the Korea Symposium at i\NU in August. Jn addition, this constitutes a 
q11 i te rough summαry of a chapter from my forthcoming book. 
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an emergency situation of defending the fatherland, but a l so because it was 

led by a sense of mission to defend the Socialist camp. But it l ed to China ’s 

becoming fully drawn into Stalin's strategy, with which the Chinese grew 

exceedingl y  discontented. 

In relation to this, it is necessary to look again at the Sino-Soviet 

meeting in the early part o f  1950. Stalin had to confront b匂o’s fervent 

nationalism and was not ab l e  to get the Chinese to accept all of his demands. 

Since the United States had not compl etely abandoned the policy of regarding 

China as a potential Yugoslavia , Sta l in ’ s  worries and suspic ions increased. 

In this regard, Mao said of Stalin that "he suspected that after we won the 

revolution , China wou l d  become U ke Yugoslavia, and I would be another 
33 Tito . "  

Stalin ’ s  strategy then was to weaken China through protracted military 

conflict which would be confined to the Korean peninsula and the Chinese 

mai.nland . From the beginning , Stal in predicted that China would enter the 

Korean War, and he at l east knew that the war would make the Mao regime even 

more dependent on the Soviet Union. With the ability of hi ndsight , we can 

see what was going on in Sino-Soviet relations at the time, and it can be 

quite reasonabl y  surmised that the Soviet Union ’s boycott of the UN Security 

Council from January 1950 until after the Korean War began was a strategic 

move. 甘1cy calculated to first boycott the counc i l  on the pretext of pressing 

for recognition of Ch ina, wh i l e  knowing that the United States would intervene 

in the war and the Chinese wou l d  send in troops. 

After Stalin ’ s  death, a ceasefire was obtained through Chinese diplomatic 
.../ 

efforts . Around the time of the ceasefire , Ho Ka-i and others of the Moscow 

group in North Korea were purged . In China as well, those with close 

connections to the Soviet strategy in Korea, including Kao Kang, were purged. 

1・aking all these facts into consideration, we can see that the Korean War was 

started by Stal in's Soviet Union and ended by Mao's China . 

This study of the various events at that time thus c rosses the border 

of conj ecture and gives us a fair l y  adequate glimpse of reality . I believe 

that the events l eading up to the Korean War, where China was unavoidably 

drawn into Soviet strategy and paid a great price in both lives and money, are 

important factors in understanding the strong discontentment ·'4 and abrasive 

criticism that China makes of the Soviet Union today. 
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The Kao Kang Affair and Sino-Sov i et Relat ions* 

In short , my conclus ion i s  that the Kao Kang affair was a very important 

development with international implications - not only representing a power 

struggle between Kao ' s  local power group, attempting to turn Tungpei into an 

"independent kingdom" and the Party leadership in Peking, but also 

const itut ing a part of the struggle between Stalin and Mao or h i s  Party 

l eadership that had occurred in this tradi t ional arena of S i no-Soviet rivalry 

of Tungpci . 

Relaxation and Collapse in S i no-Sov iet Relat i ons 

八ft er the Sino-Soviet talks between Stal in and Mao, which produced some 

useful results for China but left in Mao’s heart a deep-rooted sense of 

mistrust of Stalin, China took the first s teps to achieve a relationship of 

equality with the Soviet Union . But it was a path encumbered with thorny 

bushes . Under these circumstances, Chou En-lai visited Moscow from August 

to September 19 5 2 .  Chou was accompanied b y  a h i gh -powered del egation of 

economic,  military and diplomat ic experts :  Ch’en Yun, Li  Fu-ch ' u n ,  Su Yu, 

Liu Ya-lou, Sung Shao-wen, Wang Ho- shou, Chang Wen-t ’ ien, and others . Thi s  

w�s the second round of negot iat ions between China and the Soviet Union 

fo l lowing the hi storic Moscow meeting of early 1 950 . These negotiat ions 

focuメed on thτec major issues : fi rst, the revision or abolition of a series 

of unequ a l  agreements 1vhich i nc luded the prob l ems of the free return of the 

Changchun Railway, Port Arthur and the port of Dairen ; second , the need for 

economic a s s i stance from Moscow; and third , the question of a ceasefire in 

the Korean War which China al ready appeared anxious to reach . Chou was 

unable to gain any concession from Stalin except for the return of the 

Changchun Rai lway which had already been promised in the Sino-Soviet agreement 

of 1 950 . During this period, although the Sino-Soviet a l l iance was strongly 

stressed by both parti es, there were deep-Tooted tensions apparent between 

them . 

l lowever,  the death of Stal i n  brought a perceptible change in Sino­

Soviet re l � t i ons . The agreements and j o int commun i ques regardi ng ten items 

t h;1t the two じoun t r i cs achi eved when Khrushchev and Bulganin v i s ited Peking 

i n  E)54 were i nten<lcd to help rect i. fy the unequal relat ionship, which had 

-A·To this paper I have attached copies of my article on this topic which has 
been published in English in .Japan . 
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h i therto marked intercourse between them . For the first time , the Chinese 

seem to have been sat i s fi ed with the new terms and substance of the 

agreements . 八fter that t ime , the agreements and protocol s  between China and 
35 

the Soviet Union were s igned in Peking . This was one o f  the refl ections 

of the new relationship . Former l y ,  Mao cou l d  be summoned to Moscow and 
36 await Stal in ' s  pleasure;  now , the top l eaders of the USSR came to Peking . 

Needless to say, ideological differences began to emerge as ramifications of 

new i s sues produced at the 20th Party Congress of the CPSU in 1 95 6 ,  but for 

a l l  intents and purposes , the r e - j nvigorated friendship between the two 

communist neighbours was sustained unt i l  the first half of 1958 . We have 

seen tha t ,  even then , the dispute and spl i t  had a l ready been festering for 

some t ime below the surface , but before the vital interests of the two states 

brought the new confrontation to a stal emate in the nuc l ear era , the 

friendship between them had achieved much that was pos i t ivel y  construct ive .  

The final breaking point was the c l ash over m i l i tary preparations and 

defense when they came up in the so-ca l l ed Agreement tρvering M i l i taη 

Technology and National Defens e ,  which had been concluded in October 1957 

and was abrogated in June 1959 . In  the Taiwan Straits Crisis in the summer 

of 1 9 5 8 ,  China attempted to test not only the U . S . -Taiwan m i l i t ary 

credibi l ity but a l so the u l t imate effectiveness of the S ino-Soviet Treaty of 

Friendshi p ,  A l l i ance and Mutual Assi stance at the beginning of the nuclear 

age . On the one hand , the United States was also anxi ous to test the Sino-

Soviet mj l i tary a l l iance by means of the so-ca l l ed Secretary Dull es ’ s  War 

Cri s is Po l i cy .  On the other hand , Moscow l earned through this cri s i s  that 

nuclear shar i ng w i th Peking was a very dangerous choice for hersel f .  I n  my 

ass essment , the 1 9 58 Quemoy Cでisis may be said to be an international 

s imul ation of war in the nuclear era . Thus , the final col l apse in S ino­

Soviet relations occurred in June 1959 when Moscow uni l ateral l y  abrogated the 

so-ca l l ed Agreement Covering M i l i tary Technology and National Defense .  

断l ogue ： 叩e Myth of Sin吋oviet Confrontation 

According to the new l y  disclosed FRUS : Diplomatic Papers , in Apr i l  1 9 5 0 ,  

when t h e  American pub l ic was shocked and confused b y  t h e  concl u s ion of the 

S i no-Soviet Treaty , Japanese Prime Minister Shigeru Yoshida expressed h i s  

bel i e f tha t Ch j na woul<l never become a s l ave of t h e  Krem l i n ,  referring to 

centur i es of Chi nese h i日tory, the clrnrocter of the Chj nese peop l e  and so on ; 
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and h e  conc l u<lcd that the Chi ncse would b e  "too much for the Rus s ians" . 
,)7 

Th i 日 was a very impress ive h istorical view of S ino-Soviet relations . 

By the way, after the dでamatic bankruptcy of the myth of Sino-Sovi et 

mono l ithic unity,  another myth has replaced it . I t  is  a new myth of Sino­

Soviet eternity confrontation . In  the anal y s i s  above , I described the deep 

and historica l l y  rooted Sino-Soviet confrontation . As wel l ,  we must rec a l l  

that a restoration momentum has s ometimes been s ignificant i n  S ino-Soviet 

r e l at ions . As I pointed out at the beginning of this paper , the Sino-Soviet 

confl ict is  a composite of four l evel s of confrontat ion . In this respect , 

we shou l d  consider the pos s ib i l ity of some change at the party-to-party 

l evel of re l a t i.onship as wel l as at the government-to-government l evel  in 

the fores eeab 1 e future . An戸1Jay , the future of Sino-Soviet relations w i l l  be 

the most important factor in world affairs in the next decad e .  
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Note from I ntroduction , page 1 :  

I n  order to put the present paper in proper perspectiv e ,  the contents 
o f  my forthcoming book arc as fol l ows : 
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Confrontation 
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1 .  Dilemmas in the Yal ta System 
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l .  Sources of S戸npathetic Images : Good Feelings Between the 
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3 .  Loss of "Chinese Titoi sm" 
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Soviet Friendship A l l iance 

1. Stal i n ,  Chiang Kai -shek and Mao Tse-tung : the S i no-
Soviet Treaty of 1945 

2 .  The Way to Moscow : Change to 1 1Lean-to-One-Side11  

3 .  Moscow Meet ing : Historical Talks 

4 .  S i no-Soviet Treaty of Friendship, All iance and Mutual 
Assi stance and the Results of Moscow Meeting 

Chapter IV : The Korean War and the S i no-Soviet Conflict 
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3 .  C h j n a ’ s  Frustration and Her Motives for Participation 
in the War 

4 .  China and the Korean War 

Chapter V :  The Kao Kang 八ffair and Sino-Soviet Relations in Tungpei 

1 .  The Current S ignificance of the Kao Kang Affair 

2 .  The 11Anti - Party All iance'1 and the Deep-rootedness 
of the Affair 

3 .  Decentralization of Power and Kao Kang 

4 .  Tungpei for the Soviet Union: S i no-Soviet Relations 
in Post-war Manchuria 

5. Sta l i n  and Kao Kang 
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1 .  Before and After Stal in ’ s  Death and Improvement of 
Relations 

a) The Negotiations of 1 9 5 2  
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See also Adam B .  U l am ,  Expans ion and Coexistenc e :  The History of Soviet 
Foreign Policy 1 9 1 7 - 1 967 (New York : r:rederick A .  Praeger, 1 968) , pp . 
554 - 5 5 .  

"Memorandum of Conversat ion , b y  the C.ounselor of the Mission i n  Japan 
(l luston) [Tokyo ] , April 8 ,  1 9 50" , U . S .  Department of State, Foreign 
!{elations of the United States , 1 950 . Volume VI : East Asia and the 
Pac i fj c (Washington, D . C . :  Government Printing Office , 1976) , p . 1 167 . 


