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Overview

"~ On October 1, 1949, the broad national unity front that
had supported the Chinese Revolution led to the foundation of
a central people's regime: headed by Mao Zedong. The newborn
people's democrétic dictatorship had to tackle the immediate
national, soclal task of reconstructing the Chinese economy
that had been wrecked and eihausted by the long revolution and
civil war. China was setting out on the road to soclalist
transformation into a so-called new democratic state (or a
people's democratic dictatorship).

On the external scene, the newly-established People's
Republic was quickly recognized by the Soviet Union, 1ts East
European satellites, and some Asian nations including India.
Britain followed suilt a year later in 1950, and new China was
making a successful debut in the world.

Needless to say, China's top foreign policy goal then Qas
to develop friendly relations with its big brother in socialism,
the Soviet Union. As early as December 1949, Chairman Mao
personally led a delegation to Moscow for that purpose. The
following year, in February 1950, new China signed with Moscow
a treaty of friendship, alliance and mutual asslstance as well
as a number of agreements with the hope of launching an
industrialization program with Soviet aild. However, what the
Chinese got from Stalin's Soviet Unlon fell far short of their
expectations, and it 1S now known that they had long, difficult
negotiations with the Kremlin leadership as Stalin treated them
rather coldly. The myth of the monolithic unity of Moscow and

Beljing certalnly needs to be unraveled.



Following 1ts foundation, moreover, the People's Republic
of China was faced with the outbreak of the Korean War 1n June
1950, and had to send "volunteers" to Korea in October. China
thus lapsed back into a state of war, and launched a nationwide
"Reslist America, Aid Kores" campalgn. As 1s well known, the
Korean War provided the basls for the subsequent cold-war pattern
in Asia based on U.S.~Chinese antagonlism. Meanwhile, Tibet was
"liberated" in October 1950, and the People's Republic established
effective control over all traditional Chinese territory with
the exception of Taliwan,

Under these stringent circumstances, the Communist regime
in Beljingproclalmed a land reform law in June 1950. Completed
by the end of 1952, the land reform revolutionized the agrarian
scene that had traditionally characterized Chinese society.

Farm life 1n China changed completely. With the landlords
overthrown and the poor peasants and small farmers acquiring
land, agricultural production soared sharply. Although it was
still difficult to keep up the growth curve on a lasting basis,
the sense of crisis created by the Korean War and the national
unity campaign under the "Reslist America, Ald Korea" slogan
went a long way toward the solution of the problem.

On the external scene, revolutionary China came out with
the policy, manifest in the Liu Shaoqi thesis of 1949, of
supporting and encouraging armed national liberation struggles
by revolutionary forces in other Aslian countriles in conjunction

wilth the world strategy then followed by the Cominform, Chilna



also actlively particlipated in the world peace movement and the
international labor movement. But since the People's Republic
was still young, and had the Korean War to think of; China then
was concentrating primarily on internal problems, which it
tackled in national unity. It may be sald that the Chinese
Communists were not yet venturlng on positive diplomatic moves
outside the framework of thelr revolutlionary forelgn policy.

Iate 1n 1953, after the truce in Korea, Beljing finally
set out on a full-scale internal construction program. The
first five-year plan (1953-57), based on Soviet aild and
oriented toward heavy 1ndustry, was officlally adopted in
July 1955. Actually, however, it had been 1n progress since
1953, and China was already on 1its way toward industrialization.

Also 1n late 1953, grass-root elections were held for the
first time to return Delegates to the National People's Congress,
and the Constitutlon of the People's Republic was adopted by
the First Congress at its First Session in September 1954.

Its preamble expressly called for a "transitional general
policy-~1line" alimed at a long-term progressive transformation
of China into socialism.

This basic policy based on a slow but steady 1nternal
construction program was reflected on Beljlng's diplomatic
attltude. 1Indeed, 1t was durilng this period that an orientation
toward peaceful coexlstence was most conspicuous 1n Chilna's
forelgn policy, giving rise to a varlety of showy developments

in Chinese diplomacy. In June 1954, Beljing recognized the



famous "Flve-Point Peace Principle” 1in a Sino-Indian joint
communique., In October, on the occasion of celebrations for

the fifth anniversary of the People's Republic, Beljing

succeeded in persuading a visiting group of new Soviet top
leaders including Bulganin and Khrushchev into correcting old
Stalinist lnequalities in Sino-Soviet relations. 1In this
diplomatic environment, Zhou Enlal (Premier and Forelgn Minister)
was primarily responsible for China's foreign affairs. Along
with Nehru's India, China then led the group of newly independent
nations in Asia and Africa, and cut a promlinent figure on the
diplomatlic scene by attempting to strengthen the solidarity of
the nonaligned countries and even calling for a stand of

positive neutrality.

The signing of the ceasefire agreement in Indochina in
July 1954 and the success of the First Conference of Asian and
African Nations in April 1955 (the Bandung Conference) were
two noteworthy developments at that time that owed much to
China's diplomacy under the Five-Point Peace Principle. 1In
August 1955, an official U.S.,-Chinese ambassadorial-level
conference began in Geneva.

Under these circumstances, Zhou Enlal delivered a speech
titled "On the Current International Situation: Our Foreign
Policy and the Problem of Liberating Taliwan®™ at the Third
Session of the First Natlonal People's Congress in June 1956,
in which he exhibited a remarkably flexible attitude in summing
up China's diplomacy under the Five-Point Peace Principle,

calling for peaceful liberation of Tailwan among other things.



In the mid-fifties, Chlna's forelgn policy thus followed
what might be termed "the Bandung Line™ of pacifist diplomacy.
This allowed Beljlng's prestige and influence to go up steadlly,
and at one time seemed to be glving China the status of a
champion for the world's newly ilndependent natlons.

In this period of stabllity and peace at home and abroad,
however, it should not be overlooked that China was beginning
to show signs of a forthcomlng drastic change in internal
policy in favor of establishing a "Maolst model"™.

On July 31, 1955, the day after the first five-year plan
was officlally adopted at the Second Session of the First
National People's Congress, Chalrman Mao called a natlonal
conference of provincial, municipal, and district CPC committee
secretarles, at which he dellivered a report titled "On the
Issue of Farm Cooperatives", and proposed a farm collectivizatilon
program far more preciplitous than what had been contemplated
in the "transitional general policy-line"., The purport of
thlis Mao report was essentially different from the initial
slow but steady soclalist transformation program designed to
cover a period of 15 years. In late 1955, Chinese agriculture
began to be colleétlvlzed quickly, marking the beginning of
a new policy in favor of radical soclalist transformation of
China,

The initlal switch-over from the "transitional general
policy-1ine"™, which had represented the consensus at the start

of China's soclalist transformation as well as a gulding



principle of the People's Republic, was forcibly carried out
under Chalrman Mao's powerful leadership. Among his political
and soclal reasons for this policy change were apparently the
Gao Gang affalr and other political tensions that shook the
CPC in 1954-55, and the alienation and silencing of the
intelligentslia caused in the course of the "Dream of the Red
Chamber (Hong Lou Meng)"™ dispute in 1954 and the criticism of
Hu Feng in 1955.

Aware of the varlous political and 1deological conflicts
and tenslons then prevailing in China, Mao ventured on the
radical farm collectivization program hoping it would bring
about a revolutionary advance in China's soclalist transformation
and turn the situation around.

In the Soviet Union, meanwhile, the late Stalln was
criticized at the Twentleth Congress of the CPSU in February
1956. The resulting sudden fall of the myth of Stalin had a
tremendous impact on the Beljing leadership too, and the CPC
under Mao's leadership was quick to come out with a policy
for overcoming ®"the contradictions within the people". 1In
response to the criticlsm of Stalin 1n Moscow and the revolt
in Hungary, Beljing published a thesis titled "On the Historical
Expérience of Proletarian Dictatorship" and another titled
"Again on the Historlcal Experience of Proletarlian Dictatorship",
respectively, in which the CPC expressed unique views of its

own as to how the evils of Stalinism should be overcome.



It 1s on account of these clrcumstances that the great

victories and advances achieved by the CPC were loudly
publicized at home and abroad by the Eighth Communist Party
Congress 1n September 1956, which was called after the lapse
of eleven years since the Seventh Congress in 1945, and indeed
was the first since the foundation of the People's Republlic.

At that time, the disturbances in Eastern Europe (the
Poznan uprisings in Poland and the Hungarian revolt) that had
broken out in the course of the de-Stalinizatlon process were
shakling the CPSU and considerably reducing 1ts prestige in the
world while tﬁﬁt of the CPC was on the rise, allowlng China to
take over the leadership of international relationship in the
Communist bloc. Zhou Enlal made his first visit to Eastern
Europe to serve as a peacemaker, hoping to bring the countries
there under control and have them reunite with the Soviet
Union. His role as a coordinator was very important.

Then came another drastic change 1n China's domestic
policy. To overcome "the contradictions within the people",
an extensive poﬁular movement called the "Let All Flowers
Bloom, Let All Schools Contend" campalgn was launched 1in
May-June 1957, but unexpectedly resulted in hard criticism against
the CPC and the Mao regime. On June 8, 1957, the Party suddenly
switched thils campalgn to an antl-right-wlng struggle almed
at removing "the polsonous weeds agalnst socialism"”,

This sharp policy change was the most decisive turn in

the political process of the People's Republic up to that time.



As the struggle agalinst the right-wing elements grew rapidly
in and after late 1957, Beljing veered away, both internally
and externally, from its o0ld policy of slow but steady progress,
and this was eventually replaced by the strategy of squarely
meeting imperialism in a short, declisive war, featured by the
1958 "Great Leap Forward" program at home and an aggressive
foreign policy stance abroad.

Meanwhile, Chairman Mao made his second visit to the Soviet
Union to attend a summit conference of soclalist nations held
in November 1957 in Moscow. On this occasion, he expressed
his famous view of the world situation: "The east wind will
prevall over the west wind," in recognition of the successful
Soviet ICBM tests in August and the launching of the first
Sputnik in October, and also on the wishful expectation that
China would soon own nuclear weapons under the new Sino-Soviet
military agreement signed ahead of his Moscow visit (an
agreement on new defense know-how dated October 15, 1957).

The rejection of his view of the world by the Soviet Unlion and
other "brothers" hardened Mao's feelings about the Soviets,
and caused him to insist on his own brand of soclalism Based
on a class struggle within socialist society, which he had
developed from his experience in domestic politics in China.

While the process of Sino-Soviet conflict was going on
under the surface, Belijing held the anti-imperialist Red flag
high and pursued an aggressive foreign policy, turning more

and more away from the Bandung Line. Symbolic of this change
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in Chinese foreign policy were the Talwan Strait crisis in the
summer of 1958 and the Sino-Indian border conflict in the fall

of 1959.



A turn to Pro-Sovietism: Mho Zedong vs. Stalin

Considerling the long, delicate relation between Mao

tedong and Stali , or between the CCP and the CPSU, it
is noteworthy that as early as December, 1945, Mao instructed
his commrades to build up a stronghold in the Dongbei
(Northeast) to consolidate his regime.l After suffering
Bils BiPst neal RGN B a® ~ MEe momUL. ehSugin
that China should provide against the Soviet Union only
gradually while he was being pressed for a choice between
dealing or not dezling with the U.S. It is interesting
to note in this connection that on March 5, 1949, when
he was expecting to imminenfly with the civil war with
the Rationalists, Mao implied a moderate, conciliatory
policy toward the U.S. im a report to
the 7th CCP Central Comui ttee at its 2nd Plenum
(officially called "the Report at the 2nd plenum of the
Central Comamittee of the Chinese Communist Party").

The Soviets, probably
‘under the stimulation of this fact, began in late
April that year to speak highly of the victory of the
Chinese Communists. On June 15 that year, Mao made his
conciliatory atiitude toward the U.S. more explicit
in an "Address to the Prepafatory Meeting of the New

Political Consultative Conference" on June 15 that year,

saying.
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What this change in Mao's tone meznt was extremely
important. According to a report4 made public by the
U.S. Senate Foreign Relations Gommi ttee (chaired by
Senator Fulbright) on January 21, 1973, aiter the lapse of
nearly a Quarter of a century, the CCP in May and June 1949,
got in touch with U.S. Ambassador in China John Leighton
Stuart through one of the pupils he had tauzht when he was
a prcfessor at Yanjing University, Huang Hua (then Dirsctor
of the foreign affairs Office, CCP Military Control

former i

Committee; A Foreign Minister), who went tqéee him at
Mao's request. Stuart was widely respected among the
Chinese for his vast knowledge of China and his aniable
personality, and his private teacher-to-pupil rel&tionship
with Huang was utilized by the CCP to explore the
possibility of future negotiations with the U.S.
including the possibility of getting diplomatic
recognition from Washington.5

However, on July 1 that year, the very day on which
Ambassador Stuart in Beijing received a telegram from
Secretary of State Acheson instructing him to fefuse

to negotiate with Chinese Communist leaders, The Renmin

Ribgo (People's Daily) carried Mao Zedong's famous thesis,

"On Popular Democratic Dictatorship", wyitten in
commemoration of the 28th anniversary of the CCP. In this

paper Mao declared a "leading to the Soviet Union", thus
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making a radical policy change and completely denying
himself Titolsm. He stressed: "'You are leaning to one
side.' &®xactly. The forty years' experience of Sun Yat-sen
and the twenty-eight years' experience of the Communist
Party have taught us to leén to one side, and we are

firmly convinced that i rder to win victory and consolidate

it we must lean to one side. In the light of the

experienées acéumulated in these forty years and those
twenty-eight years, all Chinese without exception must
lean either to the side of imperialism or to the side

of sociélism."6 (underscoring by this author) His tone
was now very different from that in his speeches in March
and June. Apparently, Mao had made a decision refletting
much more complex considerations than the simple fact
that "blood is thicker than water" in international
relations.

If, as we have seen, Mao Zedong was thoroughly and
bitterly aware of Stalin's policy on €hina in relations
not only between China and tne Soviet Union but also
between their Communi'st Parties, wny did he made that
decision? Some imagine that a failure in the negoid.ations
with the U.S. through the Huang Hua-sStuart channel migh<
have caused Mao to change his mind. But there is a tiaming
problem involved in this theory. One should rather look

into Mao's mind for internal reasons for the change.



Naturally, with the tremendous task of national construction
before him, China must have found it necessary to look up
to the Soviet Union as its "big brother" in socialism.

Now that the foundation of the Peopnle's Republic of

China was imminently expected, Mao must have felt that the
new republic would badly need Soviet assistance and
guidance after all in the course of its growth in the
future. In addition to these general consideration,

however, one should take note of the following specific
factorsk

P11 s, in the context of general international
circumstances and the'Sino—Soviet balance oz power then
prevailing, there was azrisk involved in China's
proceeding further toward conciliation with the U.S.
That 1s,

and taking practical steps for the purpose.

Beijing must have been uneasy about what Stalin would do

if China ventured in that direction, considering his past
attitude toward China. This anxiety probably played an
importent role when China made up its mind.

Secondly, there were certain intra-Party circumstances
to -think of. According to a paper written by Qi Benyu
during the Cultural Revolution, titled, "Patriotic or
Traitorous? -- Criticizing the Reactionary Film '&ingong
Mishi' (An Unwritten History of the Qin Palace)“V,

Liu Shaoqi at that time was already getting ready to rebel

=



against Mao ¢edong, and even more coaciliatory to
Washington than Mao. 1Indeed, 2nalyzing Liu's speeches

in those days from the contemporary viewpoint, one may
note that he seldom referred to '‘American imperialisa'.

If that was the case, Mao, who still had some worries about
his leadership in the Party, may have found it necessary

to .dramatically pat up the irresistible slogan "Unity with
the Soviet Unionl" by way of consolidating his leading
.position in the Party.

The third, and most important, factor that must be
mentioned in this connection is Mao's strategy for
.Ieéiiziug:hiS‘intense:natiOnalism agalnst the Soviet
Griion. Now in a position to think of China's future 1in
place ol Chiang Kai-shek, Mao must have been anxious
about the Dongbei, Xinjiang, and other areas susceptible
to Soviet intervention that had been taken away from

of Friendship
China under the Yalta Agreement and the Sino—Soviet,Treatﬁv

and were still in a state of instability. This anxiety may
have caused Mao to declare a "leaning toward the Soviet

Union" as a tactical move although in his heart he hated

to do so. In this cénnection,-it shouid be noted, in July that
year (1949), Stalin, without consulting the Beijing

leadership, invited President Gao Gang of the P=zople's

Government of the Dongbei to Moscow, and signed a

=14~



Dongbei-Soviet trade agreement with him. Mao's uneasiness
about the growing intimacy between Stalin and Gao Gang
may nhave influenced Mao's decision a great deal.

Although these various factors may have motivated
him in making his tactical change to pro-Sovietism, he
apparently had to carry it through once 1t had been made,
and he must have counted on this devotion to the Soviet
Union to win generous consideration from Stalin. It may
not be appropriate to assume that Mao at that early stage
had already freed himself from the conventional idea that
the Soviet Union and its Party were the core and the
leader of the world Communist movemént based on proletarian
internationalism. In any case, as was indicated symbolically
by Mao's strong criticism P of The China ™

gublished by Washington on August 9, 1949, the Chinese

Communists late that year again turned highly articulate
in attacking the U.S. while inclining more and more to
praise the Soviet Union and Stalin as they proceeded with

their hstoric task of founding the Pecple's Republic.

A review of issues of The Renmin Kibao (People’s
Daily) in 1949 indicates that the Soviet Union was little
covered in the first half of that year whereas, after
Mso's pro—Sovie%@eclaration,‘coverage of the Soviet
Union grew remairkably. It is clear that a very impartant

policy change was made around the time of the declaration.

~15-



A1l this prasing of Stalin in The Renmin
reached its climax when it put on a big campaign in mid-
December (after the foundation of the People's Republic)

on the occasion of Stalin's 70th birthday.

But this unusual praising of Stalin cannot be taken as a

matter of course.

LB



Moscow and the Treats of.Sino—Soviet Alliance

It was against this background that Mao Zzedong,
heving declared a pro-Soviet stand, personally led a
Chinese delegation to Moscow on December 16, 1949, immediately
after the foundation of the People's Republic of China.
His heart was probably half filled with the expectation
that he would be warmly received By Stalin now that he

had accomplished the historic task of the Chinese

Revolution, and At the same

time, he must have had the ambitious hope that he and
Stalin, both triumphant revolutionaries, would be able

to launch a new Sino-Soviet relationship based on
international Communist solidarity, one wholly improved
from the conventional relationship between the two
countries. This may be seen from the fact that,

alighting at Moscow Station, Mao made a speech in which

he called attention to the fact that "after the October
Socialist Revolution, the Soviet Govermnment, in compliance
with the policy of Lenin and Stalin, first abolished
Tsarist Russia's unequal treaty with China." and said

he expected much of Generalissimo Stalin's just

foreign policy". Officially aimed at congratulating
Stalin on his 70th birthday, this unannounced visit

by Yao was the first he had ever made abroad. Stalin

.



welcomed him outwardly, giving him an interview on the
very day he arrived in Moscow. But what Mao found in
the Soviet ‘leader was an attitude even more frigid than

10
he had shown to Song Ziwen four years and a halrf before.

1
This was théigir in which Mao and Stalin had their

historic meesting. Now in retrospect, one sign of the
rough sailing of the negotliations was present when Mao,
asked by a "TASS reporter on January 2, 1950, how long
he would stay in the Soviet Union, replied: "I intend
to stay in the Soviet Union Tor several weeks. The
length of my stay here-will depend partly on how much
time will be required to settle various matters

concerning the interest of the People's Republic of nll

In this interview with the TASS reporter, Mao Zedong
referred for the first time to the on-going Sino-Soviet
negotiations, saying that the pending issues were "first
of all, the current Sino-Soviet Treaty of Friendship and
Alliance, Soviet loans to the People's Republic of
China, trade and trade agreements between your country
and ours, and other - This Mao statement
should have been noted with much more interest as it
allowed a glimpse of what was going on at the Moscow
conference. In this hard atnosphere, the conferees
finally reached agreement. But until Mao signed the Sino-

Soviet Treaty of Friendship, Alliance and Mutual Assistance

~-18-



on February ¥ and returned to Beijing on March 4, the too
leader of the new-born People's R=public was away frcm
home on a foreign trip for more than two months and a
half. "What to make of treaties and agreements that
required two months to negotiate? Obviously there

must have been tough talkx, disagreement, threats, argument,
claims, and counterclaims.“lBNo wonder such speculations
went about. Initially, Mao was accompanied by Professor
Chen Boda**s an aide. Chen had been a brain truster

of Mao's since his Yanan days, was proficient in Russian,
and served as his political secretary. But later, on the following
January 20 ' also called a number of other staffers to
Yoscow, 1including Premier and Foreign Minister Zhou Enlai,
Vice President Li Fuchun of the Dongbei People's
Government, External Trade Minister Ye Jizhuang, Director
Wu Xiuquzn of the U.S.S.R. and East Europe Division of

the Foreign Office, Deputy Director L3 Dong of the
Industry Department of the Dongbei People's Government,
and Deputy Director 4hang Huadong of the External Trade
Department of the Deongbeil People's Government. On
January 30, Mao also had President Sai Fuding of the
Xinjiang People's Government participaté in the

negotiations.

Arriving in Moscow on January 20, Zhou Enlai spoke

to microphones at the station: "I have been instructed

—19%



by Chairman Mao to come to Moscow and Par ticipate in the
Hegotiations for consolidating diplomatic relations
between the Soviet Union and China. I consder this mission
a great honor. The various expressions of friendship

made by the Government of the Soviet Union to the people
of China in the past have been bzsed on a consistent
golicy followed by Comrades Lenin and Stalin to

encourage and support the liberation struggles of all
oppressed peoples of the world ..... Guided by Martial
Stalin!s just foreign policy and Chairman Mao 4edong's
resolute policy of collaboration with the Soviet Union,
our two great nations marching hand in hand will not

be thwar ted by any influence." 15 This speech is
suggestive of the attitude with which Zhou was going

to participate in the Moscow confers2nce; and along

with the make-up of the Chinesa stafi that accompanied
him, thus clearly meant that the negotiations were proving
difficult.

Af ter these developments, the Chinese and Soviet
negotiators on February 14 finally had their plenipbtentiaries
-- Zhou Enlai for China and foreign Minister Vishinsky
for the Soviet Union -- sign the "Sino-Soviet Agreement

Concerning Chinese Changchun Railway, Port Arthur and

Dalian' and the "Sino-Soviet Ggreement Concerning the

Granting of Loans from the Soviet Union to the People's

-20~



Republic of China" as well as the Sino-Soviet Treaty
of Friendship, Alliance and Mutual Assistance, with
ofricial notes also exchanged at the same time. The

pending issues were thus settled for the moment.

Yao 2edong later recalled his Moscow negotiations
at the 10th plenum of the 8th CCP Central Committee
and made some then shocking confessions. According to
his own words, even after a round of fishting over the
treaty, "Stalin would mot sign, and it too two months
of bargaining to make him finally sign."t7

As is. clear from the two agreements thus signed
and the oc€ficial notes exchanged, Stalin at these Sino-
Soviet talks again demanded a variety of interests in
India, including ice-free ports and railways. Thus the
Dongbei and Xinjiang again became important issues between
the two countries, as is evident from the list of the
Chinese members that later took part in the negotiations.
It is also easy to imagine that the Dongbei-8oviet
trade agreement sigﬁed by Gao Gang also presented
problems. there.

Af ter cohpleting the Moscow conrerence, Mao,
Zhou, and other Chinese negotiators left Yaroslavl
Station in Moscow on February 17, traveled through Omsk,

Irkutsk and Chita in Siberia, and returned to Beijing

by rail on March 4. In China, Sino-Soviet fiendship

=2U0s



had been loudly called Lfor day after day since the
signing of the Sino-Soviet Treaty of Friendsnip, Alliance

and Mutual Assistance, and The Renmin Ribao (Peonle's Daily)

the day after Mao's home-coming was filled with .stories
welcoming him home, saying" Chairman Mao is back!* It
is noteworthy, however, that the paper also said: "Let's
thank Chairman Mao for his hard effortsi" ~

Thus, one cannot help realizing how groundless and
ridiculous it was to believe, as observers generally
did at that time, that the Sino-Soviet Treaty of
- Friendship, Alliance and Mutual Assistance symbolized
a brotherly friendship betwen the two socialist states,
China and the Soviet Union.

As is well known, this treaty was a military
alliance pact concluded to show ofr the monolithic uni ty
of China and the Soviet Union and also to keep Japanese
militarism from emerging again. Article 1 of the treaty
says: "The partieé here to under take to endeavor
collectively to take all necessary measures to prevent
Japan or any other country directly of indirectly colluding
with Japan in acts of aggression from making new
aggression and déstroying peace. In the event eilther
party has been attacked by or come into a state of war
with Japan or any other country allied with Japan, the

other party shall immediately aid the first party militarily
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and otherwise through all available means."19 This was
taken as evidence China and the Soviet Union regarded

Japan and its ally, the U.S., as hypothetical enemies, and

provided a theoretical ground ror the postwar 3an francisco
peace system and the U.S.-Japan Security Treaty system on
the side of the rree World.

As a result of the Moscow negotiations, it may be
said that succeeded in obtaining concessions from the

Soviet Union on some of the pending issues

and were now better off at least in comparison with, i
had been under the E?E%??%J¥§%%§£§3§3%w 1945. The Cgégiein%nggi
Soviets agreed to transier the Chinese Changchun Railway

gratis to 6hina by the end of 1952, withdraw the Soviet

forces from Port Arthur and transfer their facilities

there to China following the conclusion of peace with

Japan and no later than the end of 1952 (provided they

should be used jointly by the two countries in the event

of-war), confer on the Dalian harbor issue arter a peace

with Japan, and transfer gratis the property acQuired by

Soviet economic agencies from the Japenese in the Domgbei

and some former military area Buildings in Beiiing.

" One cannot help noting in these results a reflection of

Mao Zedong's aggressive attitude in dealing with the

Soviets and the impression the success of the Chinese

Kevolution had apparently made on Stalin. On the other
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hand, Mao had to yiéld to the Soviet Union by recognizing
the assured independent status of Outer Mongolia, and

agree to set up Sino-Soviet joint companies for the mining

of oil, colored and rare metals in Xinjiang, more specirically,
af ter Mao and Zhou left Moscow following the ccmpletion

of their summit with the Kremlin leaders, Li Fuchun,

Ye Jizhuang, Sai Fuding and others stayed on for further
negotiations with the Soviets, and these resulted in the
signing on Marcih 27, 1950, in Moscow of the following four
"economic cooperation'" agresments apparently symbolic

of China's then subservient relationship to the Soviet
Union: '"Agreement on the Zstablishment of the Sino-Soviet
Petrcleum Company in Xinjiang", "Agreement on the Establishment
of the Sino-Soviet Colored and Rare Metals Company in
Xinjiang", "Agreement on the Zstablishment of the Sino-
Soviet Airline Compeany'", and "Agrzement on the Operating
Condi tions orf Soviet Exoef¥its iw! Chahatt, SubseGuently,

on April 19 that year, the 1950 Sino-Soviet Trade and
Barter Agreement was signed in Moscow. This was based on
the same pattern used by the Soviets fer “eccncmic
cooperation'" with Ezstern Burcpe -- the notorious joint-
ccmpany formula calling for the eGual sharing of both
capital and profits. In this connection, Salisbury
Writes: "In these joint companies the basic resources

v

were provided by China, technicalknow-how by the Russians,
A
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and the Russiens got 51 per cent of the stock and full
control -- not much different from the kind of deals
Standard 0il or Shell retrcleum made with weak coilonial

2
countries." . This Stalin formula was also severely

1
criticized by Khrushchev, who . soury's

opinicn by saying: "At one pcint Stalin concluded a
trezty with China for the joint exploitation of mineral
resources in Sinkisng. The treaty was a amistake on
Stalin's part. I would even say it was an insult to

the Chinese people. ~for centuries the rrench, English
and Americans had been exploiting China, and now the
Soviet Union was moving in. This exploitation was a bad
thing, but not unprecedented: Satalin had set up similar
'joint'_qompanies in Polend, Germany, Bulgarisa,
Czechoslovakia, and Rumania. Later we liQuidated all

21
these "

Thus, the 1950 Sino-Soviet summit left ¥ao Zzdong
half satisfied and half dissatisried. But it is easy to
imagine how he felt in his heart when he was personally
exposed to Stalin's coldness, since as we saw previously,
he had stasked his future on '"pro-3ovietism" and been
bent on praising Stalin. It is known today that as
early as 1957 or 1958 Mao was already exposing what had
happened at the Sino-Soviet summit. In January 1957, he

said in a "Suomary of the Conrerence of Provincipal and
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Municipal Party Comrittee Secretaries": '"We were different
in opinion from Stelin. We wanted to sizn the Sino-Soviet
Treaty but ne wouldn't. We demanded the Chinese

Changcnun Railway but he wouldn't return 4. | D, voll
can pull the meat out of the tiger's mouth af ter all .ne2
In March the following year, (1958), he stated in an
"address at the Chengdu Conference“aé "In 1950, I argued
with Stalin in Moscow Lor two months. On the Mutual
Assistance and Allience Treaty, the Chinesse Changchun
Xailway, the joint companies, and the btorder issues,

our attitude was in faver or disputing those of their
proposals to which I was not agreeable, and accepting

what they really insisted on. We did 5o out of ccnsideration
Tor the interest of socialism as a whole. "Then there werse
the two 'colonies' -- that 1s, the Dongbei /Northeast/

and Xinjiang, where people of any third country were ‘not
allowed to reside. Now this has been rescinded.ﬁ24

As is evident from these statements,

Yao came out of the Moscow summit dissatisiied, and was
especially sdre atout the eétablishment of the joint
companies in Zinjiang, which he took &s a new provecation
agaiﬁst China. Indeed, this was tantamount to coviet
'”éoionialism”, and as such later provided a ground for the
criticism of Stalin, as may be seen from the ract that

Mikoyan referred to it when he addressed the 20th CPSU
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congress in february 1996.

Moreover, although Mao apparently worked very hard
in Moscow to obtain Soviet aid, the total amount of
economic aid the Soviets promised the Chinese was
nothing more than an interest-bearing credit of U.3.33C0
million over five years. This hardly compar=d w#ith what
Mzo is szid to have requested at rirst, 2.8 billion,
and was less than even the $450-million credit Poland
had obtained frem the Soviet Union a year berfore.

Worse still, te devaluation of the rouble announced on
February 28, 1950, further reduced the value of the credit
by about a quarter.26

Af ter the conclusior oif' the Sino-Soviet Treszty of
Friendship, Alliance and Mutual aAssistance, Secretary
oI State Acheson in Washington spoke on the significance
of the event on March 15. Heartily regretting this final
move taken by Beijing in favor of pro-Sovietism, he also
referred to the rouble devaluation as Ifollows: "Thus,
the Chinese people may find Soviet Russia's credit to
be no more then 49 million dollars per year. They cean
compare this with a grant -~ not a loaa ~-- of 4C0 million
dollars voted by the smericen Congress to China in the

a7

single year 1948 ." As Acheson predicted, tke Clinese
did find out.

Vice Chairman Long Yun of the National Defense Commission,
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who previously was President of Yunnan under the National

Government,and who participated in the foundation of the

People's Repubdlic o@?hina, was known for his daring

speech, for which was later compellsd to criticize

himself. During.the 1957 "Hundred flowers' campaign,

he frankly stated: "The credit granted us by the Soviet

Union has to be repaid within ten years. It is short-

term, and interest-bearing. To ease its burden on our

economy, I bpropose that its repayment tsrm be extended

to 20 or 30 years. This is what we nave zot for

£1 ghuiaz "for socialism”28 Recognizing that tae Chines=

were much dissatisried with the amount of the credit

despite theiroatward gratefulness, the Joviets now

say: "In signing the Sino-Soviet Treaty of friesndship,

Alliance and Mutuai Assistance, the CCP leaders showed us

mistrust and suspicion. Without bothering to r=member

that the Soviet Union itself had the difficult task of

getting over the ravages of war, they complained that

the credit they had got from the @oviet Union was 'only'

2300 million."29
In any cases, the fact remains that a crédit of

%300 million over five years was just $60 million a year

_ﬁominally, Which was rather insubstantial considering the

loudness with w#hich Sino-3oviet frisndship was intoned.

Cn top of this reality, the rezmarks of fcreign
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Minister Vishinsky at the signing of the treaty and
agreements rerlected ”ghe attitude of an arrogant
bestowar of charity“.3 It is easy to imagine that Yao
felt the oDpressivenss or a bpig power in the behavior of
Stalin and Vishinsky, and was furious in nis heart.

Thus, Communist Chinese - Soviat relations involved
a serious rift at thelr very beginning following the
foundation of the People's Republic of China, and what
Wwe have seen i@&he above is the truth of what hapcened
at the first meeting of Stalin and Mao Zedong, which used
to be advevertised extarnally asXénd generally ceiieved

N

to te, a typical brotherly friendsanip and monolithic unity
between the Soviet Union and China.

The Sino-Soviet Tr=aty.of Friendship, Alliznce and
Mucual Assistznce, like the 1945 Sino-3oviet Treaty, was
good for 30 years, remaining in force until 1980. Its
Article 5 said that the term of the treaty "snall be
extended rfor five years unlass =2ither party has indicated
its intention of repealing the Tr=zaty no later than a
year berore the expiration of its term, and subszquent

extensions shall be = in the szme menner."

The trezaty was ratisfied in both countri=s on

April 11, 1950, but it did not come into effect with its
ratﬁ:fications n| until September 30 that year --

that is, after the outbreax of the Xorean War.
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The Korean War and China's Position
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-- loss of tne nuclear monoogoly in Augustc 1325, loss of Ch

Lna Cctober 164G, and loss of Chinesa Titolsa after tre
conclusion of the Sino-Scviet Treaty of Friendshlo, Alliance
and Muatual Assistance in February 159 -- wers= hezginning to

worx out a neww Asian oolicy. . Changes In U.3. zolicy in Asia
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view of ths Zeljlag regline, Washington was zalways cerafu
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not to provoks tha Chlnese in the course of implsmentin

soiicy Lin Asia zaneraliy.

On. the other hand
Adn what position did China find itself at the time of

the outbreak of the Korean War? In the following pages,
we will consider this Question on the basis of all available
informatione.

First of all, we should take note of the ract that
Beijing is now beginnirg to openly criticize the Soviet
position in the Korean War in relation to that of China.
These attacks clearly indicate how repugnant the Soviet
attitude in the war was in the eyes of the Chinese.

Chinese criticism can be found as early as July 1957,
when a National People's Congress was convened following
a sudden policy turn in Beijing from the hundred flowers
campaign to the anti-rightist campaign. At this sessicn,
many leaders of democratic parties had to make "self-
criticism" about their "free speech" during the hundred
fiowers campaign. The myth of the monolithic unity of
Moscow and Beljing was still prevalent at that time, but
Vice Chailrman Long.Yun of the National Defence Council
had been daring enough to speak freely and criticize
Beijing's then pro-Soviet policy by pointing out among
other things that it was unreasonable for China alone to

bear the cost of fighting America.'and aiding XKorea. Although
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he had to apoligize for this sharp criticism by
criticizing himself on July 13, 1957, the fact itselr
demonstrated that some leaders in China were keenly

critical of the Soviet role in the Korean War.33 AT ter

a temporary downfall due to his criticism of the Soviet
Union, Long Yun made a Quick ccmeback as a member of the
Defence Council in December 1958, after a decisive internal
deterioration of Sino-Soviet relations. This suggests that
Beijing had ccme to approve of Long Yun's position
against Moscow.

In the Sino-Soviet dispute in 1963, the Chinese
position toward the Soviets during the Korean War was
made public in an official article: "We have always made
the necesssary sacrifices and stood at the front-line in
the defence of soclalism so that the Soviet Union can
remain at the second line.”3q-The "Letter of the Central
Commi ttee of the CCP to the Central Committee of the
CPSU'", dated February 29, 1964, states that, "We made
tremendous sacrifices and spent enbrmous sums of money
for military purposes ... we have paid -all principal and
interest on the Soviet loans we obtained at that time,
and they account for a major proportion of our exports
to the Soviet Union. 1In other words, the military supplies
provided China during the 'Reslist America, Aid Korea' war

were not free aid." What Long Yun had said before was
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now officially told by Feking to Moscow.
Among similar subsequent statements, the one made by
an official of.the Sino-Jabanese Friendship Asgociation

to a Sohyo (General Council of Trade Unions of Japan)-

Churitsu Roren (Federation of Independent Unions) delegation
from Japan in January 1972, is still fresh in our mewzory:
"The Soviat Union is a merchant of death. While China was
sending volunteers and shedding blood in the Xorean War,

the Soviets stayed behind and merely sold weapons. They

got payments for them with interest.”

Another instance is found in the statements of Chinese
leaders to a - U.S. congressional delegation to Beijing
consisting of members of the House Armed Services Committee
and the Committee on International Relations in April
1976, by way of assuring them that even if hostilities
should break out again in Korea, China would provide
military assistance to Pyongyang but would not send any
troops there. According to Representative Lester L. Wolfe,
Democrat of New Ygrk, the Chinese admitted that their
dispatch of troops to Korea in 1950 was a "mistake"?7
These Chinese statements show that, with their volunteers
fighting in Korea, the Chinese were profoundly dissatisfied
with the Soviet role in the war. Surveying the contemporary
official reports in Chilna, one notes that the Chinese

leadership said notking but good about the Soviet Union on
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Army Day (august 1) in 1950 but no longer praised the
Soviets on that anniversary of the People's Liberation
Aruy in 1951 -- that is, after the Chinese intervention
in the Korean War. From this fact, it is easy to
imagine what China was thinking of the Soviet Union while
fighting the war.
Thus it appears that China harboured a great deal of
dissatisfaction and mistrust in its.delaings with the Soviet

Union from the very begicning of the "Resist America,

Aid Korea" war.
On the vital issue of what caused the Chinese to

intervene, available information has been so iimited that
one can only hazard a guess as to their real motive.
Admittedly, as Beijing's own siatements already ci ted
sugzest, the Chinese naturzlly must have been stroﬂgly
obsessed by their sense of responsibility for the defence
of the global socialist system since they were then still
full of revolutionary enthudasm and faithful to the
Internationalist spirit of socialism following the

foundation of the new republic. However, a more
essential reason may have been that the Chinese had real
fears that, without their participation in the war, the
Soviets might again storm into the Dongbei (Manchuria),
then under the rule of the pro-Stalin leader Gao Gang %

-- a situation differesnt from that prevailing immediately



af ter World War II, when the Chinese Communists narrowly
managed to have the Soviet forces withdraw from the Three
Eastern Provinces (Manchuria). In the international
environment of East Asia following the northward march of
the U.N. forces across the 38th Parallel, "defens(j(' of the
Dongbei had become even more urgent and important than
liberation of Taiwan in Beijing's eyes -- ”defen;z
probably from a Soviet attempt at reoccupation rather than
from YacArthur's strategy. It should be noted in addition
that, under the Sino-Sovliet Trezty of Freiendship, Alliance
and Mutual Assistance already ccncluded, there was a good
possibility that, if the Chinese hesitated, the Soviets
might take the lead and, using the treaty as an excuse,
propose to send thelr troops to the Dongbei?g.According

to Khrushchev's memoirs, when the Chinese were expecting
to send the People's Volunteers to Korea, Mao Zedong
instructed Zhou Enlal to visit Sochi in the Soviet Union

to meet with Stalin.©

In the light of the Sino-Soviet
Treaty of Friendsnip, Alliance and Mutual Assistance,

such consultation with the Soviets may have been necessary
as a matter of formality.

Whatever the reason, as Edgar Snow observes, the
participation o £ the Chinese volunteers in the war in
Korea caused China to be branded as an aggressor by the

U.N. and to iely incrasingly on the Soviet Union in the
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military area. Moreover, the Soviet Union was in a

posi tion to operate as a "merchant of death" without
having any direct hand in the rfighting. All this
gpparently redoubled Beijing's antipathy toward Moscow.
One should also point out here the important fact that
Beijing had to postpone its objective of liberating
Taiwan indefinitely because of the Truman statement of
June 27, 1950, which declared that the participation of
U.5. forcss in the hostilitlies in Kor=a incorvorated a
strategy for “neutralizing'" the Taiwan Strait.

Thus, the Kor=an War meant a great deal of sacrifice
for China. It is true, of course, that the incrzased
preparedness in China due to the "Resist America, Aid
Korea" war expedited the unification of the country ardd
strengthened the sense of national unity following the
foundation of the Peopnle's Rezpublic of China. This
effect, however, should be viewed as an incidental "by-

product!.
The above analysis suggest that Beijing, far from being

involved substantially in any attempt to start a war in
Korea, was caught rather unawares when the hostilities
broke out on the early morning of June 25, 1950.
Circumstantial evidence also supports this view.

First, it should be noted that a Land Reform Law,

conceived as one of the main pillars of the Chinese
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Revolution, was promulgated in China on June 30, 1950 --

only five days after the Korean War began. Considering

the long, assliduous efforts the Chinese Communists had

been making for land reform and its tremendous.impor tance

for internal construction in Ghina, it 1a almost inconceivable
that Beljing should have wanted a war at that particular

moment.
From the above analysis, we cannot but consider

reasonable that Mao could not possibly have had his
nation involved in the war before June 25,422 and that
there 1s no(@é&dence that it was instigated by the
Chinese”.43 Both support the conclusion Allen S. Whiting
attempted to establish in his excellent book, Ching Crosses
the Yalu, that "there 1s no clear evidence of Chinese
participation in the planning and preparation of the Korean
War"f“L

It may be sald that the outbreak of hostilities on
June 25 .itself was Quite a surprise to Beijing. In
North Korea, on the other hand, Kim Il-sung immediately
showed a most militant attitude the day after the
outbreak of the war, saying that the Government of the
People's Democratic Republic of Korea, after studyling the
current circumstances, had ordered the People's Army to

launch a decisive counter-offensive and sweep out the armed

A a
forces of the enemy, 5and on June 26, Pravda lost no time
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in accepting as justified the North Korean radio declaration
stressing that the South Koreans had made the first attack
and that the North Koreans had been instructed to repulse
the assault.46 In contrast, China's radio stations and
newspapers were unable to present any prepared report the
day af ter the opening of the hostilities, and the
propaganda machinery in Beljing was apparently confused.
This fact i1s highly suggestive.

Having completed the above analysis, we will now

return to our own hypothesis

that the Korean War broke out as an inevitable "war of
national liberation", touched off by the north-south
conflict that had been growing dangerously in Korea. At
the same time, the Korean War was part of Stalin's overall
international strategy, especially as it related to
Stalin's postwar Aslan policy and his international
strategy vis-a-vis China following the establishment of
the People's Republic there.

Haviné just succeeded in their revolution, the Chinese
Communists were fuii of ihnocent-enthusiasm and had a
keen sense of responsibility for the solidarity and unity

of the socialist camp, but they were wary of Stalin's
strategy. Under thlis double burden, they ventured to

intervene in the Xorean War because they thought it was

urgently necessary to do so for the defenSe of thelr own
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country. That this choice was a big gamble for Beljing

may be seen from the following passage in a national
declaration of unity for "resisting America, aiding

Korea, and defending our fatherland" issued immediately
after the Chinese intervention in Korea (a joint declaration
by eleven democratic parties including the Chinese

Communl st Party):

Histori.cal facts teach us that a crisis in Korea has
much to do with the security of China. With the lips
gone, the teeth would be exposed to the cold; with the
door broken, the house itself would be in danger.

For the people of China to ald the people of Korea

inh thelr struggle agalinst the U.S. 1s not merely a moral

responsibili ty but also a matter closely related to

the vital interests of our own people, g décision

necessitagted by a need for self-defense. Saving

our neighbors at once means saving ourselves. To
protect our own country, we must help the people

of Kbrea.'47

As Seiljil Imabori points ouf}48 "history tells us that.
many Chinese dynasties including Wei, Sul, Ming, and Qing
fell due to excessive involvement in Korea". Indeed, for
the People's Republic of China immediately after its
establishment "to venture into the hostilities in Korea

against the U.S. was an adventure with much danger of



self-destruction as well as an action needed for self-
defense".

Pressed for a critical cholce, China finally decided
to Intervene in Korea. But the Soviet Union strictly
remalned a "merchant of death" and was unenthusiastic about
aiding China., The Chinese succeeded in achieving the
objective of securing the Dongbel, to be surej; but
the Dongbei was theirs in the first place, and it cost
them tremendously to keep it. Naturally, the suspicion
grew in them that they had been tricked by Stalin's strategy,
and they were increasingly disgusted with all this.

By way of justifylng these assumptions, it will be
necessary for us to have a clear picture of Stalin's strategy.
For thils purpose, we should first recall the Sino-Soviet
sunmit talks in early 1950. As noted previously, Stalin
had a hard time dealing with Mao's strong nationallsm
and could not make him accept all his demands.

'Stalin's fears and suspicions about the possibili ty
of Mao's regime approéching the U.S. after the friction-

ridden Sino-Soviet summit may have been reinforced by

the fact that the U.S. had not yet completely abandoned
1ts old policy of making China Ti toist. According to
unpublished 1literature, Mao himself said of Stalin that

"he suspected that af ter we won the revolution, China would

be like Yugoslavia, and I would be another ’l‘:Lto".l}‘9 If
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Otto Braun is right in his recollection that Mao once
attempted to drag the Soviet Union into the war agaimnst the
Japane se by placing Northeast Aska in a fluid, confused
situation50, Stalin now may have hoped to weaken Mao's
China by creating a similar situation and taking advantage
of it to secure the Dongbel again: a military conflict
that would probably be limited to Korea, or to the

Chinese mainland. From the beginning Stalin perhaps
anticipated China's intervention in Korea, and expected

that the war would make Mao's regime more dependent on

the Soviet Union. Today, one of the authentic books on
Sino-Soviet relations in the Soviet Union says: "The
Korean War ...., cutting off for a long time the way to
a collusion between the nationalistic CCP leaders and the
U.S. ruling circles and compelling Chinese leaders to
wider co-operation with the Soviet Union“.51 This view
proves paradoxically that such was Stalin's design.

This author that the events leading 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 abrasive

criticism that China makes of the Soviet Union today.



China's Foreien Relations during and after the Korean War

s
e

China led the "Fight dmerica, 38id Korea' campaign

=
M

and successfully took advantage of it in achisveing

national unity and solidarity at nome, naturzily helped
strengthen China's position %¥is-z-vis the Soviat Union.
The first thing that needs considerztion in this

=

connection is the fact that in August-Sepitember,; 1992, a

Government delegation rCrom the People’s Repubdlic of China,

lad by Premier and Foreign Minister Zhou Enlzi visited

(e}

Yoscow for negotiations with the Kremlin leaders, with

apparsntly significant results.,

These talks‘repra santed  the second round of negotiztions
between the new-born People's Rapublic of China and the
Soviet Union following the 1950 Moscow sumait between
Stalin and a Mao-Zhou delegation from Beijing. At the
1952 meetings, both the mambership of the Chinese
delegation and the contents of the agenda proposed oy them
seered no less important then those back in 1950. The
Chinese negotiators included £hou Znlzi, Chen Yun
(Vice Premier), Li Fuchu (Vice Minister of Financial znd,
Econcric Affairs) Wang Heshou (Director for Heavy
Industries), Chen Yu (Dirzctor for Fuel Industries),
and Song Shaowen (Chief Secretary, Financidl and Zconomic
Affeirs Commission) from the Administration, and Li Yu
(Deputy Chief of Staff, People's Hevolutionary Military
Committee), Liu Yalou (Commander of the Air Force,
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People’s Liberation Army), Luo Shuncau \Deputy Commander
of the Navy), and Giuchuangcheng (Deputy “ommander,
Artillery) s frem thepailirtar vy landiXaf@ilinel(Birettor

ice),

[ad)]

for Soviet and East European Arfairs, foreign Of
Chen.Jiahang (Director for Asian Affairs), and Zhang
Vientizn (Ambzssador to the Soviet Union) from the foreign
service. This highly tecinocratic cszlsgation spent more
than a month in the Soviet Union, irom their arrival in
Moscow on August 17, 1952, to their departure for home

on September 22, conducting negotiations with the Soviets.
Yihat, then, were the results of the conference?

Af ter nearly month-long negotiations with Stalin, Foreign
Minister'ishinsky and other Soviet leaders, a "Sino-Soviet
communique Concerning the Negotiations Between the
Goverpment Delegation of the People'’s Republic oi’ China
and the Goverrment of the Soviet Union" was issued along
with an "Announcement Concerning the Transrer of the
Chinese Changchun Railway to the Governpent of the
People's Republic of China," and at the same time an
"Ixchanged Note Concerning an Zxtension of the T=arm of the
Common Use of the Port Arthur Naval Base in China'" was
signed. That is with respect to the Chinese Changzgchun
Railway, it was reconiirmed in the announceament that,

as had been assured in the 1950 Agresment, all rights in

the joint mznagement of said.railroed and 211 property
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accessory thereto should be transrerred gratis to the
Covernment of China™ by the end of 1952. In ract ,
December 31 that year was marked oy the signing in
Harbin of the final protocol on the transfer of the
Cainese Changchun Railway, which was then r=2turned from
the Soviets to the Chinese with cer=zmonies. Tne following
day, on January 1, 1953, Mao Z=dong wired his thanks to
S*talin. This means that the matter was settled by the
end of 1952. On the other hand, with respect to the
joint use of the navel hase in Port Arthur -- that is,
the stationing or the Soviet forces there -- it had been
agreed, as was noted in Chapter I1II, that withdrawal of
the Joviet forces and transfer of the rfacilities should
take place follfging a peace Wwith Japan, or by the end
of 1952 at the latest. At that time, the San Francisco
peace treaty had already " effect since April 1952.
At the Moscow conlference, however, the Chinese and Soviet
negotiators viewed it as a separate peace hostile to them,
and actually put off action on the Port Arthur issue by
agresing that until théy signed a peace treaty with
Japan, the Soviet forces should stay in Port Arthur at
Beijing's "reduest" (or "progosal', according to the
original text of the exchanged note).

At the same time, as was discowvered later, a

tripartite agreement on a railroad construction project
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was signed by China, the Soviet Union and Mongolia.

Theose were the resnlts of the 1992 Sino-Soviet
negotiations, and nothing more. O0n the settlemant of the

iong-pending railroad issue, Ths Peonle's Dailv carried

an editorisl titled, "Congratutaticns of the Transrer of
the Chinese shangchun Railroad to Our Countrzyi" , in
which it expressed setisfaction with this proof of the
Soviet Union's "brotherlily, unselfish assistznce'.
Indeed, it was a matter for congretuilation to the Chinese,
and they greatly stressed cheéxr gratitude to and
friendsnip with the Soviets., But then the return of

the railroad had been decided upon in the 1950
agreement, which means that the 2hou delegztion, despite
their long stay in Xoscow, was unable to get any new
concessions ILrca the Sovists, whether in the way of
economic aid and cooperztion, or Soviet assurances in.

Tavor or a Xorean truce.
The fact that, .after 2Zhou's party

returned home, Li Fuchﬁn, Chen Yu Song Shzowen, Liu Yalou
and other economic and military experts remained in
Moscow to continue the talks with the Soviets seems to
indicate how hard these negotiations were. OQutwardly,
both China and the Soviet Union made ostentatious
expressions of their "rfriendship", inciuding a “Sino-

Soviet Friendship Month'" observed for a 30-day period
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from November ? (Revolution Day in Russia), 1952. But
below the surrace their re=lationskip was pregnant with

tension.
With respect to the Korean i#ar, which was then

rzging, the Chinese had been maiking ravorable gestures
for a truce from time to time on the international scene.
But sStalin was-tben just beginning his last purge of
politd cel enemies at home with the 19th CPSU Congress
drawing near. It may be surmised thagénder these
circumstances Stalin found it advantageous to keep China
and the U.S. bogged down in Korea a little longer, herce
his lack of enthusiasm for a Korean truce. o=

Thus, it appears that Beijing and Moscow then
were already at variance over the Korean truce issue.
Possibly for this reason, there was na rerference to the
current conflagration in Korea in the various speeches
made by the nego tiators during Zhou Enlai's visit in
‘¥Moscow or in the Sino-soviet joint communique then issued.
This tallies with the facts that the 19th CPSU Congress
that began on October 5, 1952, consistently ignored the
Korean War, and that it was not mentioned at all in the
congratulatery message delivered there by lLiu Shaodi on
behall of the CC?.

These are the general outlines of the 1952 Sino-

Soviet negotiatioms. In those days, China, while Caced
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with the Korean %“er on the external scene, had more or
less successfully met its warious reyuirements ror economic
rehabilitation at , and wadshifting to a sociealist
reform phase characterized by the "Threce Nos and five Nos"
movement. At the same time, on the strength of their
increased prestige in Asia due to the their successrul
revoliition in China znd their participation in the Korean
War, the Chinese sconsored an Asia-Pacific pacirist
conference in Beijing in early and mid-Cctober, 1952,

and wera apparently in high spirits in the early

glamorous days of their new .repubnlic.

Coming after these developments, the death of
Stzlin on March 5, 1953, was bound to cause a new turn in
Sino-Soviet relations.

Contrary to their oifrficial stand on Stalin's death, the
Chinese must have welcomed it, hoping it would mark a
major turning point in their relations with the Soviet
U3¢ ko g1+ -

The circumstantial change brought accut by Stalin's
desath soon began to affect the vital issue of how to
'deaé@ith the Korean #ar. Progress toward a.Koresan truce,
which had been ver difficult, was suddenly expedited Dby
dinlometiz initiafive exarcised by Zeijing arter oStalin's
death. In late ¥March, agreement-was reached to resume

negotiations cnthe PO0W exchange issue on the basis of a
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Zhou Znlai proposal in favor of frze rapatriation of
FOv/'s. On April 11, an agr=ement on an exchangz of

sick and wounded PO¥%'s was signed; on April 26, the
Xorzan Truce Conference was resumed in regular session;
On June 8, an agreement for the rapstriation of POW's was
signed; and rCinally on July 27, a Korzan Truce Agreement
was concluded, which marked the end of the hostilities

in Korza. In any case, the Korezn yar was brought to

a cease-fire lzrgely through China'8 giglomatic efrorts
after Stalin's death.

On the other h

N\

in Sino-Soviet relations. But in this favoraodlzs climate

d 3. ] : :
%?talin's death brought about a major turn

for grzater friendship with the Soviets, the Chinesz fzainlly
achieved a2 measure of '"equality" through iamproved
relations with the latter only in the "third round" orf
Sino-Soviet negotiations conducted a year later during
Khrushchev's visit in Beijing in the fall of 1954.

Having achieved the Korean truce, China fcund its
internastional prestige greatly incrzased through such
developments as the Zhou-Nehru conferzsnce.of June 1954,
with its advocacy of a "five-point peace principle" and
the Geneva conference on Indochina held in April-July
that year in which China played an active part.

It should be specially noted that the first U.S.-China

meeting at the ambassadorial level took place on June

49~



5, 1954 between U.S. ambassador Alexis Johonson and
Chinese representative Wang Ping-nan during the Geneva
Conference,

Thus China's diplomatic position which contributed
to the cegse-fire of the Korean War was much more
strengthened and it led to the Bangdung line. The inter-
national environment after the Korean War was develop-
ing favorably for China. In this situation, AT home,
the first National People's Congresss called in September
1954 adopted a new Constitution (the Constitution of the
People's Republic of China). Thus enjoying high

poliitical stability, the new republic celebrated its

=]
o3
[}
(]

fifth ammiversary in the fall of 1954, and on Septe

29-0ctober 12 Beijing received the first top-level Soviet

Government delegation including Khrushchev (First Secretary
of the CPSU Central Committee and a Meamber of the Presidiam
of the Supr=me Soviet), Bulgaﬁin (First Vice Premier),
Mikoyan (Vice Premier) énd other post-3talin leaders. This
brought about a genéral change Tor the better in Sino-Soviet
relations. Mee ting with the top Beijing leaders, the Soviet
delegation signed ten documehts'inciuding;declarations,
communiques, agreements and protocols. They agreed that

the Soviet forces in Port Arthur should pull out without
walting for a peace treaty to be concluded by China and

the Soviet Union with Japan , a brecondition the Soviets
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had insisted on back in 1992. The conrerees also put an
end to the Sino-Soviet joint company in Xinjianpg , which
Mikxoyan pointed out as an example of 3talin's wrong
Ioreign-policy decisions at the 2Uth CPSU Congress, and

which Khrushcnev also later reczlléd as =z case of Sovi=t

""exploitation™ in China.

The %954 Sino-Soviat talks wer= thus very Lruitrul
for the Chinese, who must have really i=sit the
“brotherly friendship" of the Soviet for the Tirst time.
Unlike Stalin, who had never visited the friendly
nei gzhovor, China, in his lifetime, Khrushchev initiated
the diplomatic practice of visiting Beijin i'or talks.
Previously, most trszaties and agreements between the two
couniries had beed%igned or announced in Moscow. .Now
many began to De signed or announced in 2eijing £00 .27
These facts imparted the impression that the Chinese
had achieved "equality" in their relations with the

Soviets.,

How come the 1954 Sino-3oviet sgmmit brought all this
victory to the Chinese? Two major reasons ére conceivable.
First, with Beijing's international prestige rising,
the Soviets Union naturally had to pay China more
respect as a "arother". g£specially, the fact that China
had been through the Xorean i%ar was oow an important

Tfactor in its favor.
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Secondly, internal circumstances then prevailing
in the Soviet Union must have played a role. The top-
level soviet Government delegation included Nikolai M.
Shvernik (€hairman Al11-US3K Central Council of Trade
Unions), and Dimitri T. Shepilov (Editor-in-Chisef,
pravda) as well as Khrushchev, 3ulganin, and Mikoyzan.
-But the list conspicoously lacked the name of &lreign

Minister Molotov. As this tact seems to suggest, the

’-h

signiricant improvement in Sino-Soviet relations
apparently reflected a serious internal conilict in

the CPSU.
In any case, in his lengthy speech at the fifth

anniversary celebrsation held in Beijinz cn the eve of
Republic Day, Khrushchev szid almost nothing but

oraises rfor Chima, greatly extolling the new rspuolic end
its leaders including Yao, spesking highly of what China
had been doing on the internatiomal seene ranging

Ircm its participation in the Korezan iar thrcocugh the
prorrouncement of the Five—Pcint Peace Principle to

China's role irthe Geneva conference, and stressing that

China was now an important power. Xhrushchev himsel®,

perhaps impatient with the fact that he had to make these
friendly gesturss to China for political reasons, later
Fecellad: "I rewember that when I came back from China in 1954

I told ay comrades, 'Conflict with China is %nevi table.' I
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came to this conclusion on the basis of various remarks
Mao had made. During amy visit to Peking, the atmosphere
was typically Oriental. Everyone was unbelievably

courteous and ingratiating, but I saw through their

hypocrisy."54
These subtle differences remeined between the

two countries, and later turned important factors
responsible for the deterioration orf their relationship.
But back in 1954 there was a marked lull in Sino-Soviet
relations, with the Chinese finally achieving "eqQuality"
with Soviets and taking an ini tial step toward independence
from the latter. Indeed, China thnen enjoyed much

staollity both at home aend in for=ign relstions.



The Iine and How It

The adoption of the "slow but steady" domestic construction
program in 1954-55 was naturally reflected on China's foreign
policy. At that time the country's orientation toward peaceful
coexlistence was most manifest in its diplomatic stance.

As 1s well known, the trade and traffic agreement signed 1in
April 1954 between China and India (the Agreement Between the
People's Republic of China and the Republic of India Concerning
Trade and Traffic Between the Tibet Region of China and India)
contalined five rules in international relations in its preamble.
These were reconfirmed as "the five-point peace principle® at a
Zhou-Nehru conference in June, and subsequently had much bearing
on China's external relations and foreign policy.

When the Indochina truce agreement was signed in July 1954,
Beljing participated in the international conference held in
Geneva for the purpose, and undoubtedly made an important
contribution toward 1its success. Returning home after attending
the meeting as head of a Chinese delegation, Premier and Foreign
Minister Zhou Enlal, encouraged by what China had achieved
through its first participation in a major international parley
where delegates from 26 interested nations assembled to bring
peace to Indochina, declared confidently: "The outcome of the
Geneva conference demonstrates that international conflicts can
be settled through peaceful negotiatio s."55

The Afro-Asian meeting held in Bandung in April 1955 owed

1ts success to China's active pursuit of this pacifist diplomacy.



Attended by Government representatives from 29 nations, which

accounted for practically the entire community of independent

nations in Asia and Africa at that time, the conference took
place on April 18-24 in the resort town of Bandung, Indonesia.
Looking forward to the opening of a new era on the strength of
the success of the Chinese revolution, Zhou observed: "Never
before in history have so many nations of Asia and Africa got
together in conference."” On that occasion he made a point of
emphasizing China's policy of peace diplomacy, or the Bandung
Line, by saying: "What our nations in Aslia and Africa need 1is
peace and independence. We have no intention at all of pitting
the nations of Asia and Africa against those of other regions.
On the contrary, we need to establish peaceful, cooperative
relations with the countries of other regions as

As for China's relations with other soclialist nations, as
we previously noted, a Soviet delegation including Khrushchev
and Bulganin visited Beijing in October 1954 to attend celebrations
of the fifth anniversary of the People's Republic, and on that
occasion they signed agreements that brought new substance into
thelir relationship under the existing Sino-Soviet Treaty of
Friendship, Alliance and Mutual Assistance (signed in February
1950). Other noteworthy developments in this area included the
opening of diplomatic relations between China and Yugoslavia
in January 1955, and the first U.S.-Chinese ambassadorial-level

contact made during the Geneva conference.
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China in 1955, unlike what it was in 1954 when the political
situation was stable what with the enactment of the Constitution
of the People's Republic and the adoption of the transitional
general policy-line, underwent a drastic shift to an internal
state of pollitical and ideological tension. This, however,
primarily concerned developments within the CPC and in its
domestic environment. For, in external relations, Beljing
continued to follow in earnest the five-point peace principle
inaugurated in the previous year, as may be seen from China's
opening of diplomatic relations with Yugoslavia in early 1955,
active participation in the Afro-Asian conference in April,
advocacy of an all-Asian-Pacifié collective security treaty
through the mouth of Zhou Enlai in July, and inauguration of
ambassadorial-level talks with the U.S. in Geneva in August on
the basis of a Chinese proposal made during the Afro-Asian
conference. All this apparently involved no factors contributive

to domestic political tension inside China.
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On the other hand, on the 1954 ‘Beljing summit
' i "eQualityv\with the Soviets, tne

+4 deviate ILrom the Seviet model in

Chinese then began to

builéing up socialisam generally reflected in their first
five-year plan, and increasingly inclined tcward a Yaoist
line which soon led them to the 1958 "Great Leap Forward"
campaign and the Cultural Revolution in the late sixties.

Mao's report of July 31, 1955, titled, "Cn the Growth of

o

Farm Cooperatives", marked tne beginning of a Mzoist
process of ouilding up sociaiism on the basis of radical
farn collectivization,as this author noted in a dectailed
znelysis elsewhere.gz When the Yaoist policy line was thus
beginning to grow in China, Xhrushchev's Soviet Unica, as
is well Xnown, scon ventured to criticize 3tzlin at the
20th CPSU Congress on february 24-25, 1956, and beldly
anncunced a set of 2Uth-Congress policies including the
one for peaceful coexistence with the West. Ideological
disputes began to emergz between the two countries
communist Parties over the criticism of 3talin, pezaceful
coevistence, a Deaceful shirt to a revolution,

diverse revolutions,and such other new basic issues
pringing frem the 20th Congress a=nd confronting the
international Ccmmunist movement, as many observers have
noted alresady.

Among the issues raised by the 20th CPSU Congress,

the one of greatest concern to Mao Zedong znd other

-57-



Chinese leaders concerned the criticism or Stzlin, or
personal cult. This may be seen rrom the fact that,
ziter the 20th CPSU Congress in late rfzbruary, the CCP
¥ept mum on this issue until the famous thesis, "Cn
Historical Experiences in Proletarian Dictatorship",
was pudblished on April 5, end that this thesis reduced the
matter of criticizing Stalin to that of personal cukt.
On th2 one hand, Mao presumzoly found the criticism of
Stzlin welcome in the light or' what he had always thought
of the late Soviet leader. On the other, however, MYao
could not tolerate the criticism of Stalin in that it
involved the question of personal cult or the power of an
autocratic lezader. For the Cirst time, Mao was bewildered
by Khrusichev's behavior.. As islwell kncwn, the CCP
later in the course orf its dispute with the Soviets obranded
the criticism of Stzlin as "a mean political trick" 29
of Khrushchev's.

Now, Stalinism had hung heavy not only over the
Soviet Union but also internzationally -- estabiished as a
social reality esdecially in zastern Zurope --and tnis

is why the subseguent de-Stziinization praogrem lad to

the well-knovin upheavzls in Poland and Hungary. £faced
with these rsvolfs, the Soviets themselwves, after
venturing on de-Stalinization, again resorted to force

to oppress them. 3By deing so, however, they considerczoly
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demzged their external prestige, 2and created a2 serious
gap within the international Ccamunist movement. The
Chinese Communits, od&he other hand, tnough having
"skipped" theoretical or ideological examination of

the new issues rzised by the criticisa of Stalin

saw their extsrnal presstige rising rataer then declining.
Yeanwhile, they held the 3th CCP Congress on September

slinice

in

15-28, 1956. This was the first Party Congras

the foundation of the People's R=public, and came after

ce the 7th CC2 Congress in 1945.

3

1,

the laps2 of 11 yezrs sir
Boasting the unity ol thes top Party -headership including

Mao Zedong and Liu Shaodi, the Congress proudly declarsd:

"Spocizlism as a social systam has been basically
3 3 6l I——
establisfied i cur country." The new 2arty Constituticn

adopted by the Bth Congress were rree of the term

"Ma2oism", stressed collzactive lezdersiiip and democratic
centralization in Party activities, and dedracatasd

psrsonzl cult. Later, during the Cultural Revolution,

This new approach was loudly denounced as representing:

"a plot against Chairman Mao" by Deng Xiaoping (CCP

General 3Secretary), who, arter attending the 2uth CPSU
Congr=ss and getting a brainwash in Cavor of de-5talinization,
@made a re2port on amendments to the Party Constitution

at the 85th CCP Congress. . Generally, however, the oth

Congress was the most assured and tension-free of all
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the Congresses in the nistory of the CCP. Wnen
Poland feil in turmoil following =2n uprising in Poznan
in June, the Chinese Communists appeared to be backing
Gomulka's resistance to the csoviet Union. But whk=an
the Soviets resorted to military intervention and

oooression in Hungary twice -- in October and Novembper

that year -- The Peocol2's Daily on December 29 oublished
a thésis titled, "Again on Historical zZxperiz=nces in

62 » .
Proletarian Dictatorship", which indicated that tney
positively supportad the Soviet armed interwvsntion in
Hunzary. In early January the {ollowing year (1357),
Zhou Enlai l=d a Chines= Government delsgation to the
Soviet Union, Poland, and Hunzary, offering himself as
a sort of mediator in these troubied situations, and
‘the result was a joint communique of the Chinese and Soviet
Governments issued on January 18, W7 Ehond swVisdsE Lo
the Soviet Union and Eastern Zurooe impressed the world
with the idea that China was rinaily bpeginning to cut
an important figure in European (Zast Buropean) afiairs
too after establishing its essential role in Asian
relztions tnrough its (or zhou's) diplomacy on such
occasions as the Geneva conrerence and the Bandung
Conrference of April 1955 (the First Asian-african
Conrerence). The communique indicated strong Chinese

supoort rfor the Soviet stend in suppressing the Hungarian
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revolt by staing. China's attitude reflscted in

this communiQue #was necessitatad by its prevailing

domestic situation, in which Quick progress in building

up socielism and collectivizing farms was creating

internal sccizsl tensions thzt soon compellied the Government
to launch the "Let All flowers Bloom, Let All Schools

Con I "Campeign. But the fact remains that China's

support on the Hangarian issue hzlped the Soviats a

04

Seeinz the distrubances in Ees t2rn Zurope followin
the de-Stalinizestion program and the rasulting deciine
in the sxternal prestigs of the CESU, the Chinesa
Comamunists thus had to uphold the Soviet stand if only
for the purpose of consolidating their own regime at
home. As a Tresult, the improved iriendly relationship
between the two countries dating frcm the fall of 1954
was basically maintained when Mao Zedong made his second
visit to MoScow in the fall of 1957. On this second,
and last, trip outside China he had evar macde in his
life, Mao led a delegation coaprising Song Jianlin,

Deng Xizoping, Peng Dehuai,'Guo #foruo, Lixianni=n, Wwua
Lanfu, Lu Dingyi, Chnen Boda, Shen Yznbing, ¥ang
Xiaxiang, Yang Shangkun, Hu Diaomw, Liu Xiezo, and

Sai Fuding to attand a Yoscow conference of the
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brother Parties of 12 socialist nations to be held in
celsbration of the 40th anniversary oif the October
Revolution and with a view to reuniting the socialist
camp following the disturbances in ®astern murope.
Illustrative of the rfriendly relationship between the
two countries at that time were two develpments that
preceded Mao's visit in Moscow on November 2-20. #First,
a "Sino-Soviet Military Agreement on New Delense
Tachnology", or the new military agreement between the
_two countries that was to becoize the central issue in
their subsequent military, deifense dispute, was signed
in secret on Octover 15, 1957, under which the 3Soviets
prcoi sed to make an A-bomb sample and know-how availcble
to China. = Secondly, a Soviet-Chinese Frisndship
Society, tiie Soviet counterpart of the Chinese-Soviet
friendship Society previously estaciished in China in
Cctober 1949 immedi ately after the foundation of the
Feoole's Republic, was set up in Moscow on October 29,
1957. These things, coming right after the successive
downialls of Malenkov, Kagznovich, Yolotov and other

0ld Stalinist members of the top Party leadership as well
as Marshal zhukov (Defense Minister), may be viawed

by some as resulting frcm a situation in which
Khrushchev's group again needed strong suddort rrom

the Chinese. However, they were rerlections of an
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important aspect of the friendly raltions then prevailing
between the two countries, and must have brought ¥ao

‘1ots of éatisfaction prior to his Moscow visit. Especially
the former event, or the conclusion of the new Sino-
Soviet military agreement, came at a time when Mao's
leadership in 3eijing was thinking very highly of the
Soviet launching of the ICM3 (intercontinental ballistic
missile) in August 1957, and that of Sputnik I in October
-- viewing them as marking the advent of a new phase of the
nuclear age. If enly as a corollary of Mao's strategic
view that China would acquire nuclear weayonslin -the

near future, the Chinese must have ifelt that the new
military agreement with the-8oviet Union had put them

in an extremely ravorablz position ror that purpose.

On November 3, before celebrating the 40th anniversary

of the October Revolution, the ooviets put themselves in
still higher spirits by launching Sputaik II. It was in
this climate that Mzo made his famous remark in Moscow
with rei'erence to current international situation: "The
east wind is prevailing over the west wind.”eg'It was
also on the basis of this view that he told the Moscow
meeting his unique theory of thermonuclear war, arguing
that man would not perish if a nuclear war broke out."65
However, as is well known, the slogan, "The east wind is

prevailing over the west wind," was soon strongly
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resanted by Khrushchev's group in Moscow and by many
leaders in East Zuropean capitals, who saw geographical,
racizl, or climatic prejudice in this metaphor; and
¥™o's theory of thermonuclear var also met with sharp
criticism. As these facts illustrate, the series orf
statements made by Mao in Moscow sounded extremely
unpleasant to the Soviets. At that time, the Soviet
Union and Easterd?urope were in a state of confusion
and unrest, while Mao's China locked very coni'ident.
This contrast caused his remari to be taken as a claim
that the east is superior to the west in the international
Ccmmuni st movement.

As this zuthor showed in a detailesd znalysis elsewhere,
it does appear, inde=d, that '"the 1957 Yoscow conierence
orovided the Chinese Communists a golden ooportunity to
spezk witn conifidence .acd seek,approval'of their pgolicy
line after cuilding up influence in the international
Comnuni st movement since the dfsturbznces in Zastern
turope In the previous year znd strengthening their
leadership by fightingz the right-wing groups at home.
Therfore, ¥aen they found that Mao's sgeech at the

“Mdoscow conference did not meet with the approval of the
Parties or the Soviet Union and other nations, which
instead brought up the reasioilicty of a peaceful shift

to a revolution, an idea basically inimical to their
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stand, they headed for rurther intensii'ication of the
conflict that had emerged between the Chinese and Soviet

Parties over the question or how the conclusions oi’ the

20th CPSU Congress should be evaluated.!
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Bel jing's stand reflected in these developments naturally
led to a setback in 1ts diplomacy based on the five-point peace
principle, or the Bandung Line. This change subsequently found
expression in China's response to the Middle East crisis and
the increased tension in the Taiwan Strat in the summer of 1958,
and became quite plain during the Sino-Indian border conflict in
and after August 1959. Following this strenuous phase between
late 1957 and early 1958, when the Chinese Communists were still
carrying on an intense struggle against the right-wing elements
at home, they finally ventured into the fanatic phase characterized
by the Great Leap Forward movement. Their Bandung Line diplomacy

thus changed completely.

Finally, let us consider Beljing's process of pursulng and then

deviating from the Bandung Line in conjunction with Sino-Japanese

relations. China's initial policy shift toward the Bandung Line
was first noted when Beljing switched its policy vis-a-vis Tokyo
from earnestly encouraging "the anti-U.S. struggle of the Japanese
people" to emphasizing peace with Japan in the 1light of such
developments in the early fifties as the post-Stalin change in

the international Communist movement, the relaxation of
international tension due to the Korean truce, the success of

the five-point peace principle on the international scene, and

a shift in Japan's attitude toward China under the Hatoyama and

Ishibashi Administrations.
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After the Korean truce agreement in 1953, Beijing began
to act 1n concert with Moscow to deal with Japan in a markedly
different manner, stressing the lmportance of normalizing
intergovernmental relations with Japan, and earnestly calling
for contacts between China and Japan by arguing that time was
ripe for a rapprochement. In a Sino-Soviet jolnt declaration
signed in October 1954, Beijing and Moscow reaffirmed tﬁis
approach, which subsequently became the basis of thelr policy
toward Japan at that time.

In the fall of 1954, Japanese notables in various walks
of 1life were 1nvited to People's Republic Day celebrations in
Beljing whlile Madame L1 Dequan of the Chinese Red Cross visited
Japan. Contacts between the two countries thus made considerable
headway.

This flexibllity in Beljing's attitude toward Japan was
symbolized by the fact that Premier Zhou Enlail, asked by Japanese
newsmen 1f they were right in assuming that abrogation of the
Chinese (Tailwan)-Japanese Peace Treaty was not necessarily a
precondition for expediting a normalization of relatlions between
China (Beijing) and Japan but should be viewed as a goal or a
result of such a process, replied: "That won't make much
difference."67

Of course, this Chinese attitude toward Japan reflected not

only the Sino-Soviet intention at that time of undermining

Japan's reliance on the U.S. but also the fact that China's
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internal and external circumstances then tended to be stable
and relaxed, In other words, 1t was a reflection of the Bandung
Line followed by the Chinese Communists.

Beljing's calls for a rapprochement based on these motives,
however, were not met with wholehearted response from Tokyo.
The Hatoyama Administration, inclined to refrain from any speech
or action that might provoke Beljing, held the attitude of a
bystander watching private Slino-Japanese contacts, and took no
steps to meet Beljlng's expectations. The Ishlibashl Administration
that came into belng in December 1956 was warmly welcomed by the
Chinese Communists, but did not last long. The Kishl Administration
that followed was looked upon with growlng suspicion by the
Chinese,

Bel jing further hardened its attitude toward Japan as
Premier Kishl visited six Southeast Aslan countries and the U.S.
in May-June 1957. In Talwan, especlally, he expressed support
for the Chiang Kalshek regime and stressed Japanese-Talwan

cooperation.

Moreover, all thlis happened at a time when a critical turn
took place in Beljling's domestic policy the shift from the
"Let All Flowers Bloom, Let All Schools Contend"™ campalgn to
a national crusade agalinst the right-wing forces. Thls had
decisive iInfluence to bear on Bel jing's subsequent attitude
toward Japan, which invarlably reflected China's foreign policy

swerve away from the Bandung Line.
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