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THE INTERNAT工ONAL ROOTS OF THE KOREAN WAR 

AND SINO-SOV工ET CONFRONTAT工ON

Mineo Nakajima* 

I. THE KOREAN WAR AS H工STOR工CAL EV工DENCE: us Miscalculations 

The Korean War was an ”工nterna七ional civil war” ref lee七ing the 七ragic

fate and historic grievances of 七he Korean people. 工ndeed, i七 brough七 about

the regre七aわle resul七 of a divided Korea on 七he one hand, and dictated 七he

interna七ional environment in postwar Asia on 七he o七her. Tha七 is why one 

ー . 1 
scholar (Seizaburo Shinobu ) speaks of "the Korean War as an epoch-making 

point in modern history”． 

The entire course of the Korean War from outbreak 七o 七ruce was a 

spectacular one incoどpora七ing all conceivable elements of interna七ional

poli七ics bo七h as an in七ernal affair on the Korean Peninsula and as an 

in七erna七ional drama involving complex rela七ions among all of 七he powers 七hat

participa七ed direc七ly or indirec七ly in i七． A七 七he same 七ime, the war was 

full of mysteries on which there have been an amazingly wide varie七y of con­

flicting 七heories and evalua七ions. As such， 七he Korean War can be said t。

ref lee七 the ailing condition of the times. 

During 七he quarter century 七ha七 has elapsed since 七hen, however, the 

pathological condi七ion has gradually been analyzed, and the basic framework 

of the events have become more or less discernible in the context of history. 

As more and more full-scale studies have been undertaken by researchers in 
2 

interna七ional politics and interna七ional relations, growing accumulation 

of 七angible results has been produced. At the same time, regarding the 

conven七ionally hidden area of developmen七s in 七he Sovie七Union and China, 

occasional glimpses abou七 七he war have been gained 七hrough the accusations 

Moscow and Peking have been hurling a七 each other in their current wrangle. 

*Professor of工n七ernational Relations and Contemporary China S七udies at 
Tokyo Universi七y of Foreign Studies. 
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Meanwhile ， 七hese circums七ances have been enhanced by ano七her favour­

able f ac七or, which perhaps s七ands witness to the soundness of American 

democracy : batches o f  secre七 US documen七s da七ing from 七he early cold war 

period after World War II have been released by Washington. These, in con-= 

junction with 七he previously published memo irs of high-level policy-planners 

and decision-makers (such as Truman, Acheson , and George Kennan, etc . ) ,  are 

shedding light on the still largely nebulous history of 七he cold war and 

postwar in七crnational relations. They are also providing historical evidence 

tha七 upsets or challenges the conven七ional hypotheses and hi七herto es七ablished

theories . 

Above all ， ’Foreign Rel ations of the United States , 1950, Vol. VI工，

Korea' , 3 a selec七ion of diploma七ic papers of the us Depar匂nen七 of State 

concerning the Korean War released on 26 Feburary , 1977, contains a vas七

s七ore of valuable data and information (most of which was originally clas-

sified "top secre七” ， ”secret " , or "confidential" ) on 七he vi七al course of 

even七s from the ou七break of the Korean War 七o 七he Chinese in七erven七ion, and 

is of absorbing interes七 as it provides clues to this great enigma in modern 

his七ory and enables one 七o see in an undisguised , raw form, 七he a七七i七udes

and responses of the US a七 七ha七 tirne.
4

Now that all this material has been published, we will first select 

from this rich source of information , pertinent facts about the outbreak of 

the Korean War and a七七emp七 七o reconstruc七 七he si七ua七ion then prevailing. 

Prevail ing circums七ances on 七he eve of 七he conflagration 

5 
As we previously considered in detail, S七alin and Mao Tse-tung were 

increasingly dis七rustful of each o七her in Moscow when Washing七on came ou七

with a series of important measures for Asia on the basis of its ”China 

White Paper”. The Truman S七atemen七 of 5 January 1950, as is well known, 

made clear 七he US intention of no1ニinterfering in the Taiwan affair, and 

Secretary of Sta七e Achesοn ’ s  speech a七 七he Na七ional Press Club on 12 January , 

indicated 七hat the US defence line in Asia ran from 七he Aleutians through 

Japan and Okinawa to the Philippines ,  thus excluding 七he Republic of Korea 

and Taiwan from the area of vital strategic importance to the US. This 

official stand revealed by Washington na七urally brough七 considerable dis­

sa七isfaction and irrita七ion to the Syngman Rhee regime in Seoul. 

工t is now known 七hat, while 七hese guidelines of US policy in Asia were 

being revealed, people in 七he policy-making machinery in Washington, con-

fron七ed wi七h 七he major circurnstancial changes of 七he 七hree losses; i . e. , 

”七he loss of nuclear monopoly＇’ in Augus七 ， 1949 ， ”七he loss of China" in 



- 3 -

October, 1949, and H七he loss of Chinese Titoism" after the conclusion of the 

Sino-Sovie七 Trea七y of Friendship, Alliance and Mu七ualλssis七ance in February 

1950, were beginning 七o work out a new Asian policy. Changes in US policy 

in Asia as reflected in 七he Na七ional Secrui七y Council docurnen七s ranging from 

NSC-48/1 and NSC-48/2 of December 1949， 七o NSC-68 of April 1950, have already 
6 

been analyzed in de七ailed s七udies. In Washington, policy-makers were pre-

paring for 七he shif七 from NSC-48／工七o NSC-48/2 and fur七her for 七he change­

over to a global mili七ary expansion policy of an七i-communism or the concept 

of the "globalization of contairunen七” apparen七 in NSC-68. However, i七 is

very significant for our consideration that although these documen七s show the 

basic orientation in US Asian policy, as Dean Acheson recalled in retrospec七，
7

NSC-68 was designed as a blueprint and material for brain-s七orming among the 

s七aff in top governmen七 circles and 七ha七 the President had no七 made any 

decision on it. With respect 七o Korea on 七he eve of the hos七ilities,
8 

especially, none of the NSC documen七s recognized any need for US military 

in七erven七ion. They were in agreement wi七h the officially announced policy 

of Washing七on 工n 七his respec七．

In connection W工七h 七his perilous situation on 七he eve of the Korean War, 

it should be noted first of all七hat Washington, seriously disappoin七ed wi七h

the political status quo in the Republic of Korea, was beginning to despair 

of the coun七ry under Syngman Rhee and was consequently losing enthusiasm 

abou七 defending i七. This sobering fact is discernible from documents of the 

tes七imonies given in Washington in the period and frαn the official 七elegrams

exchanged between US Ambassador Muccio in Soul and 七he S七ate Department in 

Washington.
9 

工t may be said 七ha七 七his US view of 七he Republic of Koどea closely 

resembles 七he way President Car七er’s Adminis七ration now looks a七 七hat country 

after 七he lapse of a quar七er cen七ury. Washing七on 七hen was increasingly dis­

illusioned by President Rhee ’s resoucelessness in curbing infla七ion and even 

doubtful of his sui七abili七y as a ruler while 七he us was also annoyed by his 

version of ”democracy" which apparen七ly did not prevent him from arbitrarily 
10 

put七ingoff general elections. 

Washington ・s low evaluation of the ROK President is clearly seen from 

President Truman ・s candid statement in his memoir: ＂工did not care for 七he

methods used by Rhee’s police 七o break up political mee七ings and control 

poli七ical enemies, and工 was deeply concerned over the Rhee governmen七’s

lack of concern about 七he serious infla七ion 七ha七 swep七七he country. Yet we 

.. 11 
had no choice bu七 七o suppor七Rhee ” ．  
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Under 七hese circums七ances, Ambassador Muccio, who was keenly aware of 

his responsibility to make 七he best of 七he situation for the Republic of 

】匂rea, s七rongly urged the need for military assis七ance 七0 七he coun七ry on 七he

occasion when he was called back 七o Washington. Bu七 he found General 

Lemnitzer (in charge of mili七ary aid a七 七he Department of Defence) and 七he

res七 of the Pen七agon brass were surprisingly cool and unen七husiastic.

General Lemnitzer wen七 so far as to say， ”the question of rnili七ary assis七ance

to 七he Republic of Korea at 七he presen七 七irne, is essen七ially a political one, 

in as much as Sou七h Korea is not regarded as of any particular value 七o
12 

overall American s七rategic posi七ion in the Far East＂， 七hus refusing to 
13 

attach any stra七egic impor七ance 七o tha七 country. 工ndeed, on 23 June, two 

days before 七he hos七ili七ies began, plans for reducing 七he us mili七ary

advisors in Korea from 472 七o 2 42 by January 1 951, were being discussed 
14 

be七ween 七he State Department in Washington and 七he u s  Embassy in Seoul. 

Thus, immedi.a七ely before 七he hos七ilities, Washing七on was making very 

ligh七 of 七he crisis in Korea and comple七ely ignoring its urgency from 七he

viewpoin七 of military s七rategy. This fac七 should be recognized as a basis 

for construc七ing an appropriate overall image of 七he Korean War. 

No七 only the State Department, which was then headed by Secretary Dean 

Acheson, and held a generally liberal view of the world, but also the 

Pen七agon and 七he armed services generally had much the same opinion so far 

as Korea was concerned. This is very sugges七ive, in a paradoxical way, when 

one a七七empts 七o divine 七he cause of the �·ar. 

15 
Of course, as the numerous ”first a七七ack” dispu七es over the cause of 

七he Korean War illustra七e, the lirni七ed issue of which side opened fire first 

Nor七h Oど South, s七ill leaves room for deba七e, and even 七oday 七he military 

his七ory of the Korean War as a whole involves many doub七S ye七 七o be resolved. 

The recently published Sta七e Department Diplomatic Papers have brough七

into ligh七 ano七her event 七ha七 occurred righ七 before the ou七break of 七he war: 

on 10 and 11 June, secret envoys from North Korea were sent north of 七he

38七h Parallel for negotiations about peaceful reunifications. They had an 

ini七ial meeting with John P. Girard, Deputy Chief of 七he Secretariat of the 

UN Commission on Korea (UNCOK) on 10 June, and on the following day they 

were expecting 七o get in 七ouch with him again sou七h of 七he 38七h Parallel. 

As soon as the 七hree envoys crossed the Parallel, however, they were arres七ed

by 七he ROK au七horities, who claimed 七o have discovered documen七ary evidence 

of their subversive ac七ivi七ies in the south. This developrnen七 was repor七ed

by Arnbassadoど Muccio in Seoul in a secret 七elegrarn七o Secretary of Sta七e
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Acheson.
16 

Whether the peaceful reunifica七ion move was an a七七emp七 by

Pyongyang 七o camouflage prepara七ions for an all-ou七 a七七ack on 七he Sou七h, or 

七he arres七 of 七he envoys by Seoul provoked such an a七七ack from七he Nor七h , is 

still an open ques七ion.

D espi七e 七hese unanswered ques七ions, it now seems eviden七 七ha七 an in七ense

offensive from 七he Nor七h in七0 七he Sou七h .led 七he hos七ili七ies 七o develop into 

a full-scale war. 

What then was the philosophical basis underlying Washing七on’s policy 

on Korea, or on Asia as a whole, before 七he Korean War? 

工n this regard, i七 should be remebered七ha七 七he United Sta七es had held 

a policy of encouraging Chinese Titoisrn since 七he ”China Whi七e Paper ” 

publi.shed in the summer of 1949, and was even thinking of recognizing the 

newly-established People’s Republic of China. There is no denying 七hat, as 

a consequence of 七his view of 七he Peking reg江ne, Washing七on was always care­

ful no七 七o provoke China in the implemen七ation of American policy in λsia 

generally. 

This basic philosophy, while causing some disputes within 七he US, was 

essentially main七ained thereaf七er, bu七 i七 did involve a double pどoblem.

工ni七ially, as we have seen, Washing七on was explicit until 七he outbreak of 

七he war abou七 七he US no七 making any armed in七erference in Korea even if a 

critical si七uation occurred 七here． 工n his previously-mentioned National 

Press Club speech, Acheson just said prudently: ”Should such an a七七ack

occur . . .. the initial reliance must be on the people a七七acked 七o res is七 it and 

then on. the comrni七ments of the entire civilized world under 七he Charter of 

17 
the United Nations”. On 七his poin七， both the State Department and the 

工8
Join七 Chiefs of S七aff were in agreemen七. Even 七he Sena七e Republican Policy 

Committee, which was critical of the Truman Adminis七ra七ion ’s policy, resolved 

七ha七 七he responsibility of the US to the Republic of Korea was a "moral" one 
1 9  

and never a "mili七ary” one. Thus, i七 may be said 七ha七 七he consensus for 

no七 using US mili七ary strength on 七he Korean Peninsula represented the 

policy of the US in June, 1950. Once the war broke out, however, "the ac七ual
20 

decisions proved to be the opposite of those calculated in advance ”． 

For, as is well known, the US made increasing military in七erven七ion in Korea 

by falling back on the support of 七he UN. Bu七 as was demonstrated by 七he

whole process of the Korean War, and par七icularly by the ”Truman-MacAr七hur

.. 21 
controversy" on stra七egy, the US was consistently mindful of China, and 

ac七ed on the basic principle that the war should remain localized in Korea. 
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－ ． 
Developments leading up to 七he US in七erven七ion

The second importan七 fac七 seen frαn the documen七S is tha七 七heUS, which 

had held 七he above-described view of Korea and been grossly miscalcula七ing

七he urgency of 七he crises, was much alarmed and confused when 七he war did 

break ou七， and a七七emp七ed 七o save the grave si七ua七ion with patchy measures 

without a proper perspective. 工n addi七ion, Washing七on had 七o make a choice 

regarding in七erven七ion in Korea under 七hese circums七ances. As to the 

general process by which 七his policy decision was made - a process 七ha七

contains many illus七rative facts - we have Glenn D. Paige’s detailed study, 

The Korean Decision [24-30 June 1950] , and also Ernes七 R. May’s laborious 

work ， ’Lessons’ of 七he Pas七： the Use and Misuse of History in American 

Foreign Policy ． 工n 七he la七ter, May makes a case study of 七he Korean War 七o

demonstra七e that 七he US had a mul七iplicity of choices and argues convincingly 

tha七 ”lessons of 七he past" used by policy decision makers sometimes have 

decisive effects. Therefore, we will no七 dwell much on this poin七 in the 

pres en七 paper. 工n sh or七， 七he US then was in a si七uation in which "tru七h was 

intermingled with fic七ion at a hundred poin七s, in which unjus七ified assump七ions

have attained the validity of premises, and in which 七here was no recognized 
22 

and authoritative theory to hold on to”． 

It is well known that, following 七he OU七break of the Korean War, 

Washington inunedia七ely began 七o work on the UN under 七he leadership of 

Secretary of State Acheson. 工七 spoke of an unwarranted a七七ack from the Nor七h

to impress the world with 七he image of North Korea as an aggressor, had the 

Securi七y Council in 七he absence of 七he Sovie七Union adop七 a series of resol­

utions accusing Pyongyang, and urged the UN 七0 七ake resolu七e action. 

2 3  
These U S  actions in the U N  have been considered 七oo quick. 工.F. S七one,

for example, poin七s OU七 these ”quick prepara七ions" as circumstantial evidence 

七ha七 Washing七on knew something abou七 七he for七hcoming conflagration before i七
24 

broke out. Actually, Washing七on was 七aken off guard and made frantic 

effor七s to win 七he UN and 七he public over to its side 七o fores七all cross fire 

from many Republican solons who had been irritated by ”the loss of China". 

工ndeed, Assistant Secretary of S七ate Dean Rusk testified on 7 Augus七 tha七

Secretary Acheson had been anxious to have the news of the ou七break of the 

war and 七hat of favourable UN response appear side by side in the morning 
25 

papers that day. 

All 七his flurry and confusion in Washington, which the secret Sta七e

Depar七men七 documents reflec七 vividly 七hrough 七he course of even七s following 

the opening of 七he hos七ili七ies, was compounded by a lack of perspective for 
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七he war si七uation . Miscalcula七ions around 七he time of the ou七.break of 七he

war were made not only by Washington bu七 also by 七he Supreme Commander for 

the Allied Powers, General MacAr七hur, who, soon after the beginning of the 

war， 七old Special Envoy Dulles and o七hers ， 七hen visi七ing in Japan, (a） 七ha七

七he a七七ack was no七 an all-out effort, (b) 七ha七 七he Sovie七s were no七 necess­

arily behind 七he a七七ack, and (c) 七ha七 七he Republic of Korea would gain 
26 

vie七ory, thus 七aking a very optimi s乞ic view of the fu七ure. It was beyond 

his imagina七ion 七ha七 China would in七ervene, and his op七imism lasted un七il 七he

Chinese People ’ s  Volun七eers Army came on the scene in 七he fall of 七ha七 year.

Admi七七edly, i七 was no七 七hat everyone in Washing七on failed to recognize 

七he crisis un七il 七he hostili七ies began, was shocked by the conflagration, and 

suddenly turned aggres sive in a七七i七ude. For example, 七here was a diff eren七

school of opinion represented by George F .  Kennan in 七he S七a七e De par包nen七．

A Ve七eran in 七he us diplαna七ic service , Kennan was 七hen a S七a七e Departmen七

Councelor af七er holding the impor七ant job of Chief of Policy Planning S七aff

for 七he Marshall Plan in the Depar七men七. Even af七er the US in七erven七ion in 

Korea, he was consis七en七ly against a counter-o ffensive beyond 七he 38七h
2 7  

Parallel, and went so far as 七o propose in a memorandum da七ed 12 August 

1950, and addressed to Secre七ary of Sta七e Acheson tha七 七he us should ge七

Sovie七 cooperation , on condition of neu七ralizing and demil itarizing Japan, 

in having the North Korean forces wi七hdraw from the Sou乞h and pu七七ing the 

Korean Peninsula under UN con七rol （七o be maintained by the nationals and 

forces only of other Asian countries) for a year or two, and 七hat the US 

should not insis七 on an an七i-Soviet reg幻ne in Korea. These and other no七e-
28 

wor七hy proposals made by him, however, na七urally had no chance of being 

adop七ed af七er 七he hostili七ies began. 

Chinese interven七ion

The third fact of ex七reme impor七ance 七hat should be no七ed from the 

relea sed documen七SI i s 七hat Washing七on was comple七ely incapable of foreseeing, 

or was making light of, the possibility of Chinese interven七ion . As 七he war 

situation became graver , Washington , on 30 June 1950, authorized General 

MacArthur to use US ground troops in Koどea, thus making a decisive policy 

change in favour of full-scale military intervention there. Everybody knows 

tha七 七he overwhelming offensive launched by the Nor七h Koreans was 七hen

coun七ered by the 工nchon landing operation carried out on 15 September 1950, 

under 七he command of General MacArthur himself - a critical turning pain七 in

the course of the war . Wi七h the success of 七his operation ， 七he situa七ion

was turning in favour ofせ1e US when, on 21 September, Washing七on was in 
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どeceip七 of a 七elegrarnfrom US Ambassador Henderson con七a.ining the ”七op

secret" information 七hat工ndian Ambassador Panikkar in Peking had me七 wi七h

Chinese Foreign Minis七er Chou En-lai and had 七he impression 七hat the Chinese 
29 

might in七ervene in Korea if 七he UN forces advanced beyond 七he 38七h Paどrallel.

This irnplica七ion by Chou En-lai picked up by 七he工ndian Ambassador was 

also brough七 七o the a七七en七ion of Washing七on by 七he Bri七ish Governrnen七 as well 

as by Panikkar ·himself. But Washing七on continued to ignore 七he possibili七Y
30 

of Chinese intervention, and finally on 27 Sep七ember, with President Truman ’s 

approval based on a Na七ional Securi七y Council decision of 9 Sep七ember
31 

(NSC-81/1 ) , the Join七 Chiefs of S七aff au七horized General MacArthur to 

advance north across 七he 38七h Parallel. Thus the US, gradually changing the 

objec七ive of 七he war, now expanded it beyond the parallel, and 七he UN forces 

began 七O march north. 工七 appeared 七ha七 ”official Washing七on had, in effect, 

for dαnestic-political reasons, consigned 七he fortunes of our coun七ry （七he

US] and of w。rld peace 七o an agency, name工y General MacAr七hur’s headquar七ers,
32 

over which i七 had no effec七ive authori七y”． 工n Ch工na, meanwhile, Prime 

Minis七er and Foreign Minister Chou En-lai s七ated on 30 Sep七ember: "The 

people of China can never 七olera七e foreign aggression nor connive a七 arbitrary

aggression by 七he imperialists agains七 our neighbours ． ” ［Underscoどing by 

au七hor. ] Fur七her, on 10 October, a Foreign Minis七ry spokesman spoke to 七he

same effect, thus sounding a warning wi七h implications of possible Chinese 
33 

intervention. But MacArthur remained as op七幻nistic and conf iden七 as ever 

abou七 七he future of 七he war. Even as la七e as 4 November, af七er the State 

De parむnen七 ascer七ained 七he presence of 七he Chinese People’s Volunteers Army 

through s七a七ernents by Chinese prisoners on 1 November, MacArthur repor七ed to 

34 
the Pen七agon 七ha七 in his opinion full-scale Chinese in七erven七ion was unlikely. 

Based on these prcspec七s, as is well known ， 七ha七 although MacArthur had 

ordered on 24 November 七he so-called Home-by-Chris匂nas Offensive, i七 resul七ed

in a major blunder for US s七rategy in 七he Korean Peninsula. 

Despite this belief on 七he par七 of the US， 七he Chinese volun七eers came 

in for all-out interven七ion in 七he widely adver七ised cause of "Figh七 America,

Aid Korea", and the war situation turned once again - this time, against 七he

us. Having failed to foresee the Chinese move, MacArthur now began to claim 

that the Chinese forces had Soviet backing. From this viewpoint, he said he 

needed greater military leverage, and called for an unlimited counter-offensive. 

This response by SCAP soon led to 七he ”Truman-MacArthur controversy＇’， and 

finally to the dramatic dismissal of the General. As early as 28 November, 

Defence Secretary Marshall and O七hers on the National Security Council 

expressed skep七icisrn of the MacArthur s七ra七egy, and even spoke of " an 
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honourable wi七hdrawal11 ,
35

七hus widening the gap between Washing七on and SCAP・

Meanwhile ， 七heS七a七e De parむnent was coolly analyzing 七he situation with 七he

Off ice of Chinese Affairs and 七he Policy Planning Comrni七七ee 七aking the lead. 

On 14 November - the day on which MacAr七hur repor七ed 七ha七 full-scale

Chinese in七erven七ion was unlikely - Direc七or Clubb of 七he Off ice of Chinese 

Affairs sen七 a memorandum七itled ， ”Chinese Comrnunis七 In七erven七ion in Korea: 

Es七imate of Objec七ives” to Assis七an七Secre七ary of Sta七e Rusk. In this note 

he said ： ”工n the even七 U N actions were carried over the Manchurian boundary 

[into China］ ， 七his would be taken as an excuse for invoking 七he pどovisions

of the Sino-Soviet Alliance with七he charge 七hat the Japanese had been 
,36 

involved in the fighting in Korea ． ’ Thus he strongly recommended that 七he

UN forces lirni七 七heir mili七ary action 七o Korea if for no o七her purpose than 

aver七ing the danger of 七ouching off a 七hird world war. As is well known, 

General MacAr七hur wanted to venture into Manchuria, and was finally dismissed 

in a dramatic way. 工七 is apparent that the Sta七e Department and 七he

Presiden七 had been generally consisten七 in following the principle recommended 

by Clubb and exercising much self-res七rain七 七o keep the war from spreading. 

Ironically enough ， 七he Central In七elligence Agency (CIA) was even more 

realistic than 七heS七a七e De par匂nen七 in foreseeing the course of even七s in 

Korea. Before the outbreak of 七he war, a C工A memorandum dated 19 June 1950, 

. 37 
and 七l：七led ・’℃urrent Capabi：工1：七エes of the Nor七hern Korean Reg心ne'' presen七ed

a de七ailed analysis of 七he s七atus quo of North Korea under five headings 一

Soviet posi七ion, poli七ical si七uation, economic situa七ion, military si七ua七ion,

and operations agains七South Korea - in which the agency predicted 七ha七Seoul

would be taken by 七he North Koreans in a short, decisive war. While 七rus七ing

that 七here would be no direct participa七ion of regular Sovie七 or Chinese 

Communis七 military uni七s excep七 as a las七 resort, CIA in this memorandum were 

already an七icipating a Sino-Soviet discord over the Korean War by predic七ing

tha七 七he USSR would be restrained from using i七S troops by the fear of 

general war; and its suspected desire to restrict and control Chinese 

influence in Northern Korea would militate against sanctioning 七he use of 

regular Chinese Communist uni七s in Korea. As 七he CIA foresaw, China dispatched 

volun七eers rather 七han regulars to the Korean theatre. 

Thus, W ashing七on’s publica七ion of the secre七 diplomatic documents ， 七hough

not coupled wi七h similar document releases by Peking, Moscow, or Pyongyang 

but completely unilateral, enables one ra七her unexpec七edly to obtain an over­

all picture of the Korean War. 

Through the above analysis, we have roughly seen the strategic miscal­

culations on the part of the US 七ha七 underlay this vital historical event, 
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七he Korean War. 工七 appears 七ha七 七he us in i七s basic principle of action was 

invariably influenced by the my七h of Sino-Sovie七 monoli七hie uni七y. Now, 

let us consider wha七 problems were presen七 on the side of the "Communist 

camp" - China ， 七he Sovie七Union and Nor七h Korea. 

Before looking in七O 七his ma七七er, we will first make a brief review of 

various 七heories tha七 have been advanced on the origin of 七he Korean War. 

工I. VIEWS ON THE OR工G工N OF THE KOREAN WAR 

We already have a nearly complete range of hypothe七ical views on the 

”whoduni七” of the Korean War - some blaming every七hing on S七alin and others 

bent on demons七rating US imperialist aggression. While 七here have been 

numerous s七udies of 七he mys七eries concerning the opening of 七he war as well 

as of U S  policy in As工a and the decision-making process in Washington, 

relations among Pyongyang, Moscow and Peking in connection wi七h this war have 

been covered only by simplistic 七heories claiming Sino-Sovie七 collusion or 

七ripar七ite Peking-Moscow-Pyongyang collusion ． 工ndeed, few sys七ema七ic studies 
3 8  

have been made in 七his area. 

At七empting 七o find 七he origin of 七he war in US and ROK designs ， 工.F.

Stone carefully wen七 through published documents and Anglo-American newspaper 
39 

stories, and advanced one 七ypical view of the Korean War a七 an early stage. 
40 

And David Horowi七z, a revisionist, has taken a view similar to Stone ， 七hat

one can see, to some exten七， wha七 was actually going on in Washington and 

Eas七Asia just before the outbreak of the Kore副1 War because a relatively 

large volume of information on the si七uation is available. But as far as 

Conununist mo七iva七ion is concerned, i七is impossible to evaluate wha七 was
41 

going on wi七h so li七tle informa七ion available. 

Peking-Moscow-Pyongyang collusion theories 

Of exis七ing theories claiming Sino-Sovie七 collusion ， 七he simplest is 

premised on the argument 七ha七 Stalin and Mao must have had some discussion 

of 七he ma七七er at their mee七ings in Moscow between December 1949, and 
42 

February 1950 - several mon七hs before 七he Korean War. This conjecture, 

however, has apparen七ly proved largely groundless now that it has become 
4 3  

cs sen ti ullγ c lear 七hrough our analγsis that their Moscow meetings, mainly 

aimed at negotia七ing the terms of the Sino-Soviet Trea七y of Friendship, 

Alliance and Mutual Assistance, occasioned considerable acrimony due to 七he

serious differences already emerging between the two countries. The ac七ual

situation of 七he Moscow mee七ings was such 七ha七 七he conferees were hardly in 

a position to ”collude" for 七he launching of a war in Korea 七ha七 would
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vitally affec七 the in七eres七s of bo七h their countries. They had a difficul七

time dealing with each other just on pending questions between 七hem and they 

barely managed 七o effect a settlcmen七 in 七he end. 

八 second school of though七 assumes collusion among Moscow , Peking and 

Pyongyang . Opponen七s of thi s  view have been well represented by Seizaburo 
44 Shinobu , who considers 七ha七 七he Koどean war was provoked by Syngman Rhee, 

and that Kロn 工l Sung 七hen 七urned from defensive 七o offensive and launched a 

war for Korean reunification by mil itary , revolutionary means. In short, 

Shinobu bel ieves that the Korean War as a civil conflict began in 七he form 

of Kim Il Sung ' s  mili七ary , revolutionary fight for na七ional reunifica七ion.

Sinobu ’ s 七heory , based on a detailed , shrewd study of available information , 
4 5  may b e  challenged bγ七he counter evidence 七ha七 ， while Mao was i n  Moscow , a 

delega七ion from Pyongyang led by Chairman Kim Tu-bong ， 七he Presidium of 七he

Supreme Peopl e ’ S  Asse.mbly , a friend of Mao・s and 七he leader of the Nor七h

Korean ”Yenan faction" , was visi七ing in Moscow to congratulate Stalin on his 

70th birthday . But even 七his f ac七 does not seem convincing that 七here was 

enough 七rust among S七a l in , Mao , and 七he Nor七h Korean delegates for ”colluding” 

in a war in Korea , par七icularly considering 七he general 七one of the Moscow 
.meetings and tha七 七he 七hen very uns七able Moscow-Peking-Pyongyang ”alliance 

. . 46 carried within i七self, the severe strains which lead 七o its disintegra七ion".

47 some "collusion” theoris七s po in七 OU七 七hat in and after February 1950 , 

Korean troops that had belonged to 七he Chinese People’s Libeどa七ion Army were 

transferred 七o 七he Nor七h Korean Army. Bu七 七he explanation 七ha七 七hese Korean 

soldiers had completed their mission as collaborators in 七he Chinese 

Revolu七ion and took the na七ural course of returning to the army of their own 
48 coun七ry is still persuasive . 

Ano七her notewor七hy view advanced by proponents of Sino-Sovie七 collusion
is that the Moscow conferees may have made a secret agreernen七 assigning 七0

the Sovie七 Union the task of providing arms , and to China tha七 of providing 
49 men in Korea. This j ob assignment theory likewise becomes highly ques七ion-

able when one considers the nature of 七he Mao-S七alin nego七iations reviewed 

above . As will be no七ed later , China 七oday cri七icizes 七hat in 七he Korean War , 

the Soviets did nothing bu七 sell weapons. Peking would no七 be making 七his

complaint had there been such an agreement on a division of labour. 

0七hers , noting 七hat 七he Cominform and the CCP cri七icized 七he Japanese 
Communist Party in January 1950 , suggest 七ha七 七here may have been Sino-Soviet 

collusion on Korea as part of a proposed interna七ionalization of the policy 
so of armed l iberation struggle . Admit七ing that Stalin and Mao did discuss 
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world revolu七ionary s七どa七egy outside 七he framework of Sino-Sovie七 relations, 

it is mos七 likely 七ha七 七hey did no七hing more 七han have 七he Corninfonn rec-
51 

ognize a七 long las七 七he legi七imacy of 七he Liu Shao-chi thesis (calling for 

armed revolu七ions in Asia）七ha七 七he "way of Mao Tseー七ung" was 七he appropria七e

course for revolu七ionary movements 七o follow. 

Also , it should no七 be overlooked 七ha七 七he "way of Mao Tse- tung" 

involves principles favouring not only armed revolu七ion but also coope工ati on 
with 七he na七ional bourgeoisie , as may be seen from wha七 Liu said in his famous 

work , "In七ernational i sm and Na七ionalism” （1948 ) , which provided 七he basis for 

the "Liu Shao-chi 七hes is”・ 工ndeed , in March 1950 ， 七he Cominform demanded 

self-cri七icism of Chief secretary B.T. Ranadive and other members of 七he

工ndian Communis七 Par七y , who had cri七icized 七he "way of Mao Tse－七ung" as 
52 Titoism and had called for a more radical armed struggle policy . 

Thus ， 七he various views asserting Sino-Sovie七 collusion, Peking-Moscow­

Pyongyang collusion , and a Sino-Soviet division of l abour must be considered 
rather forced just as 七he simple dogma claiming US imperialist aggression was 

seen to be very flimsy in 七he previous subsection . 

The Korean War as a libera七ion struggle 

Having made a critical review of 七he various theories regarding 七he

Korean War, we should now indicate our own view of 七he affair . A七 presen七，

we hold to 七he hypo七hesis 七hat the Korean War broke out as an inevitable 

"war of national liberation ” 七ouched off by 七he nor七h-sou七h conflict 七hat had 

been growing dangerously in Korea; a七 七he same 七ime ， 七he Korean War was part 
of S七al in ’ s  overall interna七ional stra七egy, especially a s  it related 七0

Stalin’s pos七war Asian policy and his interna七ional S七ra七egy vis-a-vis China 

fol lowing the es七abli shmen七 of 七he PRC . As a "war of national l ibera七ion" ,

the Korean War has already been discussed in the laborious work by Seizaburδ 

Shinobu , who believes 七ha七 it was launched as an armed, revolutionary re-
53 unification struggle by Kim Il Sung; and a只 日 ”c i_ v i l  war" , j t has been 

.54 analyzed by Hobert H. Simmons and Masao Okonoq1 v1ho make rc'fercncc to various 

circumstances then present in North and South Korea. It may well be argued , 

though rather paradoxically , that in the international cold-war environment 
then prevailing , the cold war found an opportunity to become hot in Korea 

because a sort of "vacuum” existed there where none of 七he big powers 

interested had taken the prevailing crisis seriously . With reference to 
revolutionary prospcc七s in Korea a七 七ha七 time , it may also be said 七hat， 七o

the North Korean Communists , the very loss of 七he possibil i七y of a South 
55 Korean revolu七ion seemed to mean the maturation of condi七ions for a war. 
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工t is cer七ainly appropriate and important 七0七ake an unprejudiced 
56 

view of 七hese real i七ies in Korea in those days. A七 七he same 七ime, however, 

considering 七hat Nor七h Korea was closely and inseparably linked wi七h the 

Sovie七Union 七hen,
57

i七 would be unrealistic 七o assume that Pyongyang should 

have been unaffec七ed by or completely independen七 of S七alin’s s七ra七egy. Of 

course, i七 is impossible 七o obtain posi七ive documen七ary evidence of such a 

rel a七ionship be七ween S七alin’S East Asian Stra七egy and 七he posi七ion of North 

Korea. Bu七 Khrushchev ’s following 七es七日nony, though in the form of a rough 

recollection, provides a noteworthy clue in this matter: 

"Abou七 the time I was transferred from the Ukraine to Moscow at the 

end of 194 9 ,  Kim 工1-sung arrived with his delega七ion to hold con-

sul七ations with Stalin. The Nor七h Koreans wanted 七o prod South Korea 

wi七h 七he poin七 of a bayonet. Kim 工1-sung said 七ha七 the first poke 

would touch off an in七ernal explosion in South Korea and tha七 七he

power of 七he people would prevail - that is, the power whichどuled in 

North Korea. Na七urally, S七alin couldn’t oppose 七his idea. 工七

appealed to his convic七ions as a Cαmnunist all the more because the 

struggle would be an internal matter which the Koreans would be 

settling among 七hemselves. . ... S七alin persuaded Kim 工1-sung 七hat he 

should think it over, make some calcula七ions, and 七hen come back with 

a concrete plan. Kim went home and then returned to Moscow when he 

had worked everything out. He 七old Stalin he was absolu七ely cer七ain

of success . .... He was worried 七hat the Americans would jump in, but 

we were inclined 七o think that if the war were fought swiftly - and 

Kim Il-sung was sure that it could be won swiftly - then interven七ion

by the USA could be avoided. 

Nevertheless, Stalin decided 七o ask Mao Tse-tung’s opin工on about Kim 

工1-sung・s sugges七ion. 工 mus七 S七ress tha七 七he war wasn・t Stalin ’s idea, 

but Kim 工1-sung’s. Kim was the ini七ia七or. Stalin, of course, didn’t 

try to dissuade him. 

Mao Tse－七ung also answered aff irrna七ively. He approved Kim 工1-sung’s

suggestion and put forward the opinion tha七 七he USA wold no七 in七ervene

since the war would be an internal matter which 七he Korean people 
58 

would decide for 七hemselvcs."

Thi汚 recollection by Khrushchev should perhaps be viewed as a ra七her

�；kじtchy observation by an outsider, which he was a七 七ha七 time, so far as this 

incident was concerned, for Khrushchev himself says: 
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"My memories of 七he Korean War are unavoidably sketchy ・ I didn ’ 七 see

any of the documents in which 七he ques七ion of military-technical aid 

ー ・ 5 9
to the North Koreans was discussed .ぃ

For that reason , however, it may also be considered an accura七e re­

flee七ion of wha七 the Kremlin leadership 七hought of the background of 七he

Korean War ・ As may be seen from these remarks, Stalin mus七 have considered 

Kim 工1 sung’s proposed " adventure”
60 

from various angles, and sounded ou七

China ( Mao) on it in due course . Bu七 all this canno七 be construed 七o mean 

nrac七ical "collusion" among Moscow, Peking, and Pyongyang . 工n Mao ’ s  eyes, 

peどhaps， 七he山山a的ir, like other ma七七ers C。ncerning閃v叫utions el臼

where in Asia , mean七 no七hing but a reaff irma七ion of the general principle 

in favour of ’’wars 。f national liberation ” .  For 七ha七 very reason, S七ali n  

had to make a variety of calculations while generally being agreeable to 七he

proposed Nor七h Korean " adven七ure”・ 工n 七his connection , George F. Kennan, 

reviewing 七he in七erna七ional environmen七 then prevailing , argues: 

"The defini七ive historical s七udy of 七he background in Sovie七 policy

of 七he decision 七o au七horize the Korean attack has ye七 七o be made , and 

七his is no七 七he place 七o make it . Bu七1七 is clear that among 七he

various considera七ions which motiva七ed S七alin in his decision to 七ake

七his s七ep , along with some tha七 had no rela七ion 七o our [US] behaviour 

( recent frus七ration in Europe， 七he Connnunis七 takeover in China, e七c . ) , 

were several tha七 represented direct reac七ions to moves of our own . 

Thjs could be said with relation to our recen七 wi七hdrawal o f  American 

force�； from Sou七h Korea , the public s七atcment that South Korea did not 

fall within the area of our vital strategic in七crest, and above all 

our recent decision 七o proceed a七 once with the negotiation of a 

separate peace treaty settlement with Japan, to wh ich the Russians 

would not be a party , and 七o accompany tha七 se七七lernent with the 

indefini七e re七en七ion of American garrisons and rnili七ary facil l七ies on 
.. 61 Japanese soil .” 

To be sure， 七here can be no denying tha七 the in七ernational environmen七

in Eas七 Asia at that time typically reviewed by Kennan above , probably 

influenced Stalin ’ s  decision-making a great deal . In addition , we must also 

note the fol lowing view advanced by Adam B .  U lam , a distinguished researcher 

on Soviet foreign policy ． 八ccording to him , Stalin apparen七ly thought the 

us, under it!:; current J\sian policy , had abandoned continental J\sia , that the 

いυorly c4uippcd and little 七rained forces of the Republic of Korea would b e  

wiぃcd out in a single operation , that a n  adventurous attempt under these 

circumstances would mean little risk to the Soviet Union ， 七ha七 a war in 
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Korea would cause 七he Chinese to agree 七0 七he Sovie七s’ pos七.ponement of the 

evacuation of Por七A.r七hur and 七hat an expanded American presence in Japan 

would inevi七ably lead 七o virtual mili七ary con七rol of Manchuria. Ulam points 
62 

out these and o七her fac七ors as logically conceivable reasons. 

Our hypothesis presen七ed in this section still needs corrobora七ion.

For this purpose, it is necessary 七o consider wha七 China today 七hinks of 

the Korean Waど， in which i七 par七icipa七ed a七 a 七remendous cost. 

工工工． CH工NA・S D工SSAT工SFACTION AND MOT工VES FOR 工NTERVENT工ON

Now, in what position did China find itself a七 七he time of 七he OU七－

break of 七he Korean War？ 工n the following, we will consider this ques七ion

on 七he basis of all available informa七ion.

First of all, we should take no七e of 七he fact 七hat Peking is now 

beginning 七o openly criticize the Soviet posi七ion in 七he Korean War in 

relation to that of China. These a七七acks clearly indicate how repugnan七 七he

Soviet a七ti七ude in 七he war was in the eyes of the Chinese. 

Chinese cri七icism in this regard, can be found as early as July 1957, 

when a National People’s Congress was convened following a sudden policy 

turn in Peking from the Hundred Flowers campaign to the an七i-rightist

campaign. A七 this session, many leaders of democra七ic parties had to make 

"self-criticism ” about 七heir "free speech" during the Hundred Flowers 

campaign. The myth of 七he monolithic uni七y of Moscow and Peking was still 

prevalent a七 that time, bu七 Vice Chairman Lung Yun of the Na七ional Defence 

Council had been daring enough to speak freely and cri七icize Peking・s then 

pro-Soviet policy by pointing out among o七her things tha七 it was unreasonable 

for China alone to bear 七he cost of fighting America and aiding Korea. 

Although he had to apologize for this sharp ciri七icism by criticizing him-

self on 13 July 1957， 七he fac七 itself demonstrated 七hat some leaders in China 

6 3  
were keenly cr i 'lニical of七he Soviet role in the Korean War. Af七er a tem-

porary downfall due to his cri七icism of the Sovie七 Union, Lung Yun made a 

quick comeback as a member of the Defence Council in December 1958, af七er

a decisive internal deterioration of Sino-Sovie七 rela七ions. This sugges七s

that Peking had come to approve of Lung Yun・s position against Moscow. 

工n the Sino-Soviet dispute in 196 3, the Chinese position toward the 

Soviets during the Korean War was made public in an official ar七iclc: "We 

have always made 七he necessary sacrifices and stood a七 七he front-line in the 

6 4  
defence of socialism so that the Sovie七Union can remain a七 七he second line." 

Then, in the ”Le七七er of 七he Central Commi七tee of the CCP to 七he Cen七ral

Commi七tee of the CPSU", dated 29 February 196 4, it sta七es 七ha七， ＂We made 

tremendous sacrifices and spent enormous sums of money for mil i七ary purposes 
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. • .  we have paid all principal and inter es七 on 七he Sovie七 loans we ob七ained at 

七ha七 七ime, and they accoun七 for a major propor七ion of our expor七s to 七he Sovie七

Union ． 工n O七her words ， 七he mili七ary supplies provided China during 七he ’Figh七

America, Aid Korea’ war were no七 free aid.11
65 

What Lung Yi.in had said before 

was now officially told by Peking 七O Moscow. 

Among similar subsequent s七atemer】七s, the one made by an official of the 

Sino-Japanese Friendship Association to a Schyδ（General Council of Trade 

Unions of Japan）ー Churitsu Rδren (Federa七ion of工ndependen七 Unions) delega七ion

from Japan in January 1972, is still fresh in our memory： ”The Soviet Union 

is a merchan七 of death. While China was sending volunteers and shedding blood 

in 七he Korean War ， 七he Soviets S七ayed behind and merely sold weapons. They 

.. 66 
go七 paymen七s for 七hem with interes七...

Ano七her ins七ance is found in the s七atemen七s of Chinese leaders 七o a us 

congressional delegation to Peking consisting of members of 七he House Armed 

Services Commi七七ee and 七he Cornmi七tee on 工n七erna七ional Relations in April 1976, 

by way of assuring 七hem tha七 even if hos七ilities should break ou七 again in 

Korea, China would merely provide military assis七ance 七o Pyongyang bu七 would

no七 send any 七roops 七here. According 七.o Represen七ative Les七eど L. Wolfe, 

Democra七 of New York, the Chinese admi七七ed a七 七ha七 time， 七ha七 七heir dispa七ch

.. .. 67 
of 七roops to Korea in 1950 was a " m工S七ake".

These Chinese s七a七emen七S show 七ha七， with their volun七eers fighting in 

Korea， 七he Chinese were profoundly dissa七isfied with 七he Sovie七 role in 七he

war. Surveying 七he contemporary official repor七s in China, one notes 七ha七

七he Chinese leadership said no七hing bu七 good 七hings abou七 七he Soviet Union 

on Army Day (1 Augus七）エn 1950 bu七 no longer praised 七he Sovie七S on 七ha七

anniversary of the PLA in 1951一七hat is, after 七he Chinese intervention in 
68 

七he Korean War. From this fact, i七 is easy 七o 幻nagine wha七 China was 

thinking of 七he Sovie七Union while figh七ing 七he war. 

Thus, it appears 七ha七 China harboured a great deal of dissa七isfac七ion

and mistrus七 in their dealings wi七h 七he Sovie七 Union from the very beginning 

of the ’Fight America, Aid Korea’ war. 

Wi七h re spec七 to possible motives for the Chinese volunteers’ par七ici-

pa七ion in the fighting; i.e. , China ’s all-ou七 in七ervention in 七he Korean War, 

a Rand Corporation S七udy published in 1960 advances the view tha七 七he Chinese 

intervention was no七 based on any previous collusion wi七h North Korea nor due 

七o any pressure from Moscow bu七 was precipi七ated by the well-known MacArthur 
69 

strategy which even con七empla七ed an a七七ack on China i七self (Tungpei). 

On this vital issue of wha七 caused the Chinese to intervene, available 

information has been so limi七ed 七ha七 one can only hazard a guess as to wha七

their real mo七ive was. Admittedly, as Peking’s own sta七emen七s already cited 
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IV . CHINA ’ S  POSIT工ON AND THE KOREAN WAR 

The above analysis suggest that Peking , far from being involved sub­

stantially in any attempt to start a war in Korea , was caught rather unaware s  

when the hos t i lities broke out on the early morning of 25 June 1950 . 

Circumstan t i a l  evidence a lso supports 七his finding . 

F irst , it should be no七ed 七ha七 a Land Reform Law , conceived as one of 

the main pillars of 七he Chinese Revolu七 ion , was promulgated in China on 30 

June 1950 - only f ive days af七er the Korean War began . Considering 七he long , 

assiduous efforts the Chinese Conununis七S had been making for land reform and 

its tremendous importance for in七ernal cons七ruction in China , i 七 is almos七

inconceivable that Peking would have wanted a war at 七h�.t particular momen 七 ．

Indeed , as G. Paloczi -Horva七h sharply points out ， ”七he entire Par七y and Sta七e

apparatus wcr<' preparing for the promulga七ion of the Land Reform Law on 30 
一 7 4

June ． ． ． ． ． 工n fact , for Mao , this war could no七 have come at a worse 七ime ” ．

Secondly , it was for 七he purpos e  of such internal cons七ruction 七hat Mao 

called for the demobi:t ization (reversion 七o peace七ime production and cons七ruc­

tion dutie s )  of part of the Peop l e ’ s  Liberation Army in a report en七itled ,

”Let ・ S Figh七 for a Basic Improvement in the Nation ’ S  Financial and Economic 

Conditions ” d e livered at the Third Central Comrni七七ee Mee七ing of the Seventh 
7 5  

CCP Congress o n  6 June 1950 . 

Subsequently on 2 3  June - two days before the outbreak of the war ー

Mao addressed the National Committee of the Peopl e ’ s  Poli七ic:al Consultative 

76 
Conference at the close of i七s session , and expressly stated tha t , of the 

two barrier討 － war and land reform - presenting trials to a l l  individual s  and 

groups in Ch ina i n 七he his七orical period of new democracy , the 七rial pre-
77 

sentcd by the firs t ,  war , had essentially become a thing of 七he pas t .  

'l'h i rdl γ ， China a t  that 七 imc s七i l l had 七wo impor七ant domestic problems to 

solve as part of the f inal goals of 七he Revolu七ion - l iberation of ’ribet and 

Taiwan . Af七er taking over Hainan in Apr i l  1950 , and the Chusan I s l ands in May , 

七he Peopl e ・ s Libera七ion Army had yet to take hold of Tibet and Taiwan . The 

l iber a七ion of Tibet was star七ed in October 七hat year af七er the hosti l i t i e s  broke 

out in Korea , and there is a great deal of clear evidence 七ha七 the invasion of 

7 8  
Taiwan had been slated for 七hat summer . The us knew 七hat Peking had appar-

cntly comp l e ted its invasion prcpara七ions before 七he beginning of the war . 

” Reference to the US State Dcp.:irtment ’ s ’ top secret ’ memorandum of 23 December 

1 949 ( l eaked i n  early January ) ,  : . ;tating that the ’ fa l l  of Taiwan was widely 

, 79 ;:int i じj pated ・ has a lrc.:idy been not<'u . ・ In C h j na ,  meanwh i l e ， ” the i nvas i on was 

<lc f i n i le l γ ： ；じ l 1cduJ cd for 1950 , .::ind i.t w.:i�； descr i bed a�； Uw ’ pr 上nci ドle task ’ 
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for that year . In March {1950] , Chu Teh claimed that it was "no七 far off " ;  

army commanders of Ch ’ en Yi ’ s  Third F工eld Army had already begun 七O S七udy
80 

amphibious 七echniques in January . This view of Chinese plans seem readily 

acceptabl e .  Under these circumstance s ,  China ’ s  interven七ion in Ko rea , which 

began in late October 七ha七 year , had been opposed by s。me leaders of the 

People ・ s Libera七ion Army , as is evidenced by the fac七 七ha七 Jen-min Jih-Pao 

( Peopl e ’ s  Daily) on 6 November 1950 , said in the la七ter half of an 
81 

ed工torial that some Chinese were in favour of proceeding with peaceful 

internal construe七ion in the irnrnedia七e future unless 七he enemy a七七acked 七he

Chinese mainland , and s七rongly rei七erated 七hat " such views were wrong ” ． 

Appar ently , there had been a dispute over whether or not China should 

intervene in Korea . 

To override the opinion of these skeptics inside and outside 七he Chinese 

Communist Party , Mao Tse－七ung argued 七hat China would win 七he ' F igh七 Amer i c a ,

Aid Korea ’ war because the US had " San－七uan 1-ch ・ ang （七hどee d i sadvantages and 

one advantag e ） ” （ a  long supply line , low morale and little cornba七 strength

within 工ts rank and f il e ,  and a lack of uni七Y wi七hin the UN forces as d i s -

adv an七ag e s , and superior weaponry a s  a n  advan七ag e ) whereas China had " San-

ch ’ ang 1－七uan ( three advantages and one di sadvantag e ) " (a shor七 supply line , 

high morale and a great deal of fighting power among the People ’ s  Volunteer s ,  

and freedom from dissension in China and Soviet backing as advantages , and 

fairly old weaponry as a disadvantag e ) . With 七his argurnen七 he led the nation 

into intervening in Kc�re a ,  according to a recollection by a democrat who was 
82 

then in China . His statement sounds very realistic , particularly because 

”freedom from dissension in China and Soviet backing” was stressed as a 

favourable condition at that moment . 

λs noted in Section 工 ， Peking sounded a series of warnings to 七he u s  

i n  late September and early Oc七ober , prior 七o the intervention of the People ’ s  

Volun七eers . According to John W .  Spanier , known for his S七udy of the Truman­

MacArthur controver sy , "According to one in七erpre七ation of this diploma七ic
83 

offensive , Peking was warning 七he United S七a七es no七 七o cross the paral l e l " . 

工f so , this also seems 七o indicate , in 七he light of the above-described 

general proc e s s  by which Pek工ng finally decided 七o intervene in Korea ， 七ha七

there were circumstances in China 七hat tended to disincline i七 from full-

scale i nvolvement in Korea at tha七 time .

Prom the above analysi 只 ， we cannot but consider reasonable the arguments 

concerning the origin of the Korean War tha七 it is inconceivable that Mao 
8 4  

would have had his nation involved in the war before 2 5  June , and that 
85 " there l 日 no evidence that it was instigated bγ the Chinese ” ， both in 



- 20 -

support of 七he conclusion , A l l en S .  Whi七ing a七七empted 七o establish in his 

excellent book ， ”China Crosses the Yalu，， ， 七ha七 H 七here is no clear evidence 
.. 86 

of Chinese par七icipa七ion in 七he planning and prepara七ion of 七he Korean War" 

工t may be said that 七he outbreak of hostili七ies on 2 5  June i七self was 

quite a surprise to Peking ・

In North Korea , on the o七her hand , Kim Il Sung immcdia七ely showed a 

mn:.;t m i litant att ituc'lc the daγ a ftcr the outニbreak of 七he war ， 只aying 七ha七 the

Covcrnmcnt o f  the Peop le ' s  Democratic Republ i c  of Korea , after study ing the 

currcn七 circumstances , had ordered 七he People ' s  Army 七o launch a decisive 
87 

coun七er-offensive and sweep out 七he armed f orccs of 七he enemy ; and on 

26 June , Pravda lost no time in accepting as justified , the Nor七h Korean 

radio declaration stressing tha七 七he Sou七h Koreans had made 七he f irst a七tack
88 -

and that 七he Nor七h Koreans had been ins七ruc七ed to repulse the as saul七 ． 工n

contrast , China ’ s  radio stations and newspapers were unable 七o present any 

prepared repor七 the day after 七he opening of 七he hosti li七ies , and the 

propaganda machinery in Peking was apparently confused. This fact is highly 
89 suggestive . 

Corroboration of a hypothesis 

Having completed the above analys i s ,  we will now return 七o our own 

hypo thesis presented in Section 工 工 ， 七hat the Korean War broke out as an 

inevitable ”war of national l iberation＇’ ， 七ouched off by the nor七h-south con­

f l i ct that had been growing dangerously in Kore a .  A七 七he same 七ime ， 七he

Korean War was part of Stalin ' s  over -all international s七rategy , especially 
as it related to Stali n ’ s  postwar Asian policy and his interna七ional stra七egy

vis-a-vis China following 七he es七abli shmen七 of the Peopl e ’ s  Repub l i c 七her e .

Having just succeeded in their revolu七ion ， 七he Chinese Communis t s  were 

full of innocent enthusiasm and had a keen sense of responsibility for 七he

solidarity and unity of the socialis七 camp , but they were wary of Stalin ’ s  

日七どa七eg y . Under th is double burden , 七hey ventured 七o intervene in the Korean 

War because they thought it was urgently necessary to do so for the defence 

of their own country . This choice was a big gamble for Peking , as may be 

:;cen from the following passage in a national dec laration of uni七y for 
" ( j ght ing Amer ica , aiding Korea , and defending our fatherland” issued immedi ­

.:itely after the Chinese intervention i n  Korea { a  joint declaration b y  eleven 

democratic par七ies including the Chinese Communis七 Party ) :

"Historical facts 七each us that a cri sis in Korea has much 七o do with 

七he security of China. With the lips gone , the teeth would be exposed 
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七o 七he col d ;  wi七h 七he door broken , the house itself would be in danger . 

For the people of China 七o aid 七he people of Korea in 七heir s七rugg l e

against the U S  is not merely a moral responsibili七y but also a ma七七er

closely related to the vital in七erests of our own people ,  a decision 

necessitated by a need for sel f-defence . Saving our neighbours a七 once

means saving ourselves . To pro七ec七 our own coun七ry , we must help the 
, 90 people of Kor e a . ’ ［Underscoring by the author . ]  

91 As S ei j i  Imabori points out , "history tells us that many Chinese 

dynasties includ.i.ng Wei ,  Sui , Ming , and Ch ’ ing fell due to excessive involve­

ment in Korea ＂ . 工ndeed , for the People ’ s  Republic of China irnrnedia七ely af七er

its establi shment "to ven七ure into 七he hos七i lities in Korea agains七 七he US 

was an adventure wi七h much danger of self-destruc七ion as well as an ac七ion

needed for self-defence ” ．  

Pressed for a critical choice , China finally decided to in七ervene in 

Kore a .  But the Sovie七 Union strictly remained a "merchant of dea七h ” and was 

unenthusiastic abou七 aiding China . The Chinese succeeded in achieving the 
objective of securing Tungpei ， 七o be sur e ;  but Tungpei was theirs in the 

first place , and it cost them tremendously to keep i七 . Naturally , the sus­

picion grew in 七hem tha七 七hey had been 七ricked by S七al in ’ s  stra七eg y , and 

they were increasingly disgusted wi th all thi s .  

By way of j ust i fying 七hese as surnp七ion s , i t  will be necessary for us 七0
have a clearer picture of S七alin ’ s  s七どa七eg y . For 七his purpose , w e  should 
first recall the Sino-Soviet surnmi七 七alks in early 1950 . As no七ed previously , 

Stalin had a hard time dealing wi廿l Mao ’ s  s七rong na七ionalism and could no七

make him accep七 all his demands . 

Stalin ’ s  fears and suspicions abou七 Mao may have been inf orced by the 

fact tha七 the US had not yet comple七ely abandoned its old policy of making 

China Titoi s t .  According 七o unpublished l itera七ure , Mao himse l f  said o f  

Stalin that "he suspcc七ed 七hat after we won the revolution , China would 
" 92 become like Yugoslavia , and I would be ano七her Tito’ ． 工f O七七O Braun i s  

right in h i s  recollec七ion 七hat Mao once a七tempted to drag 七he Sovie七 Union

into the war against 七he Japanese by placing Nor七heast Asia in a fluid , con-
9 3  fused state of affai rs , s七alin now may have hoped 七o weaken Mao ’ s  China by 

creating a simi lar s i tua七ion to take advantage of a new situation in which 

七he Russians could secure Tungpei again : a mili七ary conflic七 七ha七 would

probablγ be limited to Korea , or to the Chinese mainland. From the beginning 

Stalin perhaps an七icipated Chin a ’ s  interven七ion in Korea , and expec七ed that 

the war would make Mao ・ s regime more dependent on the Soviet Union . Today , 
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one of the au七hen七ic books on Sino-Sovie七 rela七ions in 七he Soviet Union says : 

”The Korean War . . . .  , cu七ting off for a long t幻ne 七he way to a collusion be­

七ween 七he na七ional is七ic CCP leaders and 七he US ruling circles and compelling 
94 

Chinese leaders to wider co-operation wi七h 七he Soviet Union " .  This view 

proves paradoxically such was S七alin ’ s  design . 

In and after January , 1950 ， 七he Soviet Union continuously refused 七0

attend the UN Security Council while demanding elimination of 七he Nationalist 

Chinese del ega七ion and admission of a delega七ion from 七he People ’ s  Republ i c  

o f  China . A七 七ha七 七おne , some observers already suspected 七ha七 Moscow ac七ually
95 

wan七ed 七he continued exclusion of Peking . Now that we know tha七 there was 

a rift in Sino-Soviet relations in those days , it is no七 impossible to imagine 

that the Sovie七 Union ' s refusal to a七七end the Security Council continued until 

August that year through the mos七 cri七ical period following the outbreak of 
96 

the war possibly because Moscow , under the pretex七 of demanding Chinese 

a七tendance , actually had in mind a scenario involving 七he interven七ion of the 

US and that of China too . In 七his connection , Max Beloff , a learned scholar 

at Oxford , expressed some daub七s about the Sovie七 absence from the UN 

Security Council in his excellent book ， ” Sovie七 Policy in the Far East , 1944-

1951 " ,  in the early fifties when the public was still far from suspecting a 

rift between Moscow an<'l Peking . Taking note of the Sovie七 behaviour in the 

Security Council as counter-evidence against the view that the Moscow summit 

talks gave birth to the Korean War , he suggested that Moscow and Peking migh七

be at odds , and concluded ： ”By any calcula七ion of realpoli七:i_k , th<' Korean 

War doubly benefited the Russians : it locked up a large part o f  the avail­

able strength of the hlestern world in the remo七est and least important of 

the threatened fronts , and it confirmed the breach between Communist China 

and the Western world ， 七hus underlining , as has been seen , i七s need of Soviet 
.. 97 support" .  

* ＊ ヲ々 * * 

In conclusion , the situation in Korea was such that confl i ct could 

hrcak out in the form of a war for na七ional l iberation , but although the 

internal situation was an indi spensable ca七alyst , it is very difficult to 

imagine that North Korea had nothing to do w j th the Stalinist strategy.  

/\fter Stalin ’ s  <lea.th , a ceasef ire was obtained through Chinese diplomatic 

efforts . Right after 七he ceasefire , Ho Ka-i and others of the Moscow group 

in North Korea were purged . 工n China as well ， 七hose with close connections 

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

This study of the various events at that time 七hus crosses the border 

of conj ecture and gives us a fairly adequate glimpse of reali七y . I believe 
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that the events leading up to the Korean War , where China was unavoidably 

drawn into Soviet strategy and paid a grea七 price in both lives and money , 

.i r e i rnpo rlanし factors in undcτstanding the abrasive criticism that China 
rn. i k 1 : : ;  o 「 し l llJ sov i ド t l J n j on toduy . 

Indeed , the war represen七s a cl imax in the history of postwar inter­

national poJitics in that it was an important historical step toward the 

subsequent enmity between China and the Sovie七 Union.
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(New York Times ,  2 6  June 1 9 50 ) . 

2 4 .  I . F .  Stone , The Hidden H istory of 七he Korean War (.New York : Mon七hly
Review Press , 195 2 ) , pp . 4 2 - 5 2 .  

2 5 .  Editorial Note , FRUS : Kore a ,  p . 12 8 .  

2 6 . ”The Acting Political Adv i s e r  i n  Japan (Sebald) to the Secretary o f  
Sta七e ” ， FRU S : Korea ' p . 140 . 

2 7 .  Wha七 George Kennan thought of 七he Korean War and 七he policy-making 
process in Washing七on around the 七ime o f  i七S outbreak , and how he did 
not participa七e in tha七 policy-making ， 工 s told impressively by Kennan 
himself in his memoirs . See George F .  Kennan , Memoirs , Volume 工 ， £！己・
己主. ， pp. 484-500 . George F .  Kennan , Memo irs , Volume 工 工 ， 1950-1963
(Bos七on : Li七七 l e , Brown & Co . 197 2 ) , pp . 2 3-38 . There Kennan say s :  

” 工 found myself 七hus automa七ically relegated to the sidelines : a七七ending
the respective meetings in the Secre七ary ’ s office , but no七 those 七ha七
took place at the White House leve l . "  (George F .  Kennan ， �盟主主主，
Volume I ,  £12.ιヱ主主. , p . 4 86 . ) Referring 七o 七his fact , Ernest May observes 
七hat ， ”had Under Secretary Webb or George Kennan been present ， 七he
balance might have tipped otherwise . ” （Ernest R .  May , �と�. ， p . 7 2 . )  

2 8 .  "M四orandum by the Counselor (Kennan ) to the Secre七a勾 of Sta七 e ” ， E盟主：
Korea , pp . 62 3 - 62 9 .  Kennan ’ s  proposal was too sophistica七ed to be 
acceptable in 七he environment of an in七ensifying war in Korea ． 工n la七e
Augus七 ， soon after he wro七e thi s memorandum , Kennan 七emporarily lef七
the S七a七e Department and moved 七o the Insti七ute for Advanced S七udies at 
Princeton on furlough . 

2 9 . 吋he Ambassador in India (Hender son） 七o the Secretary of S七ate＇＇ ， �：
Korea , p . 742 . 

3 0 .  Re ferring to 七his matter Fu〕 i Kamiya writes : "The reason , according to 
Truman , was that what China had said was in the na七ure of a threat rather 
than a warning , that Panikkar had always been pro-Peking and could not 
be viewed as an impartial observer but should rather be considered to 
have conveyed Communist Chinese propaganda , and that Peking , seeing a 
new UN re solution on the Ko rean War was coming up , probably wan七ed to put 
pressure on it by threa七ening 七o in七ervene . ” Fuj i Kamiya , Chδsen sensδ 
(The Korean Ivar) (Tokyo : Chukδ Shinsho , 1966) , p . 75 .  

On the other hand , the fact was made pub l i c  by China ’ s  authority on the 
occasion o f 七he f i rst anniversary of Premier Chou En-lai ’ s  death ， 七hat
when China was faced with 七he decision on the Korean War , "He [ Chou En­
lai] urgently surranoned 七he 工ndian Ambassador to China late a七 nigh七 and ,
七hrough the 工ndian Government , sol emnly warned 七he US Government ” ．  
Wai-chiao-pu l i -lun hslieh-hsi tsu (The Theoretical S tudy Group of 七he
Minis七ry of Foreign Affairs ) , "Hslieh-hsi Chou 七sung-li ti kuang-hui 
pang-yang , wei kuan-ch ・ e chih-hsing Mao chu-hsi ti ko-ming wai-chiao 
lu-hsien erh fen-tou (Premier Chou creatively carried out Chairman Mao ’ s  
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Revolu七ionary Line in foreign affairs ） ” ， Jen-min jih-pao , 1 1  January 

1 97 7 .  

3 1 .  "NSC 81/l United S七ates Courses of Ac七ion Wi七h Respect to Korea, Repor七

b y 七he National Security counci l  to the Presiden七 ” ， FRU S : Korea , 

pp. 7 12 - 7 2 1 . 

32 . George F .  Kennan , Memoirs , Volume I 工 ， 笠ι三主主. I pp . 24-2 5 .  

33 . Chou En-lai , "Wei kung-ku ho fa-chan j en-min t i  sheng-li erh fen-tou 

( S七rive for Streng七hening and Promotion of the People ’ s  Victory" ( 30 

Sep七師ber 1950) , Hsin-hua-yiieh-pao , Vol . I 工 ， No ・ 6 ( 1 5  Oc七ob�r 1950) ; 

’＇Wai-chiao-pu fa-yen-jen kuan-yii lien-ta 七ung-kuo Ying Ao 時ng pa kuo 

tui Chao-hsien wen-ti 七i-an 七i sheng-ming (Minis七ry of Foreign Affairs 

Spokesman ’ s  S七a七emen七 on UN Passage of Eight-Na七ion Proposal on Korea 

Spon sored by Bri七ain , Australia , and Other Coun七ries） ” （New China News 

Agency report from Peking 10 October ) ,  Hsin-hua－γiieh-pao , Vol . I I I ,  

No . 1 1  ( 2 5  November 1950 ) . 

3 4 .  Editorial Note , FRU S :  Korea , p . 1036 . 

3 5 . ”Notes on NSC Mee七ing , November 28 , 3 . 00 p .m . , The White House , 
Memorandum of Conversation , by the Ambassador a七 Large (Jessup) " ,  
FRU S :  Korea , pp . 1242-1 2 4 9 .  

3 6 .  "Memorandum by 七he Direc七or o f  the Office o f  Chinese Affairs (Clubb) 
to the Assi s七ant Secretary of Sta七e for Far Eas七ern Affairs (Rusk ） ” ，  
FRUS : Korea , pp . 1039-104 0 .  

3 7 . ”Curren七 Capabili七ies of the Nor七hern Korean Regime , Memorandum by 七he
Central Intelligence Agency , [Washing七on] , June 19 , 1950 " , FRUS : Korea, 
pp . 109-1 2 1 .  

38 . For 七his very reason , one must a七七ach grea七 importance to 七he study 
made recently by Robert R .  Simmons , in wh 工ch he analyses the " al l ianc e "  
r e l  a七ionships among the Soviet Union , North Korea , and China : Robert 
R. Simmons ,  The S七rained Alliance : Peking ,  Pyongyanq , Moscow and the 
Politics of the Korean Civil War (New York : The Free Press , 197 5 ) . 
Howeve r ,  although Simmons is unique in considering the origin of ”the 
Korean War as a civil war” in rel ation 七0 七he then " strained alliance" 
among Moscow , Peking , and Pyongyang , he tends 七o underestimate 七he role 
0 f 七he Soviet Union in the war , and some of the things he says about 
China ’ s  role seem unacceptable to us . 

3 9 .  I . F .  Stone ， �丘ι己主・

40 . Recen七 US cold-war research trends and cold-war revisionism are care­
fully reviewed in Sadao Asada , "Reisen no Kigen to Shusei shug i-kenkyu : 
Amerika no baai (The Origin of 七he Cold War and Revisionism : Research 
in the U S ) " ,  Kokusai Mondai , No . 170 (May 1 97 4 ) . 

4 1 .  David Horowitz , From Yalta 七o V ie七nam : American Foreign Policy in the 
Cold War (Harmondsw。rth , Penguin Books , 1967 ) , p . 119 . 
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Faber , 1969) , pp . 59-60 ; Kim Chum-kom , cd . , Kankoku Dδran (The Korean 
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il Korean on the Korean War and China ’ s  in七＜�rvcntion in it is Pak Doo-boc , 
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Chung-kung ts ’ an-chia han-chan yuan-yin 七i Yen-chiu (A S七凶y o� 七�e

Chinese Intervention in the Korean War) in Chinese (Taipei : L�－ming 
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＿
七he book is 

q ivcn in Pak Doo boc . ”Mδ七akuto - Staarin Kaidan 七o Chosen sensδ mondai 

CThc Mao-S七alin Talks and the Korean War I ssue ） ” ・ Mondai to Ke此yu
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43 . See No七e S .  
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4 6 .  Robert R .  S immons ， 辺三主主. , p . 2 68 . 
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A£七er S七alin (Philadelphia : J . B . Lippincot七 ， 19 6 1 ) : J . M .  Mackin七osh ,
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5 0 .  Motoi Tamak i ,  ibid . 

5 1 .  For a ready discussion of ”七he Liu Shao-chi thesis ” ， see Mineo Nakaj irna , 
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thesis , see Max Beloff , Soviet Foreign Pol icy in the Far Eas t ,  1944-1951 
(London : Oxford University Press , 195 3 ) , Ch . VI 工 工 ； ”Soviet Policy in 
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56 . /\ study analysing the si tuation of armed strugg les in the Republic of 
Korea wi th ref erence to revolutionary strategy in Korea at that tune 
i s  K im Chum-kom , The Korean War and the Labor Party ’ s  Strategy , in 
Korean ( Seoul : Po Young sa , 1 973 ) . 

57 . As evidence of this fact , Khrushchev ’ s fol lowing testimony will suff ice : 
”we had already been g iving arms to North Korea for some time . It 
was obvious that they would receive the requis ite quantity of tanks , 
artillery , rifles , machine guns , engineering equipmen七 ， and anti­
aircraft weapons . Our air for ce planes were being used to shield 
Pyongyang and were thぽefore stationed in North Korea . ”  

Strobe Talbott , tran sl. & ed . ， 悶irushchev Remembers (New York : Little , 
Brown & Co . , 197 0 ) , p . 3 69 . 

58 . Ibid . I pp . 367-3 68 . 

5 9 . 工bid . , p . 3 72 . 
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Cit . I pp . 104-l lQ .  

61 . G eorg e F .  Kennan , Vol . 工 ， op . cit . , pp . 497-498 . 

62 . Adam B .  Ulam , Expan sion and Coexistence : The History of Soviet Foreign 
Policy , 1917-1967 (New York : Frederick A .  Pr aeger , 1968 ) , pp . 518-5 2 0 .  

63 . ”Lung Yiln tai-piao t i  fa-yen (Remarks o f  Delegate Lung Y包n） ” ， Chun-hua
j en-min Kung -ho-kuo ti i chieh ch ’ uan-kuo j en-min tai-piao ta hui 七i
s sii tz ’ u  hui-i hui -K ’ an (Minutes of the Fourth Session of the Firs t 
National Peop le ’ s  Congress of the People ’ s  Republic of China ) (Peking : 
Jen-min chu-pan-she 1957 ) , pp . 1402 -1403 ; J en-min j ih-pao ・ Hung ch ’ i  
pien-chi pu (Editorial Department of People ’ s  Dai ly and Red Flag ) , 
” Tsai chan- cheng yii ho-p ’ ing wen-t ' i  ti l iang-t ’ iao lu-hsien : Wu p ’ ing 
SS包－kung chung-yang ti kung-k ’ ai-hs in (Two Different Lines on the Question 
of War and Peace : Comment on the Open Letter 七o the Cen七ral Committee 
of the CPSU [ 5 ］ ） ” ， Jen-min j ih-pao , 19 November 1963 .  

65 . ”Chung-kung chung -yang 1964 nien 2 yueh 2 9  j ih Kei ssu-kung chung-yang 
ti hsin (Letter of the Central Committee of the CCP of F ebruary 2 9 , 
1964 to the Central Commi七七ee of the CPSU ） ” ，  Chung-kuo kung-ch ’ an-tang 
chung-yang wei-yuan-hui (The Cen七ral Committee of the CCP ) , February 2 9 , 
1964 . 

66 . The Mainichi Shimbun , 2 6  February 197 2 , report from Correspondent Ando . 

67 . The Toi tsu N ippe (Tokyo) , 2 9  April 1 97 6 .  

68 . On Army Day in 1950 , the Preparatory Committee of Various Circles in 
Peking for a Demonstration Rally in Celebration of the 1st of Augus t 
Army Day and in Opposi tion to US Agg ression in Korea and Taiwan , 
announced a set of 35 slogans on the general theme of ”opposition to US 
agg res sion in Taiwan and Korea" , of wh ich the 2 8th was ”Long Live 
Generali ssimo S talin , Leade r of All Peoples of the World ！ ” A year later , 
in 1951 , the General Pol iti cal Department of the People ’ s  Revolutionary 
Military Committee of the Central People ’ s Government announced a set 
of 18 Army Day slogans , none of which ref erred to Stalin or the Soviet 
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Union or the CPSU . 工n this connection , Robert R .  S四unons , comparin� 

the 1 9 50 and 1951 May Day slogans in China and 七he Soviet Union , notes 
that in 1951 the Soviet slogans included no mention of the Chinese 
People ’ s  Volunteers while 七he People ’ s  Republ ic of China did not mention 
Stalin at al l . 工ndeed , S immons observes J ・ China ’ S  1950 slogans were 
verbose about ” Sino-So�iet friendsh ip , all iance , and mutual assistance” ， 
whereas in 1951 only the 27th s logan finally said with moderate enthusiasm , 
”Long Live Unity and Accord of 七he Two Great Peoples of China and the 
Soviet Union ！ 叱 （ Robert R. Simmons , op . cit . , pp . 195-196 . ) Simm�ns , as 
will be noted later , criticizes All en s. Whiting as being erroneous in 
reading Jen-min j ih-pao (People ’ s  Dai ly )  and arbitrary i n  quoting §.主主主ー
chieh Chih-shih (The World Culture ) .  But Simmons himself i s  not accurate 
in making the above sta七ernent . Actually , China ’ s  1950 May Day slogans 
( as announced by the Chinese Conununist Par七y Cen七ral Committee )  mnnbered 
38 ,  of which the 3 1st was ， ”Let ’ s  Def end the Democratic Camp for World 
Peace Led by the Soviet Union ! Long Live the Chinese-Soviet Friendship , 
All iance, and Mutual As sistance ！ ”． 工n the Soviet Union , meanwhile , the 
May Day s logans announced by the USSR Communist Party Central Cαmnittee 
numbered 55 , of wh ich the fourth was ， ” Long Live the People of China 
with Their Epoch-making V ictory l ” and the fifth ， ”Long Live the Chinese 
Communi st Party ！ ＂ . 工n 1951 , the Chinese slogans (announded by the 
National Committee of the Chinese People ’ s  Pol itical Consultative 
Conference ) increased to 57 , of which the 2 6th was ， ”Long Live the 
Democratic Camp for World Peace Led by 七he Soviet Union l ” and the 2 7th ,  
”Long Live the Unity and Accord o f  the G玄eat Peoples of China and the 
Soviet Union i ” .  The Soviet Union , meanwhile , had 59 slogans , of which 
the fourth said ， ” Long Live the People of China ！ ” .  The lack of ’ Long 
Live the Chinese C佃ununist Party ! ’ was conspicuous . 工t might be added 
that the Chinese never mentioned Stalin in their May Day slogans , and 
七hat the Soviets never mentioned Mao per sonally in theirs either . 

See David Horiwitz , op . cit . , p . 131 . 

工mrnediately before 七hat , Chairman Kao Kang of the Tungpei People ’ s  
Government had vi sited M9scow in July 1949 on Stalin ’ s  invitation, 
independently of the CCP Central Conunittee , and signed a ” Trade Agreement 
Between Tungpei and the Soviet Union ” . For a detailed d iscussion of 
questions involving Kao Kang , see Mineo Nakaj ilna ， ”The Kao Kang Affair 
and S ino-Soviet Relation s ” ， Revi ew (Japan 工nstitute of 工nternational
Affairs ) , No . 44 (March 1977 ) . 

Tami Tori i , Mδtakuto ： 工tsutsu no sense (Mao Tse-tung ’ S  F ive Wars ) , 
(Tokyo : Soshi sha , 1970 ) , p . 38 .  Tori i ’ s  conj ecture about Peking ’ s  

motives for the intervention in Korea is one of the few predeces sors 
of our opinion . 

Edgar Snow , The Other S ide of the River : Red China Today (New York : 
Random House) , 1962 , pp . 654-655 . 

On 27 June 1950 , US President Truman , referring to the ”neutralization” 
。f the Taiwan Strait , declared z ” 工 had ordered the Seventh Fleet 七。
pr even七 any attack on Formosa . As a corollary of thi s  action ， 工 am
calling upon the Chinese Government in Formosa to cease all air and sea 
operations against the mainland . The Seventh F leet wi ll see that this 
i s  done ＂ . ”刊ission of the Uni ted States Seventh F leet in the Formosa 
(Taiwan ) 1\rca : Statement by the President , June 27 , 19 50 {Excerpt ） ” ，  

Ufi Department of State , Unl tcd States Poli cy in the Korean Crisis 
(Wa�－；hinqton , D . C . : C:ovcrnrncnt Printing Off ice , 1950 ) , p . 18 .  Actually , 
the Seventh Fleet was not active in the Taiwan Strait unti l October 
that year . 
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74 . George Paloczi-Horvath , Mao Tse-tung :  Emperor of the Blue Ants (London : 

75 . 

76 . 

Secker & Warburg , 1962 ) , p .  279 . 

Mao Tse-tung ， ”We i  cheng-ch ’也 kuo-chia 七s ’ ai-cheng ching-chi chuang－
. ’ k ’ uang erh tou-cheng (Let ’ S  Fight for a Bas ic Improvemen七 in 七he Na七l n ' s 

F inancial and Econαnic Conditions ） ” ，  Hsin-hua y也eh-p呈三， Vol . 工 工 ， No . 3  
-cis- '1u1y i9so ＞ ・ For a discus sion of 七he demobiliza七ion carried out by 
the People ’ s  Liberation Anny at that tおne , see John Gittings , The Rol e  
o f  the Chinese Army (London : Oxford University Press , 1 967 ) , Ch . 工 工 ．

Mao Tse-tung ， ”Tsai j en-min cheng-hsieh ti-i-chieh ch ’ 包an-kuo wei -yiian­
hui ti-erh-tz ’ u  hui-i shang ti pi-mu-tz ’ 包 （Clos ing Speech at Second 
Session of 七he F irst National Commit七ee of People ’ s  Pol itical Consultative 
Conference ） ” ，  Hsin-hua 凶eh-pao , 主主主主・

77 . Referring to this matter , Sei j i Imabori observes z ”The Korean War broke 
out on June 2 5 , 1950 , two days after the Second Session of the Po litical 
Consultative Conference ,  but in Mao Tse-tung ’ s  c los ing address there was 
nothing suggestive of a forthcoming war in Korea” ・ Seij i Imabori , 
Chugoku gendaishi kenkyii j osetsu {An 工ntroduction to the Study of Modern 
Chine se History (Tokyo : KeisO ShoblS , 197 6) , p . 1 62 . Also see Stuart 
Schram , Mao Tse-tung (Harmondswor七h : Penguin Books , 1966 ) , p . 263 . 

78 . Allen s .  Whiting , op . cit . , pp . 21-22 . 

79 . Robert R .  Sin町1ons , op . cit . , p . 124 . Sinunons considers that China , which 
had been very careful since the outbre玖 of the conflict in Korea not 
to let it develop in七o a full -scale war , f inally g ave up hope of liber­
ating Taiwan after General MacArthur ’ s  highly topical visit 七o Taiwan in 
late July （主主主呈． ， pp . 148-149 ) . 

80 . John Gittings·, op . cit . , p . 41 .  

81 . Jen-min j ih-pao she- lum (People ’ s  Daily , editorial ｝ ， ”Wei shen-me wo-men 
tui mei -kuo ch ’ in-1\ieh chao-hsien pu-neng chih-chih-pu- li? (Why Should 
We Supinely Tolerate the US Aggression in Korea？ ） ” ， Jen-min j ih-pao , 
6 November 1950 . 

82 . Hsiang Te F ”Jao shu-shih ti ’ tsui-chuang ・ t ’ Kao-Jao fan-tang t ’ ung-
meng ’ chen-hs iang ’ （Jao Shu- shih ’ s ’ Crimes ’ ： The Truth About the ’ Kao-
Jao Antiparty All iance ’ ） ” ， The Ming-pao Monthly , May 1967 . Then a member 
of democratic parties in China , Hsiang Te later wrote a r ecollection 
criticiz ing Jao Shu-shih ’ s ”def ea七ist pessimism” about the Eむorean War , 
in whic h  he said z ”When the Korean War boke out in June , 1950 , many people 
in and outside the Party were not only uneasy , but also skep七ic and 
negative about the question of whether or not China should eventually 
participa七e in the war . Over this issue , opinion was divided even in 
七he Party , and in fac七 not a few Party members feared that the US might 
be a real tiger and make a lot of trouble . Chairman Mao per suaded these 
skeptical , confused people in and outside the Par七y by off erinq the 
famous ar9ument that ’ the US had San-tuang I-ch ’ ang (three di sadvantages 
and one advantage )  while China had San-ch ’ ang I-tuan （七hree advantages 
and one disadvantage ） ’ ． ” For a discussion of the presence of such 
dissident opinion in China over the ques七ion of intervention in Korea , 
also sec Tang Tsou , America ’ S  F ai lure in China 1941-50 （ 工 llinoi s :
The University of Chicago Pres s , 196 3 ) , p . 57 5 .  
On this point , Pek ing ’ s  recent off icial view describes China ’ s  interna l 
日ituation over the issue of intervention at that time as fol lows : 
”Chairman Mao . . • .  over came obstacles and oppositions from within and 
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outside the Party and the country and resolu七ely decided to send the 
Chinese P eople ’ s  Volun七eers to fight shoulder 七o shoulder with the 
fraternal Korean people . . . ” （Wai-chiao 卯 li-lun Hsiieh-hsi tsu , op .  cit . ) 
[Underscoring by 七he author . ]  

John w .  Spanier , op . ci t . , p . 86 .  

Stuart Schram , op . cit . , p . 2 63 . 

,lohn Gittings ， ”The Great Power Triang le and Chinese Foreign Policy” ， 
The China Quarterly , No . 39 (July-September ,  1969 ) . 

All en s .  Whiting , op . cit . , p . 4 5 .  

” Kim 工 1- sung ’ s  &:1.dio Speech on the Outbreak of the Korean War ” （ 2 6  June 
1950 ) ; Kamiya Fuj i ( ed . ) ,  Chδsen Mondai S印go Shiryδ （Documents on the 
Post War Korean Probl釧s ) , Vol . 工 ， （Tokyo : N ihon Kokusai-mondai kenkyii 
j o ， 工 976) , p . 309 . 

Quoted from Max Beloff , op . cit . , p . 183 . 
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