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INTRODUCTION

The topic of this thesis, "The Chinese Cultural
Revolution and the Sino-Soviet Border Disputeé" warrants
study because of the lack of attention given it in the
past. The Cultural Revolution in China and the Sino-
Soviet border disputes were complicated, interrelated
phenomena which demand analysis by any serious student
of Chinese politices.

The coincidence in time of these two complex
phenomena suggests possible inter-relationships between
them. An attempt to understand these possible inter-
relationships could well add to some understanding of
the fundamental factors underlying these phenomena, and
at the same time, provide some basis of predicting future
events and their source of development.

There have been a number of theories presented on
the historic, social, economic and political factors
underlying the Sino-Soviet border disputes and the
Cultural Revolution as separate phenomenon, but few have
attempted to analyze them as interrélated phenomena.

'~ The Sino-Soviet border disputes1 involved a number

1. For a chronological study, see Tai Sung An,
Sino-Soviet Territorial Disputes, (Philadephia:Westminster
Press, 19/3). For a thorough analytical study, see Thomas
Robinson,"Sino-Soviet Border Disputes', American Political

Science Review, Vo0l.66 no:6, Dec. 1972. Also see Ch'l Sun , BEEFHEE

What happened in' Chenpao?, (Hong Kong:Seventy Publication,
17972) 3 Leonard Schapiro, "Communism in Collision" and
Peter Burton, "Background of the Territorial Issues" in
Study of Comparative Communism, Vol.2, mo:3-& %, pp.121-
129, 130-143.




of political and military conflicts along the 4000-mile
border of China and the USSR. At one level of analysis,
one could conclude that the fundamental factors underlying
the border disputes were economic and territorial in nature.
I propose that deeper analysis reveals patterns of symbolic
conflicts in other areas of the world, and fundamental
antagonisms between the réspectivé social systems of China
and the Soviet Union. Some border disputes occurred near
Sinkiang, a place where Russia historically had the
greatest concentration of interests, and where China today
maintains her nuclear installations. However, it was at
Ussuri, where, in 1969, military clashes between the
‘parties took place, that the border disputes revealed a
higher level of intensity to the extent that both countries
increased preparations for war.

The Cultural Revolution was a classlic power struggle2
with diffuse functions, which lasted from August 1966 to

April 1969. It was a conflict over political, economic,

. 2. ©See for example, The Great Power Struggle, (Hong
Kong: Union Research Institute, 1969); SzeMa Cheng-feng,
The Cultural Revolution, Vol.?1 & 2, (Chinese Edition),iﬁ&@*
(Hong Kong: Wen-I Book, 1972); Harold Hinton, China's
Turbulent Quest, (New York, 1970); Thomas Robinson, The
Cultural Revolution in China,(Berkeley:Univ. of California
Press, 1971)




military and foreign policy differences.3 As a temporarily
successful attempt by the'radicals' to recapture national
leadership, the Cultural Revolution involved the remolding
of the party machinery and the purges of many leaders.
The strong anti-Soviet revisionist features of the Cultural
Revolution further convinced us that it was not solely an
internal reconstruction, but was also a mass campalgn to
articulate internal hostility toward foreign foes. The
revolution also turned China into a chaotic stage when
thousands of red guards intervened, created an extremely
dangerous phenomenon in the late 1960s.

The Cultural Revolution is thus correlated with
the intensification of the border disputes, represented
by vigorous fortifications and military buildups on both
gsides of the border. To some extent, it seems Chinese
leaders deliberately employed mass domestic mobilization
to initiate an anti-foreignism campaign during the Cultural
Revolution period. This was reflected in red guard
demonstrations against Moscow on the borders. Perpetual
Chinese offical attacks on Soviet revisionism further

enhanced the probability that the border disputes and

3. The functions of the Cultural Revolution were
diffuse, but basically anti-revisionism. See for example,
Philip Bridgham, "Cultural Revolution:0rigin and Develop-
ment", China Quarterly, no:29 & 3%, 1967 and 1968;

Stuart Schram, Authority Participation and Cultural Change
"in China, (Cambridge:0xford Univ. Press, 1973)3 Alan P.L.
Liu, Political Culture and Group Conflict in China, (Calif.
Celio Book, 1975); Baum Richard, China in Ferment, (N.J.:
Prentuce Hall, 1971) and Tai-Sung An, Mao Tse-tung's
Cultural Revolution, (N.Y.:Pegasus, 1972).




the Cultural Revolution were interrelated.

Yet, border disputes also appeared to be associated
with Sino-Soviet global rivalry for political, economic and
ideological spheres of influence. We must thus be very
careful in attempting to ascertain to what extent the Cultural
Revolution intensified the border disputes during 1966-1969.
How may this have occurred? Was the Cultural Revolution the
only contributing factor to the intensification of the border
conflicts? What was the role of other factors? The central
task of this thesis is to explore and attempt to resolve these
extremely complicated causal relationships.

It is my contention that the Chinese Cultural Revolution is
obviocusly related, both directly and indirectly, to the
intensified border tensions in the period 1966-1969. That
the Cultural Revolution itself does not offer a satisfactory
answer to the causes of the intensificating border conflicts
is substantially explained by the influence of the complicated
global politics of the late sixties. Thus,the border disputes
represented a typically complex and interactive international
political conflict phenomenon. Conscious policy choices,
reactive behavior, preventive and pre-emptive concerns, were
complicated by an acquired value of the conflict for both
sides. |

In attempting to analyze and support the central

hypothesis of this thesis, I will proceed by attempting a




creative, yet empirically sound, eclectic synthesis of the
facts, drawing on various models, theories and tesearch on
the Cultural Revolution and the border disputes. One tre-
mendously difficult task, however, is to decide first, tTo
what extent border clashes represented deliberate acts, and
then, if so, which side may have been responsible. It is

also difficult to be sure one is in possession of reliable

data, in view of the propaganda machinery and news control
maintained by both sides. As far as possible, multiple sources have
been scrutinzed to help alleviate some of these problems.

For many purposes of this thesis, interpretations of events
are themselves the matter of interest. The thesis will thus

make use of Chinese and Soviet sources as well as western ones.

The second chapter provides some historical background

information fundamental to an awareness of the character of
the phenomena discussed in this thesis. Chapter Three

analyzes the military dimensions of the border disputes. In

chapter four, the discussion: will focus on the different

periods of the border disputes. The distinctiveness of the
period from 1966-1969, when border disputes were aggravated,
will be discussed. In chapter five, I will attempt to

explain how the border disputes may have been intensified by

the Cultural Revolution. Chapter six will examine other
explanations for this intensification of the border disputes.

Then, I will conclude my findings in the last chapter.




Chapter II

Background To The Sino-Soviet Border Disputes

The Sino-Soviet border clashes at Ussuri and Sinkiang
in 1969 and most récently in May 1978 along the Sino-Soviet
frontier in Amur, are examples of the long history of
political; territorial and economic conflict between these

two countries.

Fundamental differences between the two countries

in respect to Marxist-Leninist strategy have been manifested
in polemics and in rivalry within the international
communist movement. Yet, it has also been argued that

the belligerents initiated the border disputes in order to
achieve certain policy goals.

The existing Sino-Soviet frontier is regarded as de
facto only by the Chinese, who claimed lost territories
from centuries of Russian encroachments. They have pressed
these claims at various stages, but most particularly in
the late sixties. Ethnic irredenta and the presence of
tribes which span the border have exacerbated the problem.

Economic factors have also been of underlying importance

1. Two useful studies on the Sino-Soviet polemics are
John Gittings, Survey of the Sino-Soviet Disputes 1963-1967,
(0xford U. Press, 1968y william E.Griffith, Sino-Soviet
" Relations 1964-1965, M.I.T. Press, 19673 see also Donald
Zagoria, The Sino-soviet Conflict 1956-1961,(Princeton U.
Press, 1962); Alfred D.Low, The Sino-Soviet Disputes, Fair-
leigh U.Press, 1976 . and Ch'i Sum, What Happened in Chenpao,
(Seventy Publication, 1974, Hong Kong.)




in the Sino-Soviet border disputes. In part, this is related
to a legacy of unequal trade relationships from the past.
Disagreemént over the building of socialism has represented

a second phase of economic conflict.

1. The Political Dimensions of ﬁhe Sino-Soviet Border Disputes

a. Ideological Polemics

In the mid-fifties, the Sino-Soviet discord manifested
itself in thé political realm in the form of ideological
polemics. Thé'dual policy.——.de-Stalinization and peaceful
coexistence — spelled out by the Kremlin in 1956 is identi-
fied by the Chinese as the genesis of the split between them
and the Soviet leaders:

the 20th Congress of CPSU is the root from
which all the evils done by the Khrushchev
revisionists grow.... The 20th Congress 1s
the origin of the split in the international
communist movement.

Mao probably felt pérsonally offended when the Soviets
attacked the pérsonality cult.> Moreovér, the "peaceful
coexistence" policy was regarded by China as a betrayal of
Marxist-Leninism and the international communist movement.
It was contradictory to the Chinese preférence for revolution-
ary struggle as the general line of foreign policy and the
activist Soviet foreign policy Mao may have desired.

The 20th Congress, then, signified the origin of open

conflict between Peking and Moscow on ideology. In 1957, the

5. "tatement by Khrushehev", World Cultural Press
Recorded, April 1965.
3. Peoples Daily, April 5, 1965.




"Hundred Flowers" campaign in China was launched, with anti-
Soviet polemics and personal attacks on Khrushchev. At the
international communist conference held in 1957, China

refused to follow the Soviet lead, declaring that revisionism
was the ma jor dangér to the socialist camp; that an unpeaceful
transition to socialism was necessary; and that the principle
of equality among faternal parties was not to be abandoned:
the Soviets were not to dictate to the international communist
movement, even though they might carry greater responsibi-
lities'.LF Soviet hégemony was thus seriously and openly
challengéd.

These declarations were not, however, an abrupt change
in Chinesé policy. Consistent with her earlier ambivalent
attitude towards the Polish and Hungarian Revolts in 1956,
China décidéd to stay within the bloc and to mgintain the
consolidation of the socialist camp. Yet, China's declara-
tions and especially her assertion of the Five Principles of
Mutual Respect for the sovereignity and intégrity of states,
expressed her disapproval of Soviet policy.

From then onward, Chinese were incréasingly bold about
publicly voicing an independént line. Sino-Soviet ideological
disputes were reflédted in different approaches to economic
leicy3'WOrldirevolution and basic Marxist-Leninist

strategy}s'

L, Peoples Daily and Hung Ch'i joint editorial,
Feburary “+, 190%. _

5. Aifred D. Low, op.cit., pp.69-102; John Gittings,
op.cit. pp.59-85; Donald Zagoria, op.cit., pp.77-224%; see
particularly Li Wei-han "The Struggle for Proletarian leader-
ship in the Period of the New Democratic Revolution in China"

Peking Review, Feburary 23, 1962, p.5.




In 1959, the Chinese Communist Party's interpretation
of strategy for the social and economic revolution in China,
"The Great Leap Forward" was denounced by the Soviets. On
the other hand, the Chinese leadersip denounced the "Peace-
ful Coexistence" policies that Khrushchev had negotiated with
President Eisenhowér.6 While Khrushchev expressed his discon-
tent and denounced the "Creat Leap Forward", the Chinese
published a condemnation of Khrushchev's foreign policy in a
Hung Ch'i editorial "Long Live Leninism".” China also
criticizéd the revisionism of Yugoslavia, identifying revision-
ism as the main threat to the internéational communist move-
ment, but refraining from open criticism of Soviet communism
until 1963.8 At conferences of communist parties, at Bucharest
in June 1960 and Moscow in November 1960, differences between
Soviet and Chinese approaches to ideology and other policies
were confirméd:9 In August 1960, the Soviet Union withdrew
all aid and personnel from the Peoples' Republic of China,
thus shifting the conflict from policy and ideology to prac-
tical economic and diplomatic relations between the two states.
The éarly sixties witnessed the spreading of the Sino-

Soviet ideological dispute to other communist states. The

6. Alfred D. Low op.cit., pp.102-10k.

7. Peking Review, April 26, 1960; For Khrushchev or
Soviet criticism of the "Great Leap Forward", see Life Jan.12,
1959, and Soviet Government Statement, Pravda, 21 & 22, Sept.

1963.

8. PD & Hung Ch'i, joint editorial, Sept. 6, 1963.
9. Klfred Low, op.cit., pp.109-115: Donald Zaroria,
op.cit, pp.288-342; CDSP 12, no:6, 1960: PR June 28,1963.
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Soviet-Yugoslav rapproéhement and the Sino-Albanian alliance
were one way in which the Sino-Soviet dispute began to
polarize the communist camp. The'Soviét attack on Albania's
policy of upholding thé personality cult had, in turn, led to
the Chinese denunciation.of the Yugoslav's revisionism. In
1961, the 22nd Congress of the CPSU was the scene of a reta-
liatory attack on Albania. Chinese répresentativés supported

Albania and walked out after denouncing Soviet revisionism

and Khrushchev''s new idea aﬁout the "State of the whole
people".1O When Soviet aid to Albania was ceut off, China
started to grant Albania credits and other supplies. As
Moscow gréw closer to Belgrade, Sino-Soviet relations deter-
iorated at a more rapid pace.

.M

In 1962, the Sino-Soviet break had become more apparen

China had published several articles in the Peoples Daily

attacking prominent European Communist 1eadérs who sided
with the Soviet Union.'2 Moscow's surrender in the Cuban
Missile crisis and "néutral” stance in the Sino-Indian border

clashes made matters worse.

In mid-1963, the Sino-Soviet rift became so intense

10. "Khrushchev's Report at the 22nd Congress of CPSU"
CDSP, Vol. 12, no.4+3, Nov. 22, 1961. Khrushchev declared the
end of the dictatorship of the proletariat in the Soviet Union.

11, Alfred D. Low op.cit., pp.123-175: John Gittings,
op.cit., pp.158—174; Alexander Dallin, "Long Division and Fine
Fractions™, Problems of Communism, Vol. XI no. 2, March-April,
1962, pp.7-16.

12, "Peoples Dail , Feburary 27, 1963; Peking Review, -.
March 1 & 15, 1963. Richard Lowenthal, World Communism Since
Stalin,(N. Y. Oxford U. Press, 1964




11

that the Soviet leaders decided that an international
conference should be called in order to ease their diff-
ererces with the Chinese leaders. This attempt at nego-
tiation soon failéd. China replied to the Soviet Union's
proposal with twénty-five conditions for bilateral talks
which appeared to imply the removal of Khrushchev who had
proposed the policies of peacéful coexistence and peaceful
transition to socialism.13' Talks ‘scheduled July 5 were
eventually forced tO‘adjoﬁrn when CPSU denounced CPC publicly
and prepared, instead, to sign the Test Ban Treaty with thé
United States. When China issuéd the prominent articles on
"The Origin and Developmént of the'Differénces between the
leaders of the CPSU and Ourselves" on September 3, 1963,
Sino—SOViét'rélations came to a dééiSivé‘bréak;

The next two yéars were clouded by public Sino-Soviet
vituperation. The Soviéts' calls for conférences in 1964
and 1965 to ease the rising differences with China gained
nothing but déépér misundérstandings.1LP Despite Khrushchev's
fall in late 1964, the new CPSU leaders refused to make
concessions to China, apparéntly following Khrushchév's old
line.15 |

On April 3, 1965, the Soviet proposal for a tripartite

summit méeting to discuss plans of joint action against the

13. Peoples Dailly, June 26, 1963.
14. John Gittings op.cit., pp. 228-246; Peking Review
vol. VII, no.19, May %, 19643 William Griffith, op.cit.pp.23-2k.
15. Red Flag & Peoples Dailly, joint editorial. China
also attacked Moscow in "Knhrushohevism without Khrushchev',
March 22, 1965. See also PR Nov. 27, 1964, pp.6-8.
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United States was accepted by Hanoi, but rejected by the
Chinesé. The quiet second proposal on April 17 was also
ignoréd. The ChinéSé govérnmént may have feared the
Soviet military presence on China's territories as well as
in South-Bast Asia.16

For the 2nd Afro-Asian Conference, China anticipated
enhancing her influénce'among the Afro-Asian states and
excluding Soviet influencé~from this area. China argued
that the Soviets were not qualified to participate in the
conference because the USSR was neither a Afro-Asiah state,
nor was she concerned with the national-liberation movement,
the theme of the conferéncé.17

But the occurencés of certain international events had
exacerbated préssures for the postponement of the conference.
The coup d'etat in the host country, Algeria, the withdrawal
of ten African statés, the Phillipino. proposal for post-
ponément, the Indo-Pakistan war and the crﬁsh of the Congo
Rebellion, and other Sino-Soviet disputes in the 3rd world
worked against bringing Afro-Asian nations together for the
conferences. The withdrawal and the proposal of postpone-
ment had verified the unwillingness of certain states to
stand on China's side. China's prestige became undermined

as &he failed to give confidence to 3rd world countriesin the

16. China denied that the joint action was an impera-
tive requirement of the anti-imperialist struggle. See PR
Nov. 12, 1965; CDSP July 7, 19653 John Gittings, op.cit.
pp. 254-270. . . . -

17. Peoples Daily, June 18, 1965 and PR June 25, 1965.
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Congo Rebellion and the Indo-Pakistan conflict.18

Within the decade from 1956 to 1965, Sino-Soviet
conflict was refléCted in thelr incréasing rivalry and
antagonistic attitude toward each other. In addition to
the ideological and foréign policy differénces, there were
also the territorial aspécts to the two countries' poli-
tical conflict.

b. Territorial Disputes

Historically, Russia had made unilateral gains that
cost China approximately a million square miles of terri-
tory. The treaties of Sigun (1858), Peking (1860) and
St. Petersburg (1881) had ceded the south eastern part of
Siberia and the maritime provincés (about 500,000 square
miles) of Central Asia as well as the 133,000 square miles
of territory east of the Ussuri to Russia. These were the
unequal treaties China renoﬁncéd in the 1960'3.19

Initially, Czarist Russia, despite the treaty of 1689,
acquiréd new térritory from a weak China. The new Bolshevik
regime promised that all rights and privileges aquired by
Czarist Russia would be relinquished.QO However, the new

regime did not return any Chinese territories, and even

18. William Griffith, op.cit., Dpp. 114%-118.
19. ~Peoples Daily, March 8, 19633 Dennis Dollin,

- Territorial Claims of the Sino-Soviet Conflict,(Stanford U.

Press, 1965 _ T
20, See Karakhan Declaration, China Yearbook, 1924,
pp. 868-872.
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expanded like 1its predecessor, politically and territorial-
ly into China, notably in the case of South Sakhalin and in
the Kuriles.21

In addition, an understanding of the ethnic problem
and the border policies of both countries may also be
helpful to the overall understanding of the territorial
underpinnings of the Sino-Soviet political conflict. To
some extent, the present border struggle between the USSR and
the CPR represents the unavoidable confrontation of two
major powers who were both attempting to colonize and
assimilate border tribes. China and Russia/Soviet Union
frequently found themselves in conflict as they tried to spread
or maintain their political and economic influence in the
border areas. Then, there was also the question of
national security.22

From the 1800s onward, Russia was exploring Sinkiang,
and supporting subversive activities against China. By
1860, Russian expansion into Sinkiang was marked by their

entrenchment along the Amur. In 1864, Russia was able to

tske advantage of the Moslem Revolt in Sinkiang to capture

21. Francis Watson, Ihe Frontier of China, (N.Y.: Prager
190-195.)

50, Despite her weakness, China engaged her troops
frequently on border in order to maintain national security.
The few victorious battles against the Moslem rebels in
1876-1877 by Tso Chung-teng were examples of China's
attempt to resist foreign intervention. See Cheng Tien-
feng, op.cit., p.50, Harry Schwartz, op.cit., pp.57-58
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influence in this position of fertile Central Asia. Ex-
ploiting the unrest in Mongolia in 1910, Russia stirred
up the Mongols to revolt. 1In December 1911, a "Mongolian
Empire" was created. In 1921, the Soviets intervened in
Outer Mongolia, expelled the White Russian forces and
assisted the Mongol to estéblish the MPR. (It became a
Soviet sponsored Mongolian People Republic in 1921). 1In
1913, Russia seized Urankhai, made it into a protectorate,
renamed it Tannu Tuva, and annexed it totally in 1944, By
1944, Russia had sufficient troops stationed oﬁ the border to
dominate and influence the Sino-Soviet borderland.23

Soviet influence in Sinkiang grew steadily from 1917
onward. In the 1930s, the Soviet Union supported the Chinese
warlord Sheng Chih-ts'ail in the suppression of the Moslem
rebellion which the Soviet Union also feared. General Ma
Chung-ying, the brilliant leader of the Moslems was supported
by the Imperial Japanese Government. The latter's
objective was both to challenge Sbviet influence in Sinkilang
and to make the Moslems a bulkwark of opposition to the
Soviets. By 1940, Sinkiang was so under Soviet influence
that the latter was able to demand unconditional supplies

24
and exploration of mines. From 1941-43, more than 150 tons

23. Russian influence in this area was shown by her
complete political and economic control of the Chinese
Eastern Railway; see Harry Schwartz, op.cit., pp . 8L4-9k.

o4, Cheng Tien-feng, op.cit., pp.169-179; Li Chang,
"The Soviet Grip on Sinkiang", Foreign Affairs, April 1954,
p&#9lé J.V. Davidson, Russia and China, (London, 1960), pp.
140-161.
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of tunsten were sent to the Soviét Union. In 1943, upon
Soviet urging, the Kazakhs established the East Turkestan
Republic. From 1944-1948, the Soviets supplied arms for
rebels in North and South Sinkiang. Rebellion within China
by Tadijks and Kazakhs were matched with the Soviet air-
planes bombing Chinese government troop. Chinese officals
at various posts were murdered.25
After the Communist victory in China, the new Chinese
government attémpted to seize control over Sinkiang and
various borderlands. To minimize the minorities insurrect-
ions, a policy of sinification was undertaken. From the
early 1950s on, multiple Chinese migrations to the border
areas particularly of Sinkiang and Tibet, were supervised.26
Then, in 1955, the Chinese attempted to sinify the border- .
lands through intensive economic development, resettlement
under direct Peking control in Tibet and Sinkiang, and by
language reform. The unrest in the Sinkiang Uighur Auto-
- nomic Region from 1956-1957, the Moslem rebellion in 1958 and
then 60,000 Moslems fledrnin 1962 were thought to be the
result of the colonization policy.

China, in reSpéCt to these incidents, denounced the

Soviet propaganda which deeply stirred the borderland

25, Li Chang, op.cit., pp.500-502; Ian Morism, "Some
Notes on the Kazakh of Sinkiang%, Royal Central Asian
Journal, Jan. 1949, p.70; P.H.M. Jomes, "Sinkiang and the
?g%it”, Far Fastern Economic Review, July 23, 1964, pp.159-

26. Francis Watson, op.cit., pp.11%-125, 54%-61, and
169-18k,
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minorities. China protested to the Soviet government:
The Soviets . are earrying.out large.scale
subversive activities in the Ili region
... To this day, the incidents remained
unsettled. This is indeed an astounding
event, unheard of in_the relatioms between
sociaiist countries.

The Soviets were charged with supplying ammunition and

military training to the borderland minorities rebels. In
1962, China closed all consulates and sealed the borders
with increased fortification. In 1964, Peking sent sub-
stantial troop reinforcement to Sinkiang and fortified a
buffer zone along hundreds of miles of the troubled border
to restrict its frontier against the flight or re-entry of
Moslem insurgents and against the entry of foreign agents.
In 1965, Peking called for strict surveillance of 41l
activities in the borderlands. The resulting fortification
of these areas, Sinkiang, and the Sino-Mongolia border,
produced réciprocal Soviet militarization, which in turn
heightened the military tension on these areas as the

28
Cultural Revolution advanced.

Another aspect of the territorial disputes had it s
root in China's claims for lost territories. Although in
the Mutual Assisgancé Treaty of 1950, the USSR had again
emphasised their renunciation of territorial claims, the
Soviets did not relinquish conquered territories. They also

showed no indication of using the border disputes for

27, "The Origin ond Development of the Differences
between the leaders of the CPSU and ourselves'", Peking
Review, Sept. 6, 1963, pp.6-23.

‘ 28. Tai-Sung An, op.cit., p.83.
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domestic or international political advantages. But shortly
after the Communist victory in China, the Chinese leaders
started to question their loss of territories. That the
territorial issue was considered to be of high priority
to the new government could be shown in the Chinese leaders'
more frequent references to lost territories. Mao raised
the question of Outer Mongolia with Khrushchev in 1954 but
was given no response.29 Chou Fn-lai also failed to raise
'Vfifé any discussion concerning territories in 1957.30 During the
| "Hundred Flowers Campaign", anti-Soviet polemics included
the intellectuals' requests for the return of Chinese lost
territories. On the other hand,.in 1954 -China was producing maps
which were quite différént from those of the Soviets con-
cerning the borderlands., .
In spite of all these claims, the Kremlin leaders
remained quiet. The border, too, became for a time fairly
quiet notwithstanding the Moslém rebellion in 1958 and the

border incidents in Kirigiziya, and Sinkiang.31 But in 1963,

after the serious border incidents of the previous year dur-
ing which 60,000 Moslems fled to the Soviet side, China
publicly renounced the nine unequal treaties signed with
Russia,and reiterated the Chinese claims to the lost terri-

tories.32 The tensions in thé subsquent period drew the

29, "Chairman Mao tells the delegation of the Japanese
Party that the Kuriles must be returned to Japan", Sekail
Shuho, Tokyo, August 11, 1964, cited from Tai-Sung An, op.cit.,
pp.81-82. 4
30. Ibid. (Excerpts from reports of an interview with
(PreMer Chou, Okada, Socialist Member of the Diet), Tokyo, Aug. 196k%.
31. William Griffith, op.cit. p.15.
32. Peoples Daily, March 6, 1@63.
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belligerénts to negotiation in 1964, At this point, the
Chinese govérnment stated thatgthe”question of the Sino-’
Soviet boundary is a 1égacy from -the: past,and can be settled
through négotiation between the two parties:

Although the old treaties rélating to the

9ino-Russian boundary are unequal treaties,

the Chinese government 1s willing to respect

them and take them as the basis for a reason-

able settlement of the Sino-Soviet boundary
question.

Moscow also pledged that:
guided by the interést to strengthen péace

and preventing war, it is submitting pro-
posals to the consideration of the govern-
ment of all states to conclude an inter-
national agreement or treaty on the
renunciation by states of the use of force
for the solution of terri%grial disputes
or question of frontiers.

The belligerents' willingness to make concessions and
negotiate was more apparent than real, however. The negotiat-
ions actually servéd to sharpen the disputes and in part-
icular the territorial problems betwéen them. Their diff-
erent attitudes and policles toward the Vietnam War and
international approaches as well as the CPSU leaders'
inclination to follow Knrushchev's line of policy all helped

to continue conflict.

: 33. Letter of CCP to CPSU, Feburary 29, 1964, Peking
Review, May 8, 196M4. ' .
34, Tass International Service, "Khrushchev's Message
to the other heads of States regarding the settlement of
territorial disputes.", Moscow, January 3, 1964.
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C. Cultural FactOrs35
Cultural factors have been neglected by most scholars
when analyzing the border disputes. This seems unwise,
since strong nationalism and. ehauvinism have been evident
in the political rivalries between China and the Soviet Union.
‘ﬂistorically, China's culture has demonstrated a guarded
openness or willingness to acquire foreign philosophies and
technology. This can be witnessed in the reception of Buddh-
ism and Christianity in the past and science and modern
technology in recent time. Czarist Russia, who owned the
Romanov tradition for centuriés, appeared as a Far Eastern
power and a superior force. That Russia failed to under-
stand China's guarded openness, and used force to open trade,
hurt their relations from the very beginning. Moreover, the
Middle Kingdom was also unwilling to enhance contact with
the Russians whom théy believed to be inferior barbarians.
The modern périod in both countries inherited these
paﬁterns of mutual suspicion, particularly the Chinese, who
had been humiliated by foreign powers. The CCP did not seem
to enjoy her fellowship with Moscow in the pre-communist
period. Although the communist brothers had been close for
the first few years after the liberation in 1949, Chinese

pride, nationalism and past probléms separated the Chinese

35. Harry Schwartz, op.cit., pp.6-113 J.K.Fairbank,
Fast Asia:Tradition and'Transformation,(Boston, Houghton,
7973 and A.Doak Barnett, China and the Major Powers in East
Asia,(Brookings Institution, Washington D.C., 1977 pp.H9-62.
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further from the Soviet model.

For instance, Chinese nationalism prevailed after 1949
in the sééking of équal treatment, international respect
and territorial sovereignty. The Soviet Union, however,
was unable to satisfy her comrade with the granting of equal
status. The Sino-Soviet alliance was based on self-interest,
not solely upon ideological affiliation. This was made
evident by the Soviét response to Peking's claims to lost
territories, demands for economic aid, the Soviet aid policy
during the'Koréan War36 and the Soviet refusal to support
China on the Taiwan Straits incidents of 1954 and 1958. The
Soviet Union wanted to follow a coexistence policy towards
the United States, and also to consolidate her power.37 The
Soviets also preferred to be neutral in the Sino-Indian Wars
(1959 and 1962), and actually supplied India with arms in
1962.38  Again in 1959, the Soviets refused China's request
for a samplé of nuclear weaponry which the Soviets Had
initially promised in 1957. Apparéntly, the Soviets had
ignored the Chinese decision to develop nuclear weapons. The

Chinese and Soviet attitudes certainly reflected cultural

factors, and particularly encouraged nationalist hostility.

'36. John Gittings, op.cit., pp.51-55; Letter of CCP
to CPSU, Feb. 29, 196k, Peking Review, May 8, 196k.

3%, Alfred D.Low, op.cit., pp.86-90; Zagoria, op.cit,
236-24, 195-199.

.3é. Ibid., p.98; "Statement of the Chinese Goyernment”
Peoples Daily, September 1, 19633 see also John Gittings,
op.cit., pp.174-183.
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2. The EcOnomic'DimenSion of the Deterioration in
Sino-Soviet Relations

In the past, economic as well as territorial factors
were fundamental in the relations and disputes between the
two countries.39 The Russian territorial ambitions and
expectation of free trade, certainly, were related to their
economic interest. Their grievance was related to the
Chinese habit of regarding trade with barbarians (Russia)
as a tribute to them.qo As a self-sufficient state in the
past, China expelled the traders and limited their trade
within certain areas.LH This demonstrated a culture some-
what insensitive to the impact of foreign trade upon eco-
nomic or material prosperity. Even though trade with
Russia had grown from 41,900 rubles in 1693 to 13,000,000
42

rubles in 1810, China's economic policy was cautious.
This was further proved by the two Anglo-Chinese wars, during
which the British demanded an open door. Indeed, China's
stubbornness lasted until the fall of the Ch'ing dynasty.

The Russian need of trade increased as she rapidly

industrialized in the late 19th century. In the 1890s ,

Russia began to construct a railway within China, leased a

39. For the Sino-Russian economic condition, refer to
Cheng Tien-feng, op.cit.

40. Pavlovsky, "China-Russian Relation', pp.1-2, cited
in Cheng Tien-feng, Ibid.

41. Harry Schwartz, op.cit., p.35.

42, Ibid., pp.6-11; also see Li Chien-nung, The Political

History of China, 1956, Hong Kong, pp.12-16 and Ssu Tang &
J.K.Fairbank, China Response to the West, (Harvard Univ. Press,

1965)




23

-

port, and stepped up her invqlvement in Manchuria. Russian
economic intereSt,»hOwevér, gradually degenerated as Russia
was out-tradéd.g3 Trading activitiés grew under the Kuo-
mintang Government, but failed to satisfy either China or
the Soviet Union. Certainly, Russia still had her eyes on
Sinkiang and its rich mineral resources. Manchuria was
another target of Russia before it was occupied by Japan
in 193Os.LFLP

During the Sino-Japanese War (1937-1945), the Soviets
deliberately tried to stay out of the conflict by signing
non-aggression pacts with Hitler and Japan. Stalin support-
ed the Chiang Government with minimum aid. Before the end
of the war in 1945, however, Soviet Russia had acquired the
lease of the Chinese Eastern and the Southern Manchuria
Railway. The Soviet occupation of Manchuria at the end of
World War II has often been criticizéd by observers as a
stripping operation. The Pauley Commission report on
"United States Relations with China" estimated that Moscow
confiscated $358 million worth of commodities, which had a
replacement value of $2 billion.hs

Although the Soviet troops finally evacuated by May,

1946 and permitted the influx of the communist force to

43. Harry Schwartz, op.cit., p.63. In 1880, Russia
had a trade deficit of 23,000,000 rubles and had difficulty
in competing with western goods.

W, Cheng Tien-feng, op.cit., pp. 51-89. :

45, Charles B.Mclane, Soviet Policy and the Chinese
Communists 1931-1946; Raymond Garthoff, "Soviet intervention
into Manchuria" in R.Garthoff ed., Sino-Soviet Military
Relation,(Praeger, 1966) pp.57-81.
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occupy most of Manchuria, there was still a debate on how
substantially Stalin supported the communist force with
material aid and ammunition.46 From the delayed evacuation
and Moscow's willingness to work hand in hand with Washington
and London in mediating between the Communist and the Nation-
alists, it seems highly possible that Stalin anticipated
exploiting China's disarray and weakness. In 1947, the

civil war broke out again. As the civil war was coming to

an end in late 1948, indicating the gradual triumph of the
communists, Stalin still suggested the communists should

seek a modus vivendi with the Nationalists, who were recogniz-
ed by Moscow until 1949.47 Despite the Soviet advice, the
communists were able to triumph over the Nationalists in
October 1949.

Apart from Moscow's support of the Chinese communist
revolution, the two communists Governments agreed to conclude
s treaty of "Friendship, Alliance and Mutual assistance" in
1950. But, instead of aiding communist China to recover,

Mao was forced to make some concessions. The naval base

at Port Arthur and Dairen (a commerical port) remained under
Soviet control until 1952. The Chinese Chanchun Railway
was put under joint Sino-Soviet control. There were joint
stock companies on the borders Wheré mineral resources were

48

drilled under the Soviet supervision.

46. Ibid. _
47, C.P. Fitzgerald, Revolution in China,(London,
1952), pp.90-118. | .
45. As early as 1935, the Soviets began to prospect for
oil at Tu Shantze. By 1942, 35 wells have been drilled with a
daily production of 67.3 tons, see 1i Chang, op.cit., pp.498, 503.
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In the early fifties, financial and technical support
was extremely vital to the economic development of China.
The Soviets' limited, and spécifically the tied nature of
Soviet aid, was one of the factors which contributed to the
deterioration of Sino-Soviet relations after 1956. The
300,000,000 rubles credit (charged with 1% interest) to
China was less than the amount of credit (450,000,000 rubles)

the USSR granted to Poland.49

Although the Soviet credits
became exhausted in 1957, China had to repay the debt until
1965.50 Considering that Russia regarded China neither as
a resource supplier after 1950, nor as a good trading partner,
it was not surprising that strong Sino-Soviet economic bonds
did not de_velop.51

Another factor which aroused conflict was the Great Leap
Forward movement, which to Moccow, was a misguided Chinese
attempt to modernize their country along a path other than
that of the USSR.52 The Chinese model and new economic
policy, which had many anti-Soviet aspects, challenged the

Soviet model and Sgviet advice. Perhaps, most significantly,

the Chinese claimed to have found a shortcut to communism.

49, Although trade increased after 1950, the net gain
by China was limited. Trade strained by mid-1950. For a
detailed study, refer to Cheng Chu-yuan, Economic Relations
Between Peking and Moscow 1949-1963, (Praeger, 1964), also see
Tai-sung An, op.cit., p.67.

50. Alfred D.Low, op.cit., p.59.

51. John Gittings, op.cit., pp.132-133, 162-163: Harry
Schwartz, op.cit., p.158; J.V.Davidson, op.cit., pp.181-182.

52. D. Zagoria, op.cit., pp.128-139; John Gittings,
op.cit., pp.93-101; Peoples Daily & Huyng Ch'i, joint editorial,
Sept. 6, 1963; CDSP, September, 23, 190%.
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The Soviets denied that there was an easy way to communism, and
attacked . the whole commune plan as ideologically and
economically u.nsound.53
As China proclaimed the theory of self-reliance, the
Soviets withdrew technicans and experts in July-August 1960.
The result was the deterioration of relations between the
two communist powers, which further exacerbated the Sino-
Soviet animosity. The sudden withdrawal of Soviet advisers,
(numbering 1390 specialists) and technical ald severely
damaged China and disrupted the national economic plan. The
result was the suspension of 343 contracts and 257 projects
in which many Soviet specialists were involved.gLF
One result was that after 1960, Sino-Soviet trade declined

55

tremendously. In 1961, trade declined by over 50%. From
1959-1966, the decrease of goods turnover was 85%.56 The
Sino-Soviet trade and economic relationships had indeed come
to a break by 1966.

Summary

The above factors, regardless of their priority of

importance in accounting for the deteriorating Sino-Soviet

53. Khrushchev's speech in Pravda, January 26, 1959.
See CDSP, Sept. 23, 196k. =

5lf.  Donald Zagoria, op.cit., pp.319-342.

55. John Gittings, op.cit., p.131.

56. John Gurley, China's Economy and the Maoist Strategy,
(Monthly Review Press, 1976), p.164; Mai-Ruenn Chen & Walter
Galeson, The Chinese Economy Under Communism, (Chicago, 1969),
p.54; Alexander Eckstein, Communist China's Economic Growth
And Foreign Trade, (McGraw Hill, 1966), pp.135-182.




relations and the Sino-Soviet border disputes, are inter-
related. One factor may influence the other and intensify
the rift between the belligerents. Over the years, Sino-
Soviet antagonism proceeded despite the change of
governments in Peking and Moscow. Conflicts continued to
multiply after 1949. Certainly, ideological polemics are
fundamental to the Sino-Soviet schism in the fifties as
well as in the sixties. Yet, this is just a new factor
adding to the intensity of the Sino-Soviet animosity,
and not the only factor responsible for the dispute. The
fact that China appears as an independent political
entity, and disregards the guidance of the Soviet Union
has constituted the basic root of the unceasing disputes.
It can be argued that this results from the fact that the
Chinese Communists won power on their own, and never felt
indebted to the USSR.57 Yet, it is also true that the
USSR has never wholeheartedly supported China.58

In 1949, when China seemed to start a new relationship
with the USSR, past problems had in fact not disappeared.
Stalin may have feared that Mao would became another Tito.
While he supported China in a lukewarm manner, he emphasised

the importance of the Soviet model in the development of

57. Harry Schwartz, op.cit., p. 144; Cheng Tien-feng,

op.cit., p.317. .
58. Charles B. Mclane, op.cit., pp.162-163; Alfred
A.Knopf, Russia Since 1917: Four Decades of Soviet Politics,

(N.Y. 1957




China. From the very beginning, however, it can be seen
that China preferred to pursue an independently designed
policy to achileve socialism.

China insisted on following her own way to build up
socialism and also eventually denied that only the Soviets
could interpret Marxism-Leninism correctly. This infuriated
the Soviets. Moscow's public hostility to China must be
related to the threat that the Peking regime offered to Soviet
hegemony in the international communist movement. This
hostility, reflected in Sino-Soviet polemics, had undoubt-
edly become an independent factor in the relations
between Peking and Moscow.

Recent Sino-Soviet border disputes have been
characterized by growing tensions on both sides and can

be related to all aspects of Sino-Soviet relations. The
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above study serves to summarize the thesis that manifestations

of the border disputes were visible in conflict and
polemics within ideological, economic, cultural, territorial
and ethnic fields. Public polemics in turn exacerbated
the border disputes, which became heavily imbued with
nationalistic rivalries.

Physical confrontations remained a trivial factor
until the mid-1960s. Then, a military build up and
reinforcement of fortifications on both sides occurred.
Armed clashes denoted the drastic changes on the Sino-

Soviet frontiers. The actual armed clashes were, then




only the most visible aspects of a very deep seated

conflict of many aspects.
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Chapter III

Military Dimensions of the Sino-Soviet Border Disputes

In addition to the politic—economic rivalry, recurring
conflicts on the Sino-Soviet Asian frontier were
fundamentals of the border disputes. These border conflicts
often resulted in Soviet gains. The consequence of these
unilateral gains was the elevation of the military tensions
on both sides.l As the conflict was deepened by Sino-Soviet
propaganda, jdeological polemics and economic rivalry,
tensions along the frontier grew, with both sides increasing
their guards and anti-air-craft precautions. Despite the
classical rivalries along the Sino—Soviét frontiers,
however, it was not until 1959 that border conflicts began
to acquire a serious military dimension. By the time of the
cultural Revolution, the threat of large scale warfare
appeared very real.

The locations of the border disputes, as in the past,
were concentrated in thrée significant areas: namely,
Sinkiang, Mongolia and the North Eastern part of China. One
observer has noted some border incidents along the Ussuril
river islands as early as 1959.2 Theré were border incidents

in Kirgiziya, and Sinkiang too. At this atage, border

1. Edmund Clubb, "Armed Conflicts in the Chinese
borderlands 1917-1950" in Raymond L. Garthoff ed. Sinooviet
Militapy Relations, (N.Y.: Praeger, 1966) pp. 9-44s; "Military
Balance", 19061=1969, International Institute of Strategic
Strategic Studies, London.

5. Thomas Robinson, op.cit., p. 1177, American Political
Science Review. Vol. 66, no:6, 1972.
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disputes simply took the form of local clashes or unrest of
the local tribes, probably encouraged by the Soviets.3

In 1959-1961, growing tensions were aroused by the
programs of sin;fication on the one hand, and Soviet
sponsorship of secessionist movements on the other hand.
Minor incidents, like the intrusions in Sinkiang in 1960,
and 1961, did occur from time to time. However, the number
of bqrder troops on both sides appear to have been minimal
until 1962, during which fortification on Sino-Soviet
frontier was enhancéd. The border policies of both countries
by then were becoming stricter, especially toward each
other's nationals. Foréigners on the bordér were subjected
to unusual interrogations and special survéillance.

From certain political and military accounts, it is
possible to detect fear on both sides. The deployment of
forces is certainly one piecé of good évidénce of the fear
of war, and security anxieties. Western accounts claim that
extensive new deployment of weapons (including surface to

air missiles) begain in 1962.5

3. Tai-Sung An, op.cit. Sino-Soviet Territorial Disputes
p. 73; Peoples Daily & Hung Ch'i, joint editorial, Sept. 6, 1963.
4. China established firm control over the borderlands
by means of sinification, colonizations and economic develop-
ment. See for example Harry Schwartz "Chinese Migration to
North-West China and Inner Mongolia, 1945—59" China Quarterly
Oct./Dec. 1963, pp. 62-74%. For Soviet secessionist movements,
see Tai-Sung An, Ibid., pp.72-78; Harrision Salisbury, "A Free
Sinkiang Held Soviet Aim", The New York Times, March 2, }973. p. 7
5. William Whitson, sTatement in "U.S. China Relations:
A Strategy For The Future", Washington, for the House Committee

. . . H . . " -——_—-—)'i'
on Foreign Affairs, U.S. Government Printing Offices, 1970, p.l4%.
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While this may have been due to the Sino-Indian War, it was
probably also related to the dramatic flight of 60,000 Kazakhs
from China into the Soviet territory.6 Moreover in the Spring
and Summer of 1962, there was apparently a renewal of Sino-
Soviet friction in Sinkiang and along the Amur River.7 At
the same time, Soviet rocket detachments were established in
Lake Baikal.8

From 1963 onward, Moscow and Peking were both fortify-
ing their frontiers. On the Soviet side, this meant expans-
ion of ground and air forces, and pre-military training; and
extensive military exercises on the Ussuril and in Sinkiang.
In the mean time, the Chinese also started to push rail and
road development in Sinkiang, sending troops to Ladakh (battle-
field with India). All this was happening as the Sino-Soviet

break manifested itself in open polemics in 1963. Border

6. TFor a detailed description of the Sino-Indian
war, see Francis Watson, op.cit., pp.145-1613 and Margaret
W.Fisher, Leo E.Rose and Robert A.Huttenbork, Himalayan
Battleground, Sino-Indian Rivalry in TLadakh, (London:
Oxford University Press, 1964%)

7 Harold Hinton, "Conflict in Ussuri:A Clash of
Nationalism", Problems of Communism, Vol.XX no:1=2, 1970;
William Griffith, op.cit., p.141; CDSP, Vol.XV no:36,
October 6, 1963, pp.16-17, 2k.

8. &ing Tao Daily, December 2, 1963, Hong Kong.Rguik
According to Ch'i Sun, op.cit., p.71, the Chinese proposal
for peace settlement in August 23, 1963 on the Ussuri
frontier was ignored by the Soviets. The Chinese proposal
in 1964 was again rejected when the Soviets suggested a
new border , which included the disputed islands along
the Ussuri in the map of the USSR. Ch'i suggested that
severe border clashes began at this stage, when negotiation
failed.
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disputes thus began to play a more prominent role in Sino-
Soviet relations. Continual Chinese charges of Soviet
subversion in 1963 reflected the growing tensions along
the Sino-Soviet frontiers. Specifically, the Soviets were
charged with intiating clashes in Ili and Sinkiang jwith
falsely accusing the Chinese of persecuting minorities,
and with training special intelligence units on borders.9
For its part, the Soviet press also recorded Chinese offenses,
including illegal intrusions into Soviet territories, and
violations of rules of navigation on the river.1o These
actions had allegedly provoked impatient Soviet border

guards into ramming the Chinese fishing boats and robbing
their nets.

Another factor which may have indirectly affected
Sino-8oviet border policies was the nuclear development
issués. The signing of the partial test ban in 1963 (and
later the Non-Proliferation Treaty) could be seen as a
Soviet tactic to prevent Chinese nuclear development.

China's determination to develop nuclear weapons independ-

ently may help explain China's uncompromising attitude

9. William Griffith, The Sino-Soviet Rift, (Mass.:
M.I.T. Press, 1964) pp.141-142, 171-172. Also see P.H.M,
Jones, "Sinkiang and the Split", Far Eastern Fconomic Review,
July 23, 1964.

10. Dontriyev Yu, "Far Eastern Notebook", CDSP, March
26, 19693 John Gittings,"The Giants Clash", Far HEastern
Economic Review, March 13, 1969, pp.uh6-L48.
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toward the Soviets.11 Cértainly, a strong China with
/nuclear- pqtential could pose a threat to the Soviet Union.
When the first Chinese atomic bomb exploded in 1964, demons-
trating China's nuclear expansiqn and military promise, the
Soviet Union became more attentive to its careful border
defenses. Together with the Chinese claims to territory

and denunciation of Soviet aggression, a crisis situation

was established. The minor border clashes which occurred in
the following months of 1964 appeared to be a reflection and
physical expression of mutual perceived hostility.12

By 1964, the Soviet response to the border situation and

China's military expansion was impressive. Strategic strik-
ing forces, naval forces, and ground forces having nuclear
and conventional capability were moved into the borderlands.
(One of the three Soviet long range alir armies permanently
stationed in Far East has 200 bombers.) Soviet ground forces
in the area of Vladivostok conducted maneuvers that assumed

a non-nuclear Chinese invasion of the martime provinces.
These moves exacerbated Chinese fears. Peking sent substantial

troops reinforcements to Sinkiang in 1964 and fortified a

buffer zone along hundreds of miles of the troubled border.

11. Peking Review no. 33, Sept. 6, 1963.

12. "The Origin and Development ..... " op. cit. pp. 6-27;
William Griffith, op. cit. pp. 141-2.
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In November, 1965, the Soviets were charged with
harassment on the Mongolia-Chinese border.13 China's
protests were apparently ineffective, however, as other
incidents of Soviet troops crossing occurred. The Chinese
called for strict surveillance of all activities on the
border, and all activities aboard foréign vessels navigating
the border river. 1In early 1966, increasing Soviet
deployment of ground and air forces were again witnessed.lu

The border disputes from 1962-1965, in a way, reflected
the strategic security interests of the military of both
nations. Thé'regular sequence of border clashes seem to
verify this. On the other hand, border disputes expressed,
in physical form, reflected and prolonged Sino-Soviet
conflict, and intensified rivalry and tensions on both
sides. Indeed it can be argued that by the 1960s, the border
disputes had acquired a ritualistic character.

Between 1964-1969, the Chinese charged the Soviets
with initiating skirmishes on the border at least 5000
times. The Soviets counter-charged that the Chinese were
exploiting the frontier disputes as a pretext for wars of
seizure. The reliability of such claims and counterclaims
is problematical. The frequency of disputes confirmed the

habitual character of the disputes. But, does this mean

13. Tai-Sung An, op. cit. p. 85
14%. Ibid
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border disputes had no specific motives?

In 1964, the Kremlin charged that China's was deliberately
provoking troubles on the Sino-Soviet border, while the
Chinese responded by accusing the Soviets of imposing unequal
treaties. On the one hand, this represented attempts by
China to exploit the border disputés to attack the Soviets,
protraying itself as the victim of the Soviet Union. On
the other hand, the Soviets protrayed themselves as a
victim of systematic border violations which Jjustified
heavier fortifications and attempts to win over borderland
minorities. For propaganda and political purposes, both
China and the soviets were willing'to escalate the tensions
over the border. The failure of sino-Soviet negotiations
on border issues; of course; enhanced the belligerents'
propaganda denouncing one anothér.l5

Border disputes, howéVer, were not a means to deepen the
misunderstandings related to political controversies, but
rather a result of the misunderstandings. Hence, they
intensified the polemics which first intensified the
border disputeé; the border disputes there-by became a
symbolic issues.

By 1966, the drastic Sino-Soviet military buildups

reflected a new era of Sino-Soviet relations. Hostile mutual

15. Harold Hinton, The Bear at the Gate, American
Enterprise Institute, 1971, pp.31-49; CDSP, April 12.
Peking Review, March 4, 1969.
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images were well developed. This was manifested not only
in extensive polemics, but also in rapid fortifications
along the border. It appeared that both were preparing for
a possible war. The tension was great. Local clashes
along the border became more :&equént, and fear for a
large scale war more widespread.

Militarily, the Soviet buildup on the border from
1966 onward became extensive and provocative. According
to the Royal Institute for Strategic Studies (1965-1966),
Soviet border troops had incréased from 230,000 to 250,000.
By late 1967, Soviet troops on the border had been raised to
400,000, with an estimated six divisions within Mongolia.
Soviet practice drills for a Chinesé invasion became
frequent. A Soviét-Mongolian mutual défensé treaty signed
in early 1966 had pérmittéd the'émplacemént of Soviet missiles
within Mongolia. By October, 1967, there were twelve
Soviet tank divisions and thirteen rocket divisions as well
as operative aircraft on the border. Furthermore, the
location of Soviet missiles and roéket forces suggested the
possibility of a strike against known Chinese nuclear
production, all of which lay within 200-300 miles of the

16
Soviet base. Western sources claimed that the Soviets had

16. "N.Y. Times, March 9, 21, 1969; Soviet Union hinted
use of military forces equipped with nuclear missiles. See
also Red Star, August 1969, cited in Yuan-1i Wu, Communist
China and tne World Balance of Power,(N.Y.: American Enterprise
Ttd. 1971) p. 30; CDsP, September 24, 1969 pp. 1-5; Strategic
Suvey 1969, p. 673 Guardian October 1969 mentioned possible
Soviet pre-emptive attack on Lop Nor, China's nuclear weapon
centre, cited in Problems of Communism, VOL. XVIII, November-
December, 1969, p. 32.




transferred special intelligénce units and equipment to

the border to monitqr Chinese tests of missiles and nuclear
warheads.17 The Soviet leaders constructed an "iron-curtain”
. type of barrier along the Sinkiang border, and along the Amur
and Ussuri rivers where local clashes occurred frequently
between border guards and local citizens. Soviet radio
broadcasts regularly charged the Chinese with massacres of
borderland minority groups.

This substantialnpreparation of the Soviet-military
with superior equipmént and buildup suggests serious war
expectations. Therefore, many observerstended to argue
that the border clashes amounted to preparations for a
pre-emptive strike on China's nuclear installations. At
minimum, it was clear that the Soviets intended to maintain
their influence on the border, as reflected by developments
in the Soviet Far East and the rising Soviet military budget.

On October, 1966, the Soviets, announced a fise in
their military budget for 1966-1967 of 14.5 billion, which

‘meant a 13.2% increase when compared with 1965-1966, and a

17. ©New York Times, January 22, 1966.

18. 1In fact, the Soviets had expressed thelr concern
about the Chinese military threat and the technical and
effective defense of the country as early as 1966. Tai-Sung
An, op.cit; p. 89; also see H.R. Kinter & H.F. Scott, The
Nuclear Revolution in Soviet Military Affaris, (U. of
Okhalolma press; Norman, 1968) pp. 324-326; 374-389,
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19
33% increase when compared with 1964-1969. At the same
time, the Soviet government declared the construction of a
"showcase city" on the Soviet frontier. = In July, 1967, the
SQViet Union unveiled a nine-year economic plan to develop
Siberia. (In August 1968, the Soviets announced that the
Japanese would participate in this plan.)
Intensive military development on China's side was
well known to the world, but the strengthening of the
military on the Sino-Soviet frontier was especially clear
from 1966 onward. Chinese troops on the border increased
400,000 to 600,000 by the end of 1967, and reached almost
1,000,000 by late 1968.21 Chen Yi reflected China's response
to the Soviet military buildup by declaring on December 11,
1966 that China was ready to fight with the Soviet Union.22
The Chinese Communist Central Committee even instructed that
certain military regions on the border might postpone the
Cultural Revolution for the purpose of war prepardeness.23

Sensitivity of security was growing together with

the tensions on border. In 1967 and 1968, China poured in

19. Tai-Sung An. op.cit., p. 86; The New York Times,
December 19, 1966, p.l

20. Tai- -Sung An, op.cit. pp. 86-88.

21.. Japan Times Tokyo, March 19, 1967, recorded in
Communist China, Union Research Institute, 1966, p. 224, U.S.
News and World Report December 6, 1965, p. Yht; The Military
Balance, 1969-1970, London, 1970

22. Current BaCkground, No. 852, Mar 6, 1969.

23. Tai-Sung An op. cit. p. 119.
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immigrants to Sinkiang to consolidate the "Production

and the Construction Corps", which numbered about 600,000,
solely for defense purposes. In 1966, the Chinese tore
up . the Russian rail lines and laid their own tracks
up to Dzamyn Ude (Chinése-Mongolian frontier). ©No more
Soviet or Mongolian trains were allowed to run on Chinese
territories'.25 The Chinése denounced the Soviets attempted
subversion of national minorities, and closed the two

major border crossings north of Kuldja.26 Along the Ussuri,
local conflicts increased as the Sino-Soviet governments
failed to come to a general agréémént on navigation and
regulation on the, border.

China's military buildup was most prominent in the
northeastern frontier, Whére local clashes became a common
phenomenon.28 As of 1966 about 400,000 Chinese troops were
stationed on the Sino-Soviet frontier.29 These were lncreased
to a million in 1968. As part of this buildup, the Chinese
held a series of political frontiér defense conferences to

review past efforts and to'exchange experiences' gained in

building frontier defenses.

24. See George Mosley, A Sino-Soviet Cultural Frontier
Cambridge: Harvard U. Press, 1966); The N.Y.Times, March 16,
1966, p.8.

25.

Harrision Salisbury, op.cit., pp.151-153.
" 26. John Gittings, op,cit., Far Fastern Fconomic Review,
U7
P 27, Ibid. See also detailed discussion in chapter V.
28. The N.Y.Times, January 24, 1969.
29. See Map II. For example, this compares to 500,000
in Fukien front, 300,000 in the Sino-Indian border and 400,000
in the Sino-Vietnamese border areas.
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By late 1968, the border was fortified by almost a
million troops supplemented by the production corps. This
major change was related first to security on the border,
but was also related to internal chaos that led to military
intervention. For instances, the upheaveals in inner Mongolia
had resulted in the purge of the Mongol boss, Ulanfu, in
August 1968;30 As a dramatic demonstration of Soviet willing-
ness to use force against fraternal allies, the Czechosloya%ian
invasion of 1968 added to the already highly charged atmosphere.

The tensions were further intensified by Chinese nuclear
tests conducted from time to time between 1966-1969. Moreover,
in 1967, China boasted that they had successfully exploded a
hydrogen bomb.3! China's nuclear development was obviously
a means to deter the increasingly menacing Soviet threat, but
may also have provoked Soviet insecurity anxieties.

But the disorders in certain border areas, such as Inner
Mongolia, had also undoubtedly aroused a fears that anarchy
might invite a foreign attack. Border tensions during this
period therefore, were related to Chinese anxieties aroused
by the problem of local nationalism and the reestablishment
of central control over the periphery.

Thus, by 1969, both parties were on guard for a war

30. June Dryer, "Inner Mongolia:Purge of Ulanfu",
Current Scene, Nov. 15, 1968, pp.1-13. .
31. Communist China, (Hong Kong:Union Research Unstitute,

1966), pp.70-72.
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which seemed inevitable. The prolonged military preparat-
ions on the'Sino-Soviet frontier added to their long term
dissonance. In addition to some international events which
probably intensified border clashes (which eventually
culminated in the Chenpao incident of 1969)%2 various
significant factors affecting the series of border incidents
from 1966-1969 also deserve our attention. These factors
include the Cultural Revolution, the Vietnam War, the improv-
ing Sino-American relationships, and the dramatic Czech
Invasion. But before we look more closely at these events,
an analysis of the changing nature of the border disputes
will help to show why the connection between the border

disputes and the Cultural Revolution must be explored.

32. See for example, Neville Maxwell, "The Chinese
Account of the 1969 Flghtlng at Chenpao" Chlna Quarterlz,
ino:56, Oct-Dec. 1973.




43

Chapter IV

The Changing Natﬁré of‘the Bordér Disputes

Four distinct periods may be discerned in the Sino-Soviet
border disputes since 1949. While there were ideological,
economic, territorial and cultural factors underlying the
border disputes at all times, different factors were
prominent in the different periods. Betwéen 1949 and 1958,
border disputes were basically related to the Chinese
territorial claims. Between 1959 and 1963, political,
economic and territorial interéSts wére'important. 1964 and
1965 were comparatively quiet years, a transitional period
in which the belligerents, attempted, but failed to negotiate
successfully on the bordér disputes. The fourth périod,
1966-1969 was characterized by an intensification of the
border disputes and a shift from an ideological and political
orientation to a military form. Variéd motivés of both
parties on the border appear to be associated with the
different phases. In this chapter, I will attempt to
identify the factors which distinguish each phase in an
effort to clarify continuities and changes in the sources
and functions of the border disputes.

A. 1949-1958

From 1949-1958, the Sino-Soviet border disputes

basically centeréd around the Chinese claims of loss

territories. There were some minorities' rebellions and

some minor conflicts over the fishing and the navigation
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rights on the Ussuri river. The fact that disputés over
the confluence of the river continued from the past into
the present can be taken as illustrating the belligerents'
apathetic attitude toward the border'lands.l This probably
was due to the close economic and idéological ties bétween
the two communist powers which were developing at that time.
Until 1959, Sino-Soviet relations seemed intimaté. The
distinctive adversary of China in this period was the
United States. In the late fifties, territorial aspécts
of the border disputes may have begﬁn to be obscuréd by
rivalries over ideological and economic approachés.
Nonetheless, unresolved Chinese territorial claims were in
fact, the fundamental issue in the fifties.

In 1951 and 1957, the Sino-Soviet governments were
able to agree on régulations for the Ussuri. The treaties
signed in 1951 and 1957'concérning the problem of navigation
appear to have been strictly followed by both Péking and
Moscow.

Peking claims to China's lost territories were the
prominent aspect of the border disputes in the 1950s.
Territorial integrity was one of the major goals of the Chinese

communists. It had been a national goal before the liberation

1. Local clashes were common, but nothing was done to
solve the problem. See George Ginsburg, "The Dynamics of
the Sino-Soviet Dispute: The Case of the River Islands", in
Jerome Cohen, The Dynamics of China's Foreign Relations,
(Cambridge, Mass: Harvard Fast Asian Monograph, 1970); also
see John Gittings, op.cit., Far Eastern Economic Review, D.

5. Ishwer Ojha, Chinese Foreign Policy in an age Of ‘
Transition: The Diplomacy of Cultural Despair, (Boston: Beacon
Press 1969) p. 143.




and again in 1955, Peking's announcement that "all past
treaties should be re-examined", certainly included the
"unequal treaties" that had historically cost China a
considerable loss of territory to Russia. Formal réquests
made by Chinese leaders to Khrushchev were echoed in the
Chinese press, and encouraged by official Chinese maps which
showed an "édjusted" border very different from the de

facto one.

From 1956 to 1958, growing discord over ideological
divergence and paths to socialism added tension to Sino=
Soviet relations. This incréased mutual hostility was not
immediately reflected at the borders, however. In fact,
there was only minor deployment of troops on the border and
rarely any reports of direct conflict or military confrontat-
ions between PLA and the Soviet troops. But in the
second phase (1959-1963) drastic changes took place.

B. 1959-1963

In this period, the Sino-Soviet border disputes became
much more than a territorial problem. Ideological polemics
and economic factors became involved. This period also
witnessed the open diplomatic break between the two countries
and the Chinese open denunciation of the Czarist occupation

of China's territories. This new phase brought the

belligerents' attention to the security of the mutual borders.

It also appears that border issues were becoming to some
extent symbolic issues which both parties use to manufacture

tensions. Border disputes thus became a much more

45
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salient feature of Sino-Soviet relations.

China's decisiqn to pursue its own ideological and economic
strategy indépendently from Moscow's influence (whether or
not this amount to an attack on Soviet hegemony of the
communist camp) resulted in increasing polemics over
Marxist-Leninist strategy. It was perhaps understandable
that unresolved territorial disputes would become involved
as an issue in these polemics. Moreover, the border disputes
became more serious and more frequent clashes occurred as
the Sino-Soviet "split'" widened.

The belligerents did attempt to ease their differences
on ideology. Several attémpts at reconciliation were made:
for instance , Chou's proposal in 1961, the proposals by
both parties to stop polemics in 1962, and the conciliatory
exchange of letters and Eroposals in 1963. However, no
agreements were reached.

Confrontation and not negotiation was the situation
on the borders in this period. Disagreements, controversy,
and reported border violations increased. Chen Yi, the
foreign minister of China mentioned that the number of
border incidents from 1960—19655was about 5000

,initiétéd by the Soviets alone. These clashes were

3. "Origin of the Differences ....." op.cit., pp.6-27.
. Chou's complaint that "We hold that if a dispute or
difference unfortunately arises between faternal parties...
it should be resolved patiently in the spirit of proletarian
internationalism and on the principle of equality," may
indicate the Chinese were insisting on equal status with
the USSR. On territorial issues, this may have meant the
Chinese were refusing any compromise short of total ?eversal
of the old unequal treaties. See Peking-Review, April 30, 1969.
5. John Gittings, op.cit., p.160.
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probably best represented by the large scale subversive
activities in Sinkiang, where Moslem rebellions became
fréquent. Moscow was accused by Peking as the instigator
behind the border tensions. The clashes occurred mainly
fromv1961,to 1963 in Sinkiang, and according to the Chinese,
were initiated by the Soviets.

Yet during roughly the same period, from 1959-1963,

China had improved relations with some of her boundary

states, particularly Burma, Nepal, Pakistan and Afghanistan

OQutstanding border disputes were settled with Burma in a
treaty of June 28, 1960. Soon afterwards, a similar
settlement was made with Népal, which included China's
promise of economic aid and a mutual non-agression pact.

In August 1960, a Sino-Afghan treaty was signed, represented
closer relations between these two countries. Although
there had been minor conflicts between Pakistan and

the Chinese government, both eventually agreed to negotiate
by 1962.

The border areas provided a physical setting for

manifestations of Sino-Soviet hostility. While the
frequency and intensity of actual border clashes increased

from 19959-1963, it also was becoming more and more difficult

6. Francis Watson, op.cit., pp.131-138.
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to indentify relative importance of the various possible
cqntributing causes and factors. Just because'ideolqgical
polemics intensified at the same time does not establish
the fact that ideological rivalries caused the border clashes.
Underlying territorial irredentist claims may be the basic
cause which encourages border conflict. But it is also
apparent that hostility due to perceived threats, disillus-
ionment, anger, rivalry; sﬁépicion and insecurity can be
viewed as the "cause" of both polémics and border clashes.
At any rate, by 1963, both China and the Soviet Union began
to take steps to improve'their border defenses and were
physically reinforcing their troops on the border.
C. 1964-1965

From 1964 to 1965, the borderlands on both sides were
characterized by the reinforcing of deferses and implementat~
ion of spédial sﬁrveilliance‘policiés. There was a last attempt

in 1964 to mediate Sino-Soviet differences, which failed.7
Although thére were some minor border clashes and mounted

tensions, both Peking and Moscow were extraordinarily quiet.
Both may have been contemplating what steps to take in the
coming yéars. This périod may be considered as a transitional

period, an unusual tranquility before‘thé hurricane.

7. John Gittings, op.cit., pp.169-173; also see
Tass International Service, "Knrushchev's message to the
other heads of states regarding the settlement of :territorial
disputes", January 3, 1964, and Letter of CCP to CPsuUCC,
February 29, 1964, Peking Review, May 8, 1964,
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These two years saw eXtremé‘hostility develop between
China and the USSR. China had éXplicitily labelled the
Soviets as modern reVisionists,_whilé'Moscow reproached the
Chinese for their schismatic activities within the inter-
national communist movément. The growing hostility petween
Peking and Moscow also influenced their reactions to the
Vietnam War. China had refuséd a Soviet request to station
part of its army in thé'southérn part of China. In return,
Moscow accused China of not cooperating with her in the
transportation of supplies to North Vietnam.

In 1965, the Chinese leaders made their first protest
against Soviet harassment on thé'ChinéSé'borderlands in
Mongolia, in April and December of that yéar. There may
have'beén a ChinéSe'motive to portray herself as the victim
and théréby exploit the border incidénts, in order to gain
the support of the third world countries. If the Soviets
did initiate these border clashes, they might have been

aimed at intimidating or testing China.

D. 1966-1969

In the midst of the Cultural Revolution, clashes on
the'bordér occurred mainly along the Ussuri River, and
variouS'aréaS'in Sinkiang. Along the Ussuri, both Soviet

and ChineSé'sources redordéd the hostile attitude of both




sides in treating the fishing disputes.8- As psychological
and physical pressures héightened, local war scares entered

into a more serious stage. There was the unusual deployment

of huge forces, and modern equipment including nuclear weapons.

As a result, the feeling of the inevitability of war became
prevalent.

Two very serious incidents occurred in 1967: one in
January in Amur, and one in December on the Ussuri. The
Soviet border guards had cleared away shelters built by the
Chinese squattérs on some disputed islands along the Ussuri.
Sometimes, the fishing nets of the Chinese fishermen were
robbed by the Soviet guards. On several occasions; the
Soviet border guards encroachéd upon Chenpao, wounding
Chinese frontier guards who were on normal duty, and looting
arms and ammunition.? When tension grew, the Soviets even
sent their navy to some of the tributaries of the Ussuri to
stop and investigate any navigating Chinese vessels. Some
of the Chinese crews on board were physically attacked.

Indeed, the Soviets aimed to prevent the Chinese, both

8. China noted: "When fish are being caught on the
disputed islands of the Amur and the Ussuri, the Soviet

border guards often demanded our fishermen leave these islands."

See George Ginsburg, op.cit., pp. 3, 533 Eastern Horizon.
Hong Kong, 1967.

9. John Gittings, op.cit., Far Eastern Economic Review.
Vol. IXIII, no. 11, March 13, 1969, pp. L33-Llly |

10. Ch'i Sun, op.cit., p. 73.
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civilian and military from éxisting on the disputed islands.11

In January 1968, the Chinese charged the Soviet Union
with intruding into the districts around the Chenpao. This
again happened in Séptembér and in January 1969.

The testimony of local Chinese commanders claims that
the Soviet border guards were the aggressors, éxécuting a
well-planned armed invasion of one disputed island, whereas
the Chinese forces were under instructions not to fight
back, although they were to resist being forced off the river.12

The Soviet soldiers, complete with armored and command
cars, invaded the island of Chenpao. After about an hour and
a quarter fight, the Chinese triumphed with a score of killing
and wounding about 70 Russians.l3

On the other hand, the Soviets claimed that the Chinese

had initiated the intrusion, which was extremely well planned.ln

11. John Gittings, op.cit. Far Eastern Fconomic Review.
There were altogether 16 incidents in 1967, compared to 138 in
1968, Raillines were built between China and the Soviet
military base. See Thomas Robinson, op.cit. American Political
Science Review, Vol. 66, no: 6, Dec., 1972. It was also
recorded in 19é6, 200,060 moslems fled from Sinkiang to Soviet
teriétory, see Evening Bulletin, Philadephia, January 31, 1967,
p. .

12. DNeville Maxwell, op.cit.
13. Peking Review, March 4, 1969.

~14. Soviet government statement of March 29 , 1969;
Soviet News, April 1; CDSP, April 12, March 26, 1969.




These men
Soviet gua
Chinese we

Both

About 300 Chinese troop, dresses in
white camouflage, crossed the ice from
the Chinese. bank to Damansky Island,
dug fox holes in a wooden area and laid
telephone wire to the command post on
the China bank.l

hid until the morning, and appearing before the
rds, suddénly openéd fire on Soviet groups. The
re using machiné gﬁns and automatic rifles.

Chinese and Soviét réports acknowledge that the

March 1% and 15 incidents were also intense.l® Chinese

claimed vi

ctory on both occasions, despite Soviet artillery

bombardment and large numbér of soldiers up to 3,000. A
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notable amount of tanks and armoﬁréd cars were also émployed in

the fights

17 Héavy Chinese causalties numbering about 800

were claimed by the Soviets. Somé western observes concluded

that the Soviet campaign was revengeful and deliberate, with

the employment of much greater forcés.l8 bBoth the Chinese

and Soviet sources suggests that the border clashes were indeed

severe.

The clashes did not stop after March 15, but continued in

different

areas, until August 13. Although proposals of

peace were made by the Soviets on March 20, clashes went on.

In May, there were four incidents in Amur and two in Sinkiang.

The'war'preparednéss campaign which began in China in April 1969,

15.
16.
Review, D.
Hong Kong,
17.
18.

Ibid., Soviet government statement. :
Thomas Robinson, op.cit. American Political Science

1198; Communist China, Union Research Institute,
1969, pp. 129-133.
Ibid.

Thomas Robinsion, op.cit., D. 1189.
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reflected thes’e'ten’sions.19

The disposition of forces still continued, but after the
talk between Chou En-lai and Kosygin in September, the border
became'quiet.zo What accounts for this incréase in scalé of
conflict dﬁring the Cultural Revolution? For one thing, it
could be argued that the Cultural Revolution's anti-Soviet
character and its emphasis on self défénse and war preparation
were‘reflectéd in ChinéSé bélligérénce and aggressivéness on
the borders. Anti-Soviet demonstrations on the Sino-Soviet
border could certainly be éxpécted to provoké Soviet reactions.
At the least, the more anti-Soviet atmosphere in China would
have contributed to tension in a way that could éncourage
provocations and incidénts.Zl

It must also be noted that intensification of the border
disputes during the Cultural Revolution may have'beén related
to Soviet-American detente-—or thé lack of it—and what
may have been maturing Chinésé plans to seek a rapprochément
with the United States.

It is possible some of the border incidents during

this period répresented Soviét attempts to take advantage

19. It should be noted that war preparation may also
have been used to cover up current economic difficulties in
China. Stockpiles of grains and grainaries were built. See
NCNA July 13, 1969. - :

20.  Peking Review, October 10, 1969, pp. 3-4; N.Y. Times
May 21, 1971, p. 103 New Republic March 20, 1971.

- 21. Several border disputes in 1967 and 1968, for
instance , appeared to come at a time intentionally coordinated
with aspects of the Cultural Revolution when Soviet revisionism
was denounced.
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of Chinese political weakness; To somé'extént, Soviet
military activities may have réprésented "ggbre ratling" to
intimidate the Chinesé, particﬁlarly after the Czechoslovakia
invasion of 1968. The Chinese may have genuinely feared a
Soviet surprise attack.

In late 1968, the Soviet leaders may have wanted to
delay China's recovéry from the Cultural Revolution, through
these disputes, and forcéd China to pay extra attention to
defense.22 TIn addition to political motives which may have
been behind the'bordér dispﬁtés; the growing fear of war also
played a prominent role in this périod. In othér words, a
conflict situation with a certain self-sustaining dynamic was
at work. Once the border areas had bédomé the scene of actual
physical confrontations, insecurity may have demanded shows
of forces on both sides, resulting in a dangérous escalation.

The difference, then, between the border clashes before
and after 1966 was that in the first périod, border clashes
reflected border disputes; while in the second period, border
clashes reflected much more. It seems fair to say that both
sides exploited the disputes for various purposés. The
clashes after 1966, however, were really related more closely
to military moves of the hostile belligerents. The creation
of a war scare along the border jéopardized thé'sécurity of

both sides and they both felt threatened.

22, Tai Sung An, op.cit., p. 98.
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,E._;;§70;tdﬂthe{Presentx

To identify the‘distinctivéness of the period from
1966-1969, a brief description of the border scene after
the Cultural Revolution is important. Border disputes did
not end with the Cultural Revolution, although the Sino-
Soviet border has been much quieter. Outbreaks of large
scale border clashes have not been reported.

After the Cultural Revolution, the Chinese emphasis on

the need of greater unity, of tighter communist discipline,

and increasing production,23 echoéd the war preparation
campaign,2LF which had begun in the autumn of 1969. 1In fact,
explicit preparedness was reintensified in 1970 and 1971.25
In 1972 and 1973, Mao declared the need to "Dig tunnels deep,
store grain everywheréﬁ for possible'war.26 Air raid shelters
aﬁd underground defense systéms wéré'constructéd.27 It was
reported in 1973 the Chinese began to déploy their new 3500-
mile missles, capable of hitting Moscow.28‘ Since 1974,

however, there has been very 1ittle attention paid publicly

to war preparations.

Abroad, the Chinese "Ping-Pong" diplomacy which heralded

a new relationship with Washington appéared to be provocative

23. ' Peking Review, Oct. 3, 1969; Peoples Daily, Jan. 1, 1970.
o, Harold Hinton, op.cit., pp. 58-593 N.Y. Times,

Nov. 21, 1969.

- 25. Ibid. _

» 26, Michael Chinoy, "The Tunnels of Manchuria" Nation

Vol. 217, Dec. 17, 1973, pp. 652-653.
27. Ibid. : : L
28. TU.S. News and World Reports, Aug. 23, 1973, pp. 32-33.
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to the Soviet Union, who accused Peking of collusion with

the United States.2? Chiné's entrance into the United Nations
in late 1971 had helped to establish good relations between
China and more than 70 states by 1972.

Western reports claim that the Soviets did not in any
way relax. Border troops were képt on alért in 1974, and the
L8 divisions and 1200 war planes deployed along the border
were retained.3o In 1979, the Soviet construction of the
Baikal-Amur Mainliné of 2000 miles wéré'considéréd as evidénce
of Moscow's intention to stréngthén its position vis-a-vis China.

In the post Cultural RéVolution périod, both sides
refused to disengagéd forcés on the frontier. No fruitful
negotiation has provéd possiblé; Local nucléar détérrencé
may be'prevénting largé scalé'war, whilé the build up of
border defenses appeared to have effectively inhibited local

clashes and armed incidents.

29. Peking had, as early as late 1969, proposed
resumption of Sino-American ambassadorial talks. 1In
July, 1971, President Nixon was invited to visit China. See
Issues in U.S. Foreign Policy, no: 4, Department of Publicat-
ion , October, 1972, p. 31; and N.Y. Times July 22,
Dec. 20, 1969; July 30, 1971, p. 7.

30. Harry Schwartz, "The Moscow-Peking-Washington
Triangle", American Academy of Political and Social Science,
Vol. 41k, July, 197%, pp. #1-50.
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Conclusion .

The coincidence of the Cultural Revolution with the
most intense and dangérous phase of the border conflict
strongly suggestéd s connection with the domestic Chinese
political aspirations and thé border events. In the néxt
chapter, I will attempt to establish to what extent this

obvious relationship is, or is not true.




Chapter V

The Tmpact of the Cultural Revolution upon the Border Disputes

In the previous chapters, wé'havé discussed the
military dimensions and the changing naturé of the border
disputes which have led us to a deeper analysis of the
reasons for the aggravation of the border tensions,
particularly during the period from 1966 to 1969, years that
the Chinese Cultural Revolution was ﬁndérway. As the
modulation of thé'bordér disputes has cléarly shown, it seems
logical to raise the question of how the Cultural Revolution
may explain the rising tensions on thé'borderland. In this
chapter , we will be looking into specific and significant
aspects of the Cultural Revolution périod, such as the anti-
Sbviét campaign and the . fanatic red guards movement, to
attempt to establish to what extent these were related to
the increasing numbér of bordér clashes which ultimately
culminated in thé Chenpao conflicts of March 1969.

A clear concept of the'charactér and course of the
Cultural Revolution is necessary before any satisfactory
answers to the abové question can be given. The author will
discuss the Cultural Revolution in brief, its distinctive
phases and aspects, and ask why this intérnal event may have
exacerbated external disputes. In addition, the post
Qpltural Revolution period and thé'pérsisténce of bordér
tensions will also be discussed.

The Great Prolétarian Cultural Revolution in China

was offically proclaimed in 1966 and lasted approximately
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for three years. Many of the features of the Cultural
Revolution such as its mass campaigns, army intervention,

and ideological or political débatés had historic parallels.
Yot there's no doubt that the Cultural Revolution, taken as a
whole, constituted a unique'phénoménon in Chinésé'history.

In many ways, 1t appears to havé'been a confrontation between
the necessity of centralism for national planning and
development, and Mao's theory of the nécessity of mass

participation in socialist revolution. It was described by

Mao as a necessary struggle against revisionism and capitalism

in China.t

In the 1966 issue of Communist China, Chin Szu-kail

desceribed the Cultural Revolution as a powér struggle with
two factions fighting for supremacy.2 SzeMa Chéng—feng
agrees that the Cultural Revolution was a powér struggle,
representing Mao's come-back after sevéral falls from power.3
The Cultural Revolution has also been deScribéd as a
political crisis of generations, policy, and leadérship in

which the party apparatus was attacked and destroyed by the

1. Mao commented that "in the present stage of the
great Cultural Revolution, the principal contradiction is...
on the one hand the broad masses... and on the other hand,
you, the handful of anti-party and anti-socialist represent-
atives of the bourgeoisie." See Army Liberation Daily,

June 6, 19663 also see Hung Ch'l, no: 8 1966, p. 10.

2. Chin Szu-kai, "The Great Proletarian Cultural
Revolution" Communist China, Vol. 2 1966, pp. 87-1173 Thomas
Robinson, Cultural Revolution in China, op.cit.

3. SzeMa Cheng-feng, Cultural Revolution, (Chinese

edition, Hong Kong, 1972). X ¥4k,
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radical groups under Mao and Chiang Ch‘ing.u One of the
offical publications notéd thé'nedéSsity to

consolidate our might to attack.the'faction
of the party leaders who followed the.
capitalist 1line; this is the main direction
of our struggle.

Indeed, the objectivé of the Cultural Revolution; as noted
in a significant document, was to reorganizé the party by

overthrowing those persons in authority

taking the capitalist road, o criticize and
repudiate the reactionary bourgeols academic
suthorities and the ideology of t%e'bourgeoisie'

and all other exploiting classes.

_ The Cultural Révolntion may also have servéd to
demonstrate Peking's discontent with the soviet Union. Ishwer
0jha has argued that Mao Jaunched the Cultural Revolution as
an attack on a group of leaders ready to improve relations
with the'USSR.7 Snme have also suggéSted that the Cultural
Revolution was related to gino-Soviet relations in terms

of the American intervention into Vietnam and the gino-Soviet

disputes.8

L, Hung Ch'i,:no:lS 1966, PP 14-16.

5, Hung Ch'i, no:12 Sept. 11, 1966.

6. Peoples Daily, August 13, 1966. (The 16 Points);
see also Hung Ch'i, a0k, Oct. 1k, 19683 Harry Harding,
"Maoist Theories 5f Policy Making and Organization",
Thomas Robinsion, cultural Revolution in China, op.cit.,
PP 113-16k%. _ , . . _

7, .Ishwer Ojha, Chinese Forelgn Policy In An Age Of
Transition, (Boston: Beacon press 1967). v -

8. See for example Harold Hinton, An Tntroduction TO
Chinese Politics, (NY: Praeger 1973),- P 59, J.H. Brimmell,

"The GPCR And Its Tmplication For China's Foreign Policy",
Australian outlook, Dec. 1967, pp. 315-331.
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Anti-SQViet featurés of the Cultural Revolution included
demonstrations and mass media attacks on the Soviet leadership
and Soviét government policiés. Byung-jédn Ahn has suggested
that the timing of the Cultural Revolution seemed to be

related to extérnal polities, an éxamplé of "linkagé politics".9
During the Vietnam War, which actually inténsifiéd on the eve

of the Cultural Revolution, Chinese purges of pro-Soviet

revisionists accompanied the rejection of Soviet proposals

for joint action.

Certainly, the literature concerning the Cultural
Revolution is prolific and we are not able to cover it all.
But, at least, we are sure that the Cultural Revolution was
not only an attempt to rectify the thinking of the entire
nation, an atfempt to transform backward relations of pro-
duction by putting the Chinese nation on a course of ideo-
logical development fundamental to, and consistent with
socialist construction and consolidation in China,lo but
also a campaign, to certain extent, related to foréign

policies. In identifying this possible 1ink;‘I would like

first to explore the major aspects and phases of the Cultural

Revolution.

9. See Byung-jeon Ahn, China Politics and the Cultural
Revolution, (University of Washington Press, 1976), pp. 1385-
186.

10. See for instances, Alan P.L. Liu, "Mass Campaign
and Political Development in China", Current Scene, Vol. XI

no: 8, 1973.
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prelude to the Cultural Revolution
The period preceding the authorization of the Cultural
Revolution has significant implications for the succeeding

periods. Intérnally, the Socialist Education Campaignll

was launched in the early sixties to remold the ideological
outlooks of cadres, people, officals, and to reorganize the

party. It has been argued that opposition of the "moderates"

12
led Mao to initiate the Cultural Revolution. Mao claimed:
Somé'leading cadres have enforced a bourgeois
dictatorship and struck down the surging move-
ment of the GPCR....; viewed in connection
with the rightest tendency of 1962 and the
erroneous tendency of 1964 which was left in
form and right in essence, shouldn't this
prompt one to deep thought? 13
The Cultural Revolution gathered its momentum when a
rectification campaign. was launched in October of 1965.
Several incidents have characterized this period. Wu Han's
play "Hui Jui Dismissed From Offices" was the first target.lLF
The next move was to attack the "Three Families Village",
which was a series of articles written by Wu Han, Teng To,

and Liao Mo-sha. Then Mao, with the assistance of Lin Piao,

11. See the excellent accounts of the movement recorded
in Richard Baum, Prelude to Revolution 1962-1966, (New York;
Columbia University, 1975).

12. 1Ibid., the moderates were said to be violating Mao's
directives. See Ssu Ch'ing, op.cit.

13. Study "Bombard the Headquarters" in SCMP 3997, cited
in R. Baum, op.cit.

1%. Byung-jeon Ahn, op. cit., pp. 68-74%, 193-202; Ting
Wang, "Wu Han and the incident of Hal Jui Dismissed From
Offices" in ChUn% Kung, no: 4, Hong Kong, 1969; Hung Ch'i
no: 9 May 17, 1969.
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Chen Po-ta, Chiang Ch'ing and Kang Sang, purged the mayor
of Peking, P'eng Chén, who was charged with "defending
some anti-socialist and anti-Maoist eléments."15

Up to this stagé, the effect of these incidents on the
nrevisionist" elements represented by Liu Shao-ch'i and Teng
Hsiao-ping seemed minimal. Work teams were sent out on their
initiative to organize counter attacks against Mao's campaign.
Obviously, Liu and Teng were fighting back, defending the
party establishmen’t.16 But in July 1966, Mao returned to
Peking and enlisted the explosive red guard movement in his
assault on Liu and Teng, encouraging the guards to "bombard
the headquarters" because "to rebel is justified".

At this stage, an internal dispute between the inter-
ventionists and the non-interventionists on the topiec of
joint effort within the Soviet Union, may have given Mao
the thought that he could help achieve external and internal
goals by launching an attack on his enemies at home. As the
Chinese refusal to act jointly with the USSR in Vietnam
coincidéd with the attack on Wu Han and the purge of the
PLA chief of staff, Lo Jui-ch'ing, it should be safe to
assume that the Cultural Revolution was influenced by the

escalation of the Vietnam War.l/ Thus, the first phase

15. Richard Baum, op. cit., p.149.

16. Later they were charged with sending the work teams
to the countryside to suppress the Cultural Revolution.
They were charged with being left in form and right in
essence. See Hung Ch'i, no: 5 April 1967, Decision of the
Central Committee', Article VII.

17. A thorough description of the Vietnam War and 1ts
relation to the Sino-Soviet disputes 1s presented in the

following chapter.
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of the Cultural Revolution was characterized not only by
-internal confusion, but also by disputes over foreign policy
which involved pro-Soviet and anti-Soviet elements in China.

" Inauguration of the Cultural Revolution

This period extend from August to December of 1966,
during which the campaign spread from Peking to the provinces.
The purges of Liu-Teng and some prominent leaders, the fanatic
red guards movement18 and the anti-foreign campaign which
extended into the borderland, were characteristics of this stage.

As Liu Shao-ch'i and Teng Hsiao-ping were descending within
the politburo, some other leaders also experienced purges. Lu
Ting-yi, the party propaganda director was first purged. Attacks
on the foreign minister, Chen Yi, followed in October. 1In
November, the first sécretary of Central Southern Bureau, Tao
Chu, was also criticized. Then in December, Liu made his
public confession that he was guilty of committing,"cqnspiracy”
with the work team incidents in June and July.

This series of incidents inspired by Mao and the Cultural
Revolution Group evéntually eliminated Mao's opponen'ts.19 By
the end of 1966, Mao was able to remove or curb most of his

major antagonists.zo

18. For a description of the red guard movement, see
G.Benton & Mcollitti, Party Army and Masses_in China, (London:
NLB, Altantic Highlands:Humanists Press, 1976), pp.10%-119.
Also see John Israel, "The Red Guards in Historical Perspect-
ive", China Quarterly, no:30, 1967, pp.1-33.

.19, Byung-jeon Ahn, op.cit., pp.139-140, 204-2283 also
Current Scene, editorial, Vol.VI no:13, 1968, pp.1-15.

20. Mao's plan was so well planned that he was able to
gain control of the army, publications, the mass media and
public opinion.
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Initially, it was the red guards who dominated the Cultural
Revolution. As the work teams Wer'e'rec'alled21 and the red
guards were allowed to travel through the country to exchange
experiences in 1966, their power enhanced.22 Poster
campaigns, méetings, marches, huge demonstrations and riots
were going on under the slogans of "destroying the four

olds" and "anti-revisionism". Mao encouraged them to
"rectify" the small groups of power holders who were

"eounter-revolutionary" or "pursuing the capitalist road"

(understood as the moderates who resisted Mao's pre-eminehce.)
Despite the fact that disorder was encouraged when all

schools were closed, the Red Guards' activities were limited.
They were encouragéd to "grasp revolution, but promote
production at the same time." The red guards, however, were

23

responsible for the anti-foreign campaign which strained
Peking's relations with many countries.

From August 1966 onward, anti-foreignism became
popular especially among the Red Guard activists. Gradually,

the Soviet Unlon became the major target. Red Guard violence

was witnessed before the Soviet Embassy in Peking. All-day
demonstrations were held to attack "Soviet revisionism,"
which was supported by the persistent offical attack on the

Soviets. On the border, large demonstrations with over a

million participants took placé'in Manchuria, as well as in

. 21. Byung-jeon Ahn, op.cit., p. 222, also see story in
Ming Pao Monthly, January 1976, Hong Kong.
— 02. As early as August 25, workers, peasants, and army
were asked to support the red guards; -eight rallies were held
between August and November, see Peking Review Aug. 26, 1966.

23. The Great Power Struggle in China6 Union Research
Institute, (Hong Kong:URI, 192%5, pp. 3H-HO.
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places like Sinkiang and the Amur frontier, to demand the
Soviet return of Chinese lost territoriés. This anti-Soviet
campalgn beCame'more'intensé'in the coming year.

The High Tide

The first six months of 1967 was the mqst intense period
of the Cultural Revolution. The leftist decision to seize
power encountered difficulties, as the moderates attempted
to maintain their position, which eventually resulted in the

intervention of the PLA. Red Guards and revolutionary rebels

played a prominent role not only because of their involvement
in the seizure of power, but also the factional strife between
them. Anti-Soviet hysteria did not stop but aggravated
during this périod. Hence, a picture of internal chaos and
eventually direct hostility emerges.

Mao's seizure of power in January 1967 has been called
"the January Revolution".2br A major victory occurred in
January 1967 in Shanghai, where the revolutionary left
succeeded in gaining power. This immediately posed a threat to

2
party hierarchs elsewhere. Prominent party leaders were

charged with "economism" and resistance to the policies of

26
the Cultural Revolution. T'an Chen-1in was identified as

the instigator of the "February Adverse Current", apparently

a moderate group which fought the power seizure by the

824. See for example, Péking'RevieW, no: 8 February 23,
1968. . o
25. Peking Review, no:l, January 20, 1967.

26. TDeople Daily and Hung Ch'i joint editorial,
January 11, 1967; also see the The Great Power Struggle, oOp.
cit., pp. 74-81.
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leftists.2” He allegedly attacked the Cultural Revolution
Group for wrongly branding old cadrés as rightists, and
spoke on behalf of Liu Shao-ch'i, expressing the fear of

certain leading authorities who thought their positions

were vulnerable.28 In the meantime. Mao ordered that
three-way alliances, made up of the revolutionary masses,
the revolutionary leading cadres and the PLA be formed
to seize effective power from local government and party

2 .
bodies. ? The fact that only a few revolutionary committees

were apparently established after the order was given
reflected the internal disorder which must have prevailed.

The attempt to use the PLA as an ally in persecution of
the "revisionists" was, howeVér, only partially successful.
Despite Mao's support among the central military commanders,
regional military chiefs were not all eager to aid local
leftists oust established political leaders. Some even formed
their own red guards units to contain the radicals, or
acted to repress Mao's supporters.3o Accordingly, a purge of

sorts was launched within the PLA in May 1967.

During this period of internal disruption, anti-Soviet

behavior persisted. In fact, the zenith of Peking's anti-Soviet

27. Ibid., p. 163, it has been reported that a counter-
revolution coup was held in Tsinghai, but failed. See also
pp. 133-13k. o N

58, The Great Power Struggle, op.cit., pp. 16%-165.

29. Peking Review, no: 12 March 17, 1967.

30. As most observers agreed, the PLA was 1n fact
supporting the "rightists" and suppressing the left. ~This
was because the regional commanders wanted to maintain their

position. See Alan P. L. Liu, Political Culture and Group
Conflict in Communist China,(CeIio Books, England, 1975).
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campéign was also reached in this stage. The Red Guards
continued to denounce the Soviet Union as revisionists and
provoked incidénts on the borders as well as at the Chinese
Embassy in Moscow and the Soviet Embassy in Peking.

Formation of the Revdlutibnary Committees July 1967 - Sept. 1968

The Cultural Revolution entered into a third stage when
Mao officially instructed the PLA to intervene and reétore
order on July 3, a process of consolidation under Mao's
titular leadership which may be dated from July 1967 to
September 1968. This did not mean Mao and the radicals had
won, for the army came into a direct confrontation with the
Red guards and the revolutionary left. This eventually
resulted in the Wu Han Incident in July. On July 20, Wang Li
and Hsieh Fu-chih, who had been sent by the Central Cultural
Revolution Group to investigaté counter revolutionary
activities in Wuhan, weré kidnapped by Ch'en Tsai-tao, the
army chief of staff of Wuhan. ! Thus, army dissatisfaction
with revolutionary leftism was revealed.

In the several months that followed, the rivalries
between the revolutionary left and the army continued. This
appears mainly due to the leftist attacks on certain military
32

leaders. In an obvious compromise, some ultra leftists like

31. The Great Power Struggle, op. cit., p. 131 - -

32, The leftist action to launch an attack on the army was
put forth by Chiang Ch'ing, under the slogan of "drag out the
small handful of capitalist roaders in the army". The fact
that the extreme leftists were purged and the PLA was given
orders to halt all violence probably reflected the rising
importance of the regional commanders in the face of growing
internal chaos. See for example, Barry Burton, "The Cultural
Revolution's ultra-leftist Conspiracy———_The May 16 Group"
Asian Survey, November 11, 1971.
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Wang Li, Kuan Feng and Ch'i Peng yu,33 core members of

the May 16 corps3)+ were purged, and a campaign to support
the army was launched in January 1968. Although the PLA
encounteréd some violent red guard responses, the establish-
ment of the revolutionary committees in various provinces
accelerated.35 In September, violence subsided as the red
guards were’dispatched to the country-side. Revolutionary

committees were set up in every province and normalcy

gradually returned.
Therefore, this period was ended with the strengthening
of the regional military leadership. The three-in-one
combination soon lost its meaning, and the army's role en-
larged. This is attested by the army domination of the
civilian and the leftists in the new revolutionary committees36
From July 1967 to September 1968, the anti-Soviet move-
ment was comparatively reduced and became more or less in-
significant. Although there were some border disputes in 1967
and 1968, anti-Soviet activities of the red guards as well as

offical attacks in the mass media apparently reduced3’

33. 1Ibid., p.1047.

34, Ibid.

35. Jurgen Domes, "The role of the military in the
formation of the revolutionary committees of 1967-1968",
China Quarterly, Oct-Dec., 1970; also see Ming Pao Monthly
no:56, 1970, Hong Kong, pp.38-Uk.

36. Ibid. Also see Elias Joffe, "The Chinese Army
in the Cultural Revolution:The Politics of Intervention',
Current Scene, Vol.VIII no:18, 1970

37. See Liao Kuang-sheng, op.cit.




The Chinese press did respond with extreme concern

to the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia in August 1968,39
and apprehensive protests were raised about Soviet military
activities near the border immediately afterwards.

Final Phase

The Cultural Revolution entered into its final stage
in October 1968, a period dating from the declaration of

41

victory in the Cultural Revolution, and the convening
of the Twelth Central Committee Plenum in October 1968, to
the Ninth Party Congress in April 1969. Efforts to rebuild

party rule and restore general normalcy began. Schools

70

were reopened with the party's urge that youth pay attention

to production instead of revolution. Discontent among the
red guards was handled by eliminating their radical leaders
from important positions and sending them to the villages
for education. Nationwide preparations were also launched
for the scheduled Ninth Party Congress, during which the
Chinese leaders were drawing up a new constitution and

consolidating a regular system of the new revolutionary

39. An attempt to analyze the effects of the Czech.
invasion on the border disputes will be made in Chapter VI.

40. Peoples Daily, September 17, 1968.

41, Peking Review, September 6, 1968 recorded the
Peoples Daily's editorial "Long Live all round victory of
the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution."
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committees. Yet, it was under this seemingly peaceful
situation that border incidents including armed clashes in
January and FetTuary of 1969 flared up. The border tensions
reached their summit when the Ussuri incidents occurred in
March.

In what follows, I will attempt to examine the ways in
which specific events and characteristics of the Cultural
Revolution may accotint for the often very serious border
disputes which accompanied it between 1966 and 1969.

The Cultural Revolution and the Border Disputes:Phase I

In the first phase of the Cultural Revolution, the
red guards created some incidents along, and sometimes
across  the border.42 They also moved into Sinkiang and
organized mass rallies demanding the Soviet return of China's
loss territories.43 From March 3 to March 13, 1966, as
many as four hundred thousand people, including both army
men and civilians took part in such demons’crations.m+ At
home, the Red Guards demonstrated before the Soviet Embassy
~in Peking.)+5 They also changed the name of the street

where the Soviet Embassy was located from Revolution lane

to Anti-Revisionist street, and the title of a Soviet-

42. Harold Hinton, China's Turbulent Quest, op.cit.
43. 1Ibid., pp.135, 170.

4, ©NCNA, March 13, 1966.

45, John Gittings, op.cit., p.272.
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sponsored hospital to Anti-Revisionist Hospital.LF6 Chinese
leaders described the Soviets as an enemy and rejected
Moscow's attacks on the Cultural Revolution. In October,
1966, the Chinese radio regularly broadcast anti-Soviet
songs and propaganda slogans, orchestrating a nation-wide
protest against the Kremlin. Additional troops were moved
into the border areas in as apparent response to the tensions
associated with Red Guard activities, but perhaps also for
security reasons.47

It has been shown that the Cultural Revolution was anti-
Soviet in nature. Under the general rubric of an attack on
revisionism, anti-Soviet behavior of the red guards probably
aggravated the already deteriorating Sino-Soviet relations
and thus may have been indirectly responsible for the worsened
Sino-Soviet border disputes.48

In a word, the prelude or the first phase of the Cultural
Revolution involved significant anti-Soviet activities which
were directly expressed on the borders. However, the Chinese
military buildup which began on the border, did not have

immediate effects there. The highly publicized border in-

cidents and demonstrations of this period may be confidently

46. Communist China, (Hong Kong:URI, 1966), op.cit.

47, Refer to details in Chapter III. p.37. At this
stage, there were no reports of serious civil disruptions
or disorders which would account for these troop movements.

48. Tai-sung An had suggested a relationship between
the Cultural Revolution and the border disputes. Liao Kuang-
sheng, Byung-jeon Ahn and Iswher Ojha also shared this view,
that both events were related in this phase.
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attributed to the anti-Soviet character of the Cultural
Revolution and its Red Guards.

The Cultural Revolution and the Border Disputes:Phase II

The high tide period of the Cultural Revolution brought
some changes in the character and impact of the anti-Soviet
campaign. At this stage, China reached a state of anarchy
due first to the mounting conflicts between Mao's faction
and the revisionists; and secondly, the Red Guard activities.
The high level of domestic conflict and disorders were
accompanied by rising border tensiomns.

Intensification of anti-Soviet sentiment was revealed
in several incidents on the border and at home. At the
height of the Cultural Revolution, demonstrations on the
border against the Soviet Union led to small scale border

%9

fights. Some Red Guard demonstrations even encouraged

peasants to herd across the border.SO Yet, the intensity
and scale were smaller than demonstrations in 1966.51
However, the hatred of the Soviets was fiercely expressed.
The Soviet Embassy was beseiged when Chinese students
in Moscow were assaulted when they laid wreaths on Lenin's

52

tomb.” Continual demonstrations were then held for two

53

weeks in front of the Soviet Embassy in Peking. They

49. Harold Hinton, China's Turbulent Quest, op.cit.

50. Ibid.; also see Ch'i Sun, op.cit.

51. For example, huge demonstrations such as those
along the frontier, involving thousands of persons were
unseen in 1967.

52. Peking Review, Febpuary 3, 1967, pp.9-11. The
Soviet leaders were accused of practising the 'most reaction-
ary and savage fascist dictatorship".

53. Ibid., Februwary 1967, pp.21, 23-24,
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demanded a Soviet apology for their "atrocities". The
embassy staff were often interrogated,interrupted and even
beaten up. Premier Chou En-lai also denounced Soviet
violence. Finally, the Chinese government expelled two
members of the embassy staff.

Abroad, Chinese students and citizens, when leaving
Moscow, attempted to create conflicts and confusion by
provoking new incidents in the Yaroslavl Railway station.
The Soviets claimed that there were over forty provocations
instigated by the Chinese in 1967.55 In March, the Chinese
staff of the Soviet Embassy went on strike and demonstrated
against the Soviet Union.2®

It has been claimed by the Soviets that Red Guards
were responsible for organizing and inciting border conflicts
along the Ussuri River, exploiting the long-standing fishing
and navigation rights disputes.57 Military operations on
the borders reflected this hostility. More troops were sent
by both governments to fortify the border at this initial
stagef

As the power seizure campaign was promulgated in January,

S4. A Chronology of the PRC 194%9-1969, op.cit., p.302.

55. Ibid.

06. Peoples Daily, March 12, 1967, pp.1-lL.

57. CDSP, March 26, 1969, pp.1-10. .

*, Mao said in Feburary 1967 that the Cul?ural Revolution
should not be carried out in the 13 militgry regions at the same
time; troops stationed in the frontier(Tsinan, Nanking, Foochow,
Canton)must maintain vigilance and preparedness against war. He
stressed the néeessity of cooperation between the militia
and the army, air force, and navy along the Chinese border.

See Chronolo of the PRC, op.cit., gee'espec%ally the recore in
Communist China (Hong Kong;Union Research Institute, 1967), p.202.
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1967, anti-Soviet hysteria also reached its zenith. The
anti-Soviet campaign was most heated in this high tide period
of the Cultural Revolution, when the Red Guards were most
active and internal disorders were at a high level. There
were armed conflicts on the border and the belligerents
rushed to fortify their borders. What does this imply?

In what way and why were the border tensions heightened
during this extremely dangerous and chaotic period of the
Cultural Revolution?

Without doubt, the Red Guards attacked Moscow fiercely,
and helped bring Sino-Soviet relations to their lowest ebb.
Although they were primarily youth mobilized by Mao and his
faction for domestic political purposes, the spirit of
nationalism and anti-foreignism had led them to arouse mass
demonstrations, protests and riot against the Soviet Union.

In terms of polemics, China's attacks toward the Soviets
multiplied in the first half of 1967.59 Anti-Soviet demon-
strations also increased in an extensive manner. Huge demon-
strations were conducted on the Sino-Soviet frontier, and
conflicts between Chinese citizens and Soviet border guards

occurred frequently.6o The Soviet Union was not only

58. Liao Kuang-sheng, op.cit.; also see Alan P.L.Liu,
op.cit.

59. 1Ibid., p.606.

60. Harold Hinton, China's Turbulent Quest, op.cit.
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denounced for having restored - capitalism, but also for
failure to lead the Communist bloc.61 A rectified
'anti-revisionist' China was in other words, naturally
challenging the Soviet's right to lead the oppressed. The

Army Liberation Daily asserted in 1967,

the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution is

having an incalculably profound and far reach-

ing effect on the world of our time... Our

country has became the base of the world

revolution. Our party has becage the standard

bearer of the world revolution.®2
Besides painting China as the only 'righteous' leader of the
world revolution, the Chinese also described Mao Tse-tung
as the authentic successor of the course of Lenin while the
Brezhnev/Kosygin clique were regarded as "renegades and

6
scabs" in history. 3 This intensified attack on Soviet
communists coincided with and complemented Mao's all-out
effort to displace his "domestic moderates™.
Domestic leaders who were accused of being "revisionists"
were in fact charged with favoring Soviet approaches and
6k

policies or with being pro-Soviet. The Chinese leaders

attacked Soviet revisionism as the origin of revisionist

tendencies in China. Undoubtedly, this was related to the

61. See for example, Robert Scalapino, "The Foreign
Policy of the Cultural Revolution", Current Scene, Vol. VI
no:13, August 1, 1968. :

62. Army Liberation Daily, June 6, 1967.

63. "Hit back hard at the rabid provocations of the
filthy Soviet revisionist swine" in Peking Review Feb 3, 1967.

64. Ishwer Ojha, op.cit., p.l16.
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attacks on Liu Shao-ch'i who was labelled the 'Chinese
Khrushchev', guilty of having pursued harmfully unorthodox
policies. These attacks on Liu recalled the purge of
P'eng Teh-huai, who favored alliances with the Kremlin and
had strongly opposed Mao in the Lushan Conference 1959. ea
Liu and the Soviet government now were retrospectively
implicated in that cabal:

P'eng's anti-party activities had not only

China's Khrushchev as the behind the scene

boss, they were also supported ang encouraged
by the Soviet Union's Khrushchev. 5

Mao and his associates therefore, had deliperately related
the crisis of 'revisionism' at home, both directly and
indirectly to the Soviet Union. This appears to be an
important link between the Cultural Revolution and the
aggravated Peking-Moscow rift which probably affected or
facilitated border tensions.

The attitude of the Soviet leaders also confirms this
link. In éarly 1967, the Soviet leaders employed extensive
mass media to denounce China's anti-Soviet campaign. In

fact, the Soviet press definitely conveyed the impression

that as far as they were concerned, Mao and the Cultural
Revolution were deliberately and centrally anti—Soviet.66

Soviet comments complained about Mao's adventurist foreign

65. Peking Review, no:35, Aug. 25, 1967, p. 7.
66. Pravda, Feb., 16, 19673 CDSP, no:1l, 1967, p.k.
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pqlicy ——— saild to be a direct result of Mao's '"military-

bureaucratic" regime.67
Soviet broadcasts also abused Mao's thought and jeered

at the Cultural Revolution. According to Moscow, the

Cultural Revolution had eroded the principle of Lenin, 1.e.

the principle of authority of the communist party apparatus.68

It was also a movement to establish the dictatorship of Mao

69

and his entourage by suppressing their opposition. Further,
Moscow attacked the‘"personality cult" of Mao, who was
called a "petty bourgeoisie nationalist”.7o

Without doubt, the Cultural Revolution, which was anti-
Soviet, had threatened the Soviets. The Soviets reacted with
great hostility to the emergence of a Maoist-military regime
through which the Chinese radicals galned power under a
stridently anti-Soviet and unpredictable leadership. The

shift of control from the "moderates" to Mao obviously had

some impact upon the Soviet leaders.

67. Moscow claimed Chinese foreign policy adventurism
was directly related to the domestic policy, which was
aimed at establishing a military bureaucratic regime. See
for example Pravda March 8, 1966. The November 27 issue of
Pravda also explicitly noted:"The entire policy of the CPC
central committee is openly directed against the basic
principle of Marxism-Leninism, against the CPSU and other
communist parties.” CDSP, Dec, no:ll 1967.

68. 0.B. Boristov & B.T. Koloskov, op. cit., pp. 278 - 290

69. E€DSE, 21, hoé: 2 1969.

70. CDSP, 18, no: 2 1968.
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In other words, the evidence indicates that the
Cultural Revolution did seriously aggravate the Sino-Soviet
disputes, in its second phase. To the extent that
responsibility for border disputes may be assigned to
Soviet anxieties (as expressed in preventive border
fortifications or attempted military intimidation.), then
the Cultural Revolution indirectly does account for

intensification of the border disputes.

The Cultural Revolution and the Border Disputes:Phase IIT
Formation of the Revolutionary Committees (July 1967-Sept.1968)

In this third phase of the Cultural Revolution, border
disputes occurred primarily on the Sihkiang and Ussuri
frontiers. On the Ussuri frontier, border conflicts between
local Chinese citizens and Soviet border guards in December
of 1967 and January as well as September of 1968 helped the
frontier tensions to endure.71 The scale of anti-Soviet
hysteria of this period was comparatively low, but does not
imply that the tensions had gone. Both Peking and Moscow
charged each other with episonage activities and violations

72

on the Sino-Soviet frontier. Overall, however, anti-Soviet

activities of the red guards as well as offical attacks in

73

the mass media apparently reduced.

71. Refer to Chapter III, pp.30-42. :

72. For example, Chinese chargedthe Soviets with aircraft
violations and the Soviets accused the Chinese citizens on
border of arousing conflicts and incidents. See Peoples Daily,
Sept. 17. 1968, CDSP, March 26, 1969, pp.1-10.

73, ©See Liao Kuang-sheng, op.cit., World Politics, Vol.
28, 1976.




This period also witnessed the rising importance of the

military leaders in China. In the process of the formation of
the revolutionary committees, the military leaders indeed
became more and more influential. Troop movements also were
seen in various areas. While these were partly related to
restoration of internal order,7h they primarily involved
fortification on border areas.

75

According to Strategic Survey,” the Chinese border troops

were all regular units, numbering about eighty divisions in
1969. Thus, the troops sent into the border in 1967 and 1968
were probably also regular army. Thus, this third phase of
the Cultural Revolution was not accompanied by major border
incidents, and tension on the frontiers was relatively reduced.
Tn this sense the character of the border disputes followed
the shift in the character of the Cultural Revolution as it
lost its raucus anti-Soviet public character and entered into

a period of serious political restructuring on a wide scale.

The Cultural Revolution and the Border Disputes:Phase IV

4s the red guards and anti-Soviet campaign‘subsided in
the last phase of the Cultural Revolution, direct ties between
the Cultural Revolution and the border élashes from October
1968 to April 1969 must be explained differently. The radicals'
success in eradicating the moderates or "pro-Soviet" leaders,
the rise of the military and their attitude toward

border tensions may indicate some links/connections

7%. Regular garrison troops were used in some localities
to restore order. This was especially serious in Inner Mongolia,
where the regional boss, Ulanfu, was deposed in 1968. See

June Dryer, op.cit. Current Scene, Nov 15, 1968, pp.1-13.
75, Strategic Survey, %nsfltute of "Strategic Studies,
London 1969.
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between the Cultural Revolution and the border clashes
in this final phase.

As the Cultural Revolution approached its end, the fall
of the moderate leaders was confirmed. Many of these leaders
had been sympathetic or at least receptive to accomodation
with the USSR. This may have given Moscow reason to react
with hostility to the political changes in China. 1In late
1968, leaders including Lo Jui-ch'ing, Liu Shao-ch'i, and
Teng Hsiao-ping, were purged and branded as revisionists
favoring Soviet alliance or a Soviet line of policy.
Important figures in the economic sphere, including Li Fu-chun
Teng Cheu-lin, Ch'en Yun and Po Yi-po were either purged
or decreased in power.77

By the end of 1968, the radicals were also able to
remove and replace a tremendous number of officals allegedly
associated with moderate policies. (For instance, Chen Yi's
coexistence policy was criticized, and many ambassadors
purged)78 But the most startling effect of the Cultural
Revolution was the politieal prominence of the PLA represented

by Lin Piao and Huang Yung-shéng.

76. 6Communist China, op.cit., 1967, pp. 1 - 26, 1967,
pp. 1 - 67.

77. Richard K. Diao, "The im act of the Cultural
Revolution on economic elltes" CQ no"42, 1970, pp.65-87.

78. Thomas Robinson, The Cultural Revolutlon in China,
op.cit., pp. 313 - 366, Daniel Tretiak, op. cit., pp. 13 - 22.




Like Mao, Lin Piao had expressed strong anti-Soviet
sentiment.79 In October 1967, Lin publicly called attention
to the necessity to prepare for war and defend the country.
It was also alleged that Lin was on the border just before
the clashes on Chenpao occured.SO Wide publicity was

also given to the bellicose anti-Soviet speeches81

of Huang
Yung-sheng, the Chief of Staff (after Yang Cheng-wu, who
was purged during the Cultural Rewvolution).

Therefore, it may be that the Soviets were quite
convinced that the Chinese were ready to act irrationally
in an attempt to rectify territorial problems. The Soviets
had good reason to consider this possibility. Certainly,
the Cultural Revolution had deepened the mutually hostile
perceptions of both China and Soviet Union on the
borderlands and the enhanced military role in the radicalized
Chinese leadership may have alarmed the Soviet leaders.

Moreqver, it may have appeared to the Soviets that a
politically handicapped China during the last phases of
the Cultural Revolution offered tempting opportunities
for the application of force. In other words, to prevent

China's further claims and consolidate Soviet security

and privileges, Moscow may have instigated the clashes of

79. Peoples Daily, Oct. 1, Nov. 6, 1967.

80. TEdmund Clubb, China and Russia: The Great Game,
(N.Y.: Columbia U. Press, 1971), p. 501

81. Thomas Robinson, op.cit., APSR, p.1192.

82
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March, 1969.82 That is, these border clashes may have been

initiated or provoked by Soviet hawks, who may have favored

a pre-emptive strike on the nuclear installations of China.83
It can be argued that the Chinese were really incapable

of resistance and could not have afforded to initiate

disputes on the border, assuming they were aware of their

overall strategic inferiority. Yet, the internal disorders

could have urged the Chinese leaders at this time to articulate

external hostility to rally internal support. Moreover,

Chinese attacks may have been advantageous for the military

personnel who may have been interested in consolidating their

pos:i.’cion.8)+ If the Chinese did initiate deliberately or

provoke the border clashes of March, 1969, it is at least

possible this was an admittedly risky choice which counted

on Soviet reluctance to move beyond border violence. To the

extent the style and character of the clashes may have been

carefully limited, it seems possible to assume the Chinese

did start these incidents. If so, then the Cultural Revolution

can be indirectly causally linked to these clashes. Also,

by doing this, the Chinese leaders may have achieved the purposes

of deterring any Soviéet invasion.

82. Tai-Sung An, op. cit. Sino-Soviet Territorial
Disputes, p.98; Robert North, The Foreiga Relations of China
Standord U., 2nd editlon, 1974, pp. 109 - 127.

83. General I. G. Zavyalov, "On Soviet Military
Doctrine", op.cit. pp. 374% - 389; See also Pravda, Aug. 28
1969 or Sept. 24, 1969, CDSP, pp. 1 - 5.

8. See for example Huang Yung-sheng's speech in
Albania December 1968, refer to Thomas Robinson, op.cit.
APSR, p.1192; and Lin Piao's speech on "Army, the main
component of the state" Peking Review, no:17 April 30, 1965.
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Post Cultural Revolution Period

The continuation of the border disputes after the Cultural
Revolution had called for war preparations on both sides. A
phase of immediate war scare began in-1969 and later in 1970
and 1971. Although a period of comparative quiet ensued after
the fall of Lin Piao in 1972, the tensions on the border
persisted. The permanent character of the military buildup
on the border, the failure of negotiations84and the persistence
of border conflicts are indicators of enduring hostility
between the Chinese and the Soviets. In view of these post-
Cultural Revolution developments, it is doubtful that the
Cultural Revolution can be considered totally responsible for
the border disputes.

However, it 1s still legitimate to ask whether domestic
Chinese poIlitig after the Cultural Revolution were in any way
responsible for border incidents, particularly the war scares
of 1969 and 1970-1971. First, the persistence of the border
conflicts after the end of the Cultural Revolution may have been
closely related to the Chinese need to consolidate the country
after a period of anarchy and turmoilg5 The Chinese leaders
may have deliberately employed the tensions of the border
disputes to articulate external hostility so as to cement the

factionalistic elements at home.86

84' Moscow made a sign of compromise in September ,
1976 after the death of Mao by ceasing the polemics for five
months. Negotiation on border disputes also failed in May, 978.

85. Byung-jeon Ahn, op.cit., pp. 238-269.

86. Mao's speech April 28, 1969, Issues and Studies,
Taipei(Taiwan) 1970, pp.94+-98.
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Campaigns of war readiness were conducted on a wide
scale from 1969-1971. ©No doubt this background was useful
for the restoration of ordér and political discipline.

Under the slogan of "Store the grains and Dig tunnels deep" ,
another extensive war préparation campaign took place in

1973.

At home, attention was called to the importance of

maintaining unity and stability by rebuilding the party
apparatus gng correcting communist discipline?7 At the 10th
Party Congress in August 1973, party discipline was reaffirmed
In 1974, Mao urged unity between the army and the party.
Teng Hsiao-ping was once again réhabilitated and elected vice
chairman in 1975. He implémented the policy of Chou to speed
up internal stability, go as to facilitate the dévelopment of a
modérnized China. It is at least conceivable that Pekifigmaintained
the border disputes to achieve national unity during this
period éf recovery.

Second, it is also possible that the radicals, who were

not completely victorious in the Cultural Revolution, may have

used the war scare to maintain their position. A review of

the relations between the dominant militaryfg%d the leftists

87-. See New York Times, June 14, Dec. 16, 1974; Hun Ch'i,

no:k, 1974, A _
- Jurgen Domes, "The Cultural Revolution and the Army',

Asian Survey, Vol.VIII, Nov. 1968, Pp.394-363; also see Issues
And Studies, Taipei, Oct. 1969, pp.106-109; Ming Pao Monthly,
no:56, 1970, Hong Kong, pPp.38-4kt; and Eliss Joffe, "The Chinese
Army in the Cultural Revolution:the Politics of Intervention",
Current Scene, Vol.VIII, no:18, 1970.
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in 1969-1971 may shed light on whether this is true or not.
(The rising importance of the military dated back to their
intervention into the Cultural Revolution in 1967) The 9th
Party Congress witnessed army domination over the civilians.
Out of the 29 regions, 20 revolutionary committees were headed
by military officiers. Forty-five per-cent of the central

committee members were also military men. In 1970, the

provinical committee elections left the military in charge in

60% of the positions compared to 16% in 1966.

But as the party began to take shape and be rebuilt by
1971, the strong political role of the military was threatened.
In late 1969, veteran party cadres were recalled and emphasiswas
placed on the criticism of the PLA-dominated apparatus§9 The
fact that Lin Piao's role was under serious attack may have
tempted him to maintain tensions by encouraging a war scare?o
In late 1969, the "Criticize revisionism, rectify work style"
campaign launched by Mao and probably the civilian led by

Chou En-lai, appeared to be directed at the base of Lin's

power apparatus. In March 1970, the new PRC draft constitution

removed the post of state chairman and Chou became the head

of the government. This reflected growing influence of the

89. See Peoples Daily, Nov.5, 1969, Feb. 17, 1969.
90. Jurgen Domes, op.cit., p.186; See also Harold Hinton,
Introduction to Chinese Politics, op.cit.
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moderate leadership, who appear to have convinced Mao to get
rid of Lin and his aides.?’

After Lin finally fell, 34 military leaders (many of which
Lin had appointed) were purged in 1972?2In 1973, of the 174
active members of the provincial party secretaries, 50.6%

came from the army compared to the 62% in August 1971. 1In

1974, some reshuffling of .the military regions may have been

related to completion of the elimination of Lin Piao and his

closer associates?3

One grgument is that Mao who was against Lin, couldn't
be a supporter of the left; but Mao was more or less supp-
orting the left in a way to balance the moderate power in
the seventies. The fact that the leftists (notably Chiang
ch'ing) were not removed until 1976 suggests that they had
little contact with Lin. Thus, it does not seem liked that
the leftistgaroused border tensions to maintain themselves.

ok

Apart from a speech by Wang Hung-wen in 1973, which declared

a need to preparethe people to resist any aggression from

either imperialists or social-imperialists(meaning the Soviets),

the leftists did not appear interested in elevating border

91. It is still a controversial topic whether Mao had
sided with Chou or not. But this obscurity does not prevent
a safe assumption that Mao was personally against Lin, and
wanted to rebuild the party leadership and maintain unity in
view of the Soviet threat. See Issues and Studies, op.cit.

Jurgen Domes, op.cit., pp.it0-143, 146, 149,

93. Philip Bridgham, "The Fall of Lin Piao", China

Quarterly, 1974%; also see the N.Y.Times, Oct 12, 1972.

. Jurgen Domes, op.cit., p.106.
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chflict for their benefit. Therefore, 1t seems reasonable
to conclude that the radicals, as opposed to Lin, did not
arouse border tensions deliberately to maintain themselves.
But it should be noticed that both moderates and the leftists
had participated in calling attention to the need for war
preparedness.gs’

As Mao died and the radiéals were eradicated in 1976,
the border disputes appear to have become a symbolic issue
of occasional use to both sides. The disputed territories
issue was left unresolved. BEach side maintained formidable
defenses on the border and hostile recriminations have regularly
been exchanged.

By 1976, the Soviets were reported to have as many as 67

9% Mig 23

divisions and 15,000 tanks on the Chinese border.
and Mig 25 jet fighters, ssk IRBM's and ss9 ICBM missiles
were said to be deployed in Siberia, central Asia and various
spots along the frontier.97 After visits to the border area
in March and April 1978 by Brezhnev and the Soviet defense
minister D.F.Ustinov, negotiations were held but without any
solid result. Instead, border ékirmishes occurred in May

98

which again deepened the border tensions.

95. There was another argument which stated that Lin and
the radicals were strongly opposing a detente with the United
States. This may have led to their fatal ending. It was obvious
that Chou had the consent of Mao in practising a rapprochement
with Washington. The reverse seemed not possible.

96. Byung-jeon Ahn, op.cit., p.24%7.

97. Leo Y.Liu, "The Chinese People Liberation Army",

Current History, Sept. 1978, .07,
98. See for example, Peking Review, May 19, 1978, p.3.
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Summary

After studying the complicated Cultural Revolution,
its distinctive phases were demonstrated. Throughout
the Cultural Revolution, the general anti-Soviet atmosphere
was overwhelming. The Cultural Revolution however, was
to some extent 6nly a mass campaign with diffuse functions
for internal purposes. This can be seen for example, during
the period from July 1967 to September 1968. Thus, any
direct or causal relationships between the Cultural Revolution
and the border disputes were not uniform. In other words,
the Cultural Revolution exacerbated the border disputes to
a greater extent only in certain periods in certain ways.

In studying some specific early incidents, the conclusion
is that these specific incidents were directly related to
the extremely hostile situation and the clashes on the border.
The Red Guards were prominent in late 1966, and became
extremely important in early 1967 in terms of their anti-
Soviet activities. However, the red guard activity
obviously subsided after June 1967. Military intervention
had swung the pendulum to the "rigﬁt” again.

The troop movements on both sides coincided with the
high tide of the Cultural Revolution. That border clashes
and incidents occurred frequently at this time was certainly
not a coincidence. Military intervention to form the
revolutionary committees had no immediate apparent reflection
in external politics, despite the mass media and protest

campaign against Moscow.
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The border clashes in March 1969 appear to have been
the result of the deteriorating Sino-Soviet relationship and
their mutually hostile perceptions. Security and political
reasons also accounted for the disputes. However, it also
appears plausible that the Chinese military may have found

a serious border conflict politically useful, an enterprise

in which leftist radicals, even moderates, may have concurred.

Overall, it is difficult to resist the conclusion
that the Cultural Revolution, a successful domestic political
struggle by anti-Soviet and structually radical groupings,
was responsible for the intensified border tensions at
certain stages. 1In the following, the discussion of
other factors which contributed to Sino-Soviet hostility
globally, regionally, politically or economically will give
us a clearer concépt of how the border disputes were

aggravated between 1966 and 1969.
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Chapter VI

International Events and the Sino-Soviet Border Disputes

In this chapter, the author will investigate global
power politics in general as related to the deteriorating
Sino-Soviet relations and in particular, as related to the
aggravation of the border disputes in the period from 1966
to 1969.

In analyzing the influence of global power politics on
the border disputes, one fruitful approach is to examine
certain key international events in which Moscow and Peking
were involved. It is of considerable importance to ask
whether the Chinese may have deliberately provoked Soviet
hostility in the international arena, and vice versa. By
studying the Vietnam War, the improving Sino-American
relationship, the Czechoslovakian invasion, the security
problem of the USSR, and Sino-Soviet rivalry in various areas,
I anticipate coming closer to a satisfactory understanding
of the ways in which these factors help to explain the intensi-
fication of the border disputes in this specific period.

A. General Sino-Soviet Rivalry in International Arena

In one sense the border disputes between China and the
USSR are only one aspect of a long standing and serious

global rivalry.

1. Communist China, op.cit., 1966, p.195; 1968, pp.14k-
146, 242TOLL and the 1967 and 1969 issues; see also Harold
Hinton, The Bear At the Gate, op.cit., pp.20-27; Jerome Alan
Cohen(ed.), The Dynamics of Chinese Foreign Relations, (Cambridge:

Harvard Univ. Press, 1970)




The relationship between the CPC and the ¢PSU has been

strained since 1960 because of specific conflicts of interest,
differences over idealogy and foreign policies, and rivalries
and resentments associlated with their status in ﬁhe communist
camp.2 Perceptions of mutual hostility were well entrenched
by the time of the cultural Revolution began and institution-
alized in vitrolic and ritualistic polemics.

The Sino-Soviet rift was further strained during 1966,
the year when china refused to attend the 23fd CPSU congress.
In 1966, China condemned goviet-United States ngollusion
and refused to join in the Vietnam War.3 China also refused
to transport goviet aid to Hanoi. China attacked Soviet
ieaders for "petraying" the Arabs in the 1967 Arab-Israell
War. In 1968, China denounced the Treaty of Non-Proliferat-
ion which to China was a means to check China's nucleaf
development.LP Further, Peking accused the goviets of imperial-
ism for their armed intervention in czechoslovakia in August,
1968. In this context, the cultural Revolution was only one

of many events which enhanced the gino-Soviet schism.

5. China had made certain boundary agreements with certaln
Asian countries, while USSR was jgnored. ©See for example, John
Gittings, op.cit., pp.86-87, 150-152, 195. Also refer to Chapter
11 for details.

3. Donald zagoria, Vietnam Triangle, (N.Y.:Pegasus, 1967) ,
pp.87-91. Also see Confessions concerning the 1ine of soviet-U.S.
collaboration pursued by the now leaders of the CPSU,(Peking,
Torelgn Language Press, Teb. 11, 1900).

L. Communist Chinas op.cit., 19683 also see€ Morton Halperin,
China and Nuclear Proliferation (Chicago:Univ. of Chicago,
Tentre for Policy StudieS, | ) ‘




93

Major Sino-SQviet rivalry in the third world is an
important aspect of their relationship. In fact these areas
were often the site of conflicts :ketween Moscow and Peking?

China had long perceived the Afro-Asian area as their best
source of poténtial allies. From 1966 onward, probably due
to Peking's failure in Asia and the Safari in 1964 and 19656,
a new foreign policy approach was inaugurated in the late
sixties. China attempted to convince the Afro-Asian countries
that the Soviets were not really revolutionary, but were
imperialists interested in dominating the weak for their own
benefit. Peking did in fact use the border disputes to
portray China as an innocent victim of a belligerent Soviet
Union. The Chinese press regularly accused the Soviets of

SUPpressing revolutionary struggles and collaborating with the

reactionaries in Asia, Africa, Latin America, and even the

United States.7

In doing this, Peking aimed to rally the
support of some of the Afro-Asian states.

This policy of encouraging Afro-Asian solidarity, while noth-
ing new,was reflected in the continuation of Chinese aid to

8
African countries such as Tanzania. Yet, in Asia, China's

5. See George Tu, "China's Competitive Diplomacy in Africa",
in Jerome A.Cohen, op.cit.; Daniel Tretiak, "Changes in China's
Attention to South East Asia 1967-1969", Current Scene, Vol.VIII
no:21, Nov. 1, 1969.

6. Safari refers to Chou's tour of Africa. China's failure
there was marked by the lack of support during the Afro-Asian
conference in 1965. See also W.A.C.Adie, "China's Foreign
Policy:The Third World", The World Today, March 19683 "Chou En-
1ai on Safari", China Quarterly, no:18, April/June, 196%k.

7. Daniel Tretiak, op.cit.

8. George Tu, op.cit., Peoples Daily, June 22, 1967.
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relations with other states and the Asian communist parties
became worse even as Soviet influence in Asia was increasing.
In fact, the Soviets were firmly dominant in North Korea and
Vietnam, and had close ties with Inddia. In 1965, Chinese
efforts to foment conflict between India and their ally and
aid recipient Pakistan were apparently frustrated by Soviet
mediation.9 In 1967 and 1968, Moscow established relations
with Singapore and Malaysia, which may have been perceived

as an encircling move by the Chinese leaders. As for Sino-
Mongolian relations, they seriously deteriorated after the
Mutual Defense Pact between the MPR and USSR was signed in
January 1966.10 By 1967, there were anti-Mongolian demonstrat-
ion in Peking as well as Red Guard'attacks on the Mongolian
Embassy in Peking.11 Their relations became extremely tense
when more Soviet troops, believed to be about 10 divisions in
1968, were stationed in Mongolia.

Although Sino-Japanese trade was growing in the sixties,
Peking had bad relations with Japan, whose government was
labeled"reactionary militarist" by the Chinese press in 1968.12
While Japan accepted proposals for joint development projects

in Soviet Siberia, unsettled territorial problems between

9. The Tashkent agreement between Pakistan and India was
reached in January 1966 under Soviet mediation. See Anwar H.
Syed, China and Pakistan:Diplomacy of an Entente Cordiale,
(Boston:Univ. of Massachusetts Press, 197%4), pp.110-126.

10. The treaty promised sincere cooperation and ensured
defence of each other. See Keesing Contemporary Archives,
Vol.XV, London 1966, p.21209.

11. Ibid., Vol.XVI, 1967-8, pp.22277, 22168; see also
Ishwer Oiha, op.cit., pp.240-241.

12, Peoples Daily, Oct. 22, Dec. 20, 1968.
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them and.the Japan-U.S. security ties seemed to limit serious

13

Soviet-Japanese cooperations. China, obviously enough, was
afraid of a detente between Japan and Moscow while the Soviet-
U.S. detente was already underway.

Some steps were taken to increase Chilnese contacts with
Western European states, in the 1960s, as a source of capital,
equipment, and technological support.14 Normalization with
France in 1964 and rising trade with Paris and West Germany
were first steps.15 The Kremlin strongly criticized the arms
trade between China and certain Western European states.16
Chinese-Western FEurope relations became strained during the
Cultural Revolution, but there was a slightly different scene
in Eastern Europe, where China supported Polish self-assertion
and attempted to improve its relations with Yugoslavia.1

Generally speaking, the Sino-Soviet rivalry was most
serious in the Afro-Asian areas and of minor importance in
Europe and Middle East. This general rivalry was affected

by two very serious spégific events: the Vietnam War and the

Czechoslovakian Invasion.

13. W.W.Kulski, op.cit., p.143, Japan and Soviet Union
disputes over the Soviet occupied Kurile Island. See also
David Hitchock, "Joint development of Siberia, decision mak-
ing in Japanese Soviet relation", Asian Survey, March, 1971,
pp.297-300. - : L

1%, Harold Hinton, China's Turbulent Quest, op.cit.,
pp.275-277. - - .

15. J.P.Jain, A Studz'of'Sino-ggitishhgelggéons 1949-
1975, (London:Radiant Publisher, 1976), pp.t0, .

’16.  W.W.Kulski, op.cit., pp.100-402, 4Ok.

17. Harold Hinton, The Bear at the Gate, op.cit.
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B.  Vietnam War

The Vietnam War was a significant factor underlying the
deterioration of Sino-Soviet relations. The Vietnam War
became intense at the same time that the Cultural Revolution
in China occurred, and Sino-Soviet border conflicts became
very seriously augmented. Did the Sino-Soviet differences
over the war contribute in any way to heighten the tensions
on their border?

We know that the debate between the pro- and anti-Soviet
elements within China which was very heated in 1965 directly
concerned policy for the Vietnam War. The stand taken by
those in favor of joint action with the Soviets was represented
by Lo Jui-ch'ing, who denounced the United States:

The historical experience of the anti-fascist war
also teaches us that it is imperative to distin-
guish enemies from friends; make use of contra-
dietions, win over the majority, unite with all
that can be united and form thg.broadest united
front against the main enemy.1
Lo not only urged a united front, but also noted explicitily
that:
We pay high tribute to, and express our full
confidence in, the great Soviet people and
the great Soviet army...We are deeply confident
that.we will be united on the basis of Marxism-
Leninism and proletarian internationalism, and
will fight shoulder to shoulder against our
common enemy, the U.S....19

However, the same issue of the Peking Review contained an

18. Peking Review, May 14, 1965.
19. 1Ibid.
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article which denounced the Soviets and urged a Chinese way
of countering imperialism:

Khrushchev's successors are'moré cunning in

their ways (by) colluding with the U.S.

§ggressor and plotting to sgll outzghe basic

interest of the people of Vietnam.
Through Lin Piao, the anti-Soviet faction accused the
Kremlin of collusion with the United Statés, charged them
with downgrading the people's war, and denounced them as
revisionists.21 This strategic debate became severe when
Mao's attack on the pro-Soviet elements began to gather
momentum.22

In late 1965, Liu Shao-ch'i and Teng Hsiao-ping came
to support Lo and urged a limited Sino-Soviet rapprochement.
They apparently favored an offensive war with Soviet support.23
At this stage, the anti-interventionists were probably
worried about the real intentions of the Soviets, already
provoked by Peking's refusal of joint-intervention. The
apparent bellicosity of the pro-Soviets also may have
facilitated Mao's campaign to discredit them.
The reasons underlying China's refusal of joint-

intervention were many and certainly could not be attributed

ol

only to anti-Soviet sentiment of the non-interventionists.

20. 1Ibid., pp. 15-20

21. ILin Piao, "Long Live the People's War", Peking
Review, September 3, 1965, p. 9.

55, liberation Army Daily, August 5, 1966, also see
Donald Zagoria, op.cit., pp. 63-98.

23, Uri Ra'anan, "Peking's Foreign Policy Debate 1965-
1966" in Ho Ping-ti and Tsou Tang, China In Crisis (Chicago:
U of Chicago Press, Vol. 2, 1968). pp. 9, 54-/1; Hung ch'i,
Dec. 22, 1964; the hawks probably hoped fo achieve Boviet
technical support for China's industrialization.

ol,., See D. Zagoria and U. Ra'anany op.cit.
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In 1966, Chou En-lai took care to express publicly that
China wouldn't intervene in Vietnam. Prudence would caution
against any direct conflict with the U.S. A sense of

vul nerability associated with the internal disruptions of
the Cultural Revolution may have added impetus to this
desire to avoid being drawn intq Vietnam.

On the other hand, China may have wanted to tie the
United States down in Vietnam in a protracted warfare
against the Vietcong, who were supported by the Soviets.
China also may have been reluctant to pay the cost of
Sino-Soviet cooperation, which would have meant a Soviet
air base and troop staging areas in the southern part of
China.26 China had been used by the Soviet Union once
before in the Korean War, which resulted in a serious loss
of life and energy. Thus many observers concluded that
China preferred not to intervene,but hoped to prolong the
war which Moscow and Washington were in fact fighting.27

In other words, the Chinese refusal of joint-intervent-
ion, the polemics between Peking and Moscow, the internal
debate within China (which led tQ the downfall of pro-Soviet
leaders), and China's retreat from the Vietnam war, all

helped to intensify Sino-Soviet antagonism during the Vietnam

war.

25. Chou En-lai, "Four Point Statements on Chinese
Policy toward the U.S." Peking Review, April 10, 1966,
May 13, 1966. .

26. Ishwer Ojha, op.cit., D.

27. Xulski, op.cit., p. 396.

108.
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In the larger context of Sino-Soviet hostility 1n
general, but specifically over prosecution of the Vietnam
war, the border disputes which occurred between 1966-1969,
but particularly between 1966-1968, appear as a secondary
manifestation of international political rivalries. Given
the highly conflicted nature of their overall relationship,
occasional armed clashes or incidents on their long mutual
border seem logical, even predictable.

ng;SinpeAmericanzRelatienS’i966A1969

By the end of the Cultural Revolution, the complicated
global possibilities of a tripolar balance were beginning
to affect foreign policy calculations of all the major
powers. Did China's moves toward normalization of its
relations with the United States affect its relationship
with the Soviet Union during the years of the Cultural
Revolution 1966-1969°%

Clearly, Sino-American rapprochement was a long way off
at that time. Yet, a consideration of international

political factors which may have affected Sino-Soviet relat-

ions, including their border disputes, must include a

review of developments in Chinese-American relations.
Although ChineSe—Américan relations had been quite

hostile in the 1950s, there were some signs by 1966 that

this could change. Domestic critics of United States policy

had been urging a relaxation of American attitudes (part-

icularly, an end of the'tradé'embargo) under the general
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slogan of "containment but not isolation".28

It has been argued in many places that tacit agreement
which accompanied America's prosecution of the limited war
in Vietnam helped to promote the idea of closer Chinese-
American cooperation as a restraint on the Soviets.29

Dean Rusk had implied before a Congressional committee
in March 1966, that relations with China could be restored
if the Chinese government were willing.3o In June, President
Johnson publicly describéd reconciliation with China as a
necessity.31 In July, he said: "the desirability of increased
unoffical contacts with communist China has already been

accepted:‘?’2 Offical steps were taken and some ground-breaking

o8. A Doak Barnett spelled out firstly the idea of
Containment but not isolation. He suggested that this
policy must influence the Soviets to a certain extent. See
China Vietnam and the U.S., "Highlights of the hearings of
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee" Public Affairs press,
Washington D.C. 19663 also see Congressional Quarterly,
op.cit., p. 49.

29. Chronology of the PRC, op.cit. recorded the
interview of Ren€ Dabernat (foreign editor of Paris-March)
who said the Chinese had informed the U.S. through Paris
in the Spring of 1966 that it would not enter into the
Vietnam War if the U.S. refrained from invading China or
North Vietnam and from bombing the Red River Dikes, and
Johnson agreed. Also see W. E. Griffith, op.cit., p. 2.

) 30. Roderick MacFarquhar, op.cit., %; 2233 Dean Rusk
Statement before the Subcommitfee on the Far Hast and the
Pacific of the House Committee on Foreign Affairs,

March 16, 1966. ‘

31. (Congressional Quartérlx, op.cit., Johnson ment-
ioned that reconciliation with China was necessary,
June 12, 1966. ‘ ‘

32, Ibid., p. 14, see also Chiha Vietnam and the U.S.,
op.cit. pp. 29-30. :
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trade agreements were signed in December 1966.33 The
Chinese press in 1966 followed suit by distinguishing
between the United Statés, described as "only an enemy",
whereas the Russians were described as "traitors" who could
"never be forgiven”;34 In 1967, Chinese Foreign Minister
Chen Yi said that it was dangerous to have bad relations
with the U.S. while the relations with the Soviet Union
were'bad.35 In 1968, China apparently proposed an agreement
to the U.S. on peaceful coexistence coupled with an agree-
ment on withdrawal from the Taiwan Strait.36 It is also
reported that the Chinese requésted bilateral talks with
the Americans in October 1968.37 Bilateral talks were
postponed, possibly due to the réluctance of Chinese
radicals, who preferred a harder line toward Washington.
However, signs that the U.S. wished to improve relations
with China were'increasing%8 In 1969, measures were passed
to ease travel and trade restrictions, followed by permission

for the unlimited entry of Chinese products and the cessation

of the two regular destroyer patrols in the Taiwan Strait.39

The reduction of forces in Asia was first witnessed in Taiwan.”o

33. Ibid. p. 131.
3%. W. W. Kulski, op.cit., pp. 392-393.

35. Ibid.
36. Agalln, op. c1t., p. 1k,
37. Ibid. - -

38. See Chronologv of the Peoples Republic of China
on the year of 1969. ~

39. Congre331onal Quarterlv, op.cit., pp. 19-22.

40. Chronology of the PRC, op.cit., pp. 306, 313.
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Soviet reactions to these developments were sharply
critical. The Soviét préss attacked the proposed China-
U.S. talks as a hypocritical cover for planned "collaborat-
ion" on an anti-Soviet basis.41 China was therefore accused
of adopting a "self-contradictory" attitude'regarding the
problem of the struggle against imperialism.ﬁg China's

refusal to cooperate more extensively in Soviet support of

the Vietnamese war effort obviously contributed to Soviet

suspicions of these signs of closer Chinese-American
relations. Yet China's interest in Soviet-American conflict
was both logical and natural, and her own position as a
Soviet adversary suggested thewisdom of exploring offsetting
ties with the U.S. during this period.t3

As a development which was part of the overall pattern
of Sino-Soviet hostility, but was also related to the Sino-
Soviet falling out over the Vietnam War, the signs of a
potential Sino-American rapprochement should be considered

in an overall investigation of the Sino-Soviet border clashes

of 1966-1969. While it is not possible to establish direct
connections between these events, they all contributed to
the maintenance of an increasingly hostile relationship

betwéen the two communist neighbors within which the border

disputes appear predictable, logical and functional

irrespective of domestic, political events in China.

41. Literaturnaya Gazeta, Dec. 11, 1968, p. 9, also see
CDSP, Vol. XX, no:50, 1968.

42, W. W. Kulski, op.cit., p. 393.

43, Jurgen Dedring, "Recent Advances in Peace and
Conflict Research", Sage Library of Social Research, no:27,
1976, see especidlly chapter 3, 4, and 5.




Another incident which may similarly be related to the
intensified Sino-Soviet hostility of this period-—and the
border disputes which accompanied it--is the Czechoslovkian

invasion of 1968. A number of factors suggested that this
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event, and Chinese reactions to it, Ray haveLinflneﬁged" e

the very serious Sino-Soviet border clashes of 1969 on

the Ussuri.

C.lThe;CzeéhpélaVakian}InvaSion

The August, 1968 invasion of Czechoslovakia by the
Soviets was regarded as an action to maintain the Soviet
leadership and sovereignty over the communist bloc.'*t The
Brezhnev Doctrine provided the ideological underpinning of
the invasion.L+5 This implied that it was the international
duty of every communist state to safeguard the interest of
the socialist commonwealth. When socialism was threatened
internally, the other communist states have the right to
intervene even by force. As to the Czech case, the Soviets
were obviously worried by the implications of Dubcek's
rejection of the Soviet model and the Warsaw Pact."“-6 The

invasion was aimed at stopping the erosion of Soviet

44, Ishwer Ojha, op.cit., pp. 210-258; see also Ivan
Suitak, The Czechoslovak Experiment 1968-1969, {Columbia
Univ. Press, N.Y, 1971); R. A. Remington, Winter in Prague
(Boston: M,I.T. Press, 1970).

45, For the record of the detailed description of the
Brezhnev Doctrine, see CDSP Vol. XX, no:2, 1968, p. 9.

46. Dubcek was seeking normalization with the FGR,
attempting to create a democratic model of socialism, and
criticized overbearing Soviet influence in the Warsaw
Treaty Organization. See Ivan Suitak, Ishwer Ojha, and
R. A, Remington, op.cit.
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authority in Eastern Europe. Pravdé noted:
Developments in Czechoslovakia have shown that
rightist anti-socialist elements are taking
advantage of this legitimate desire for correct-
ing mistakes and short-comings to discredit the
CCP's activity by seeking to undermine the
foundations of socialist statehopd and liquidate
the socialist system in the CSR.47

To the Russians, the Czechoslovakia invasion was a legitimate

act of force to consolidate her sovereignty in Europe, and

also a check to the attempt of the West to erode the social-

ist bloc The Soviet move, however, was obviously also a

reaction to the Czech's challenge of Moscow's supermacy.

As the CPSU had long charged that China, like Yugoslavia
and Czechoslovakia, had departéd from the principles of
Marxist-Leninism, did the Soviets also intend the invasion
of Prague as a warning to the Chinese, who were definitely
more obnoxious than the Czechs? It was quité clear that
the Brezhnev Doctrine could logically be applied to China,
too. The Soviet use of force to restore a more subservient
leadership group in a rebellious client state was hardly
analogous to the Chinese situation. However, this use of
force occurred at a time when large numbers of Soviet troops

were stationed48 on the border of another socialist state

which, in Soviet description, had abandoned socialism.

47, Pravda, editorial, July 19, 1968, also see CDSP,
Vol. XX no:2, 1968. »

48. Tt should be noted that the Soviets had increased
border fortifications in this stage. Soviet divisions had
been, as Chinese leaders reported, transferred from Eastern
Europe to Far East. Indeed, border tensions had became more
severe in late 1968. For examples, see John Gittings, Far
Fastern Economic Review, p. 447.
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The Czechoslovakian invasion obviously alarmed the
Chinese. Premier Chou En-lai and the army chief of staff,
Huang Yung-sheng, chargéd the Soviets with incréasing their
military buildup on the border. Fears were expressed in the
Chinese préss that the Czech invasion was not a single
incident.LF9 Immediately, offical attacks against the
Soviets began. Chou En-lai and foreign minister Chen Yi
publicly criticized the Soviet invasion as "socigl imperial-
iSm".5O Huang Yung-sheng, the army chief of staff, in a
speech to the Albanians, in October, expressed fears about
possible dangers for China from the Sino-Soviet frontiers.51
Popular media took up the slogan of preparation for war.

These Chinese responses to the Czech invasion were
extremely hostile. The incident was used to discredit the
Soviets as "socialist imperialists". Alleged Soviet
‘atrocities were denounced in strong language in the press
and over the airwaves. The Soviets were also accused of
threatening the security and independencé of Albania in
particular, and the Balkan people in general, by massing
troops in Bulgaria.52 The Chinese effort to portray the

Soviets as great power chauvinists, was in sharp contrast

49. Peoples Daily, Aug. 2%, 1968, p. 1; Sept. 3, 1968,
p. 13 and Oct. 5, 1968, p. 3. : S

50. Jacques Guillermaz, The CPC in Power 1949-1976,
(Denver: Westview Press, 19765, p. 556. Chou's speech was
given in the Rumanian Embassy in Aug. 23; Chen Yi's speech
was given in the Korean Embassy.

51. Ibid. _

52. Ibid., NCNA, September, 29, 1968. China also
promised Rumania support in case of Soviet attack.




106

to the relative 1ull in public anti-Soviet polemics in

early 1968.53 It is true that by this time the Chinese had
close to a million troops of their own on the Sino-Soviet
border, and it is difficult to be sure whether Soviet
military action there was regarded as a real threat. Under
the circumstances, it was logical for the Chinese to
capltalize on the opportunities the Cezch. invasion presented
for criticizing the USSR. The domestic political value of

an external military threat may also account for some of

the Chinese attention to Czechoslovakia.

How did this matter of Czechoslovakia which provoked
an intensification of anti-Soviet polemics in China affect
the border disputes? Othér than an additional irritant in
an already hostile relationship, did this act of force by the
Soviet Union contribute to border tensions with China?

A consideration of the events which followed the Czech
invasion of August 1968 raises two distinct possibilities:
(1) that Soviet hawks responsible for the Czech decision,
may have also urged a demonstration of force against the
Chinese, or (2) that the Chinese may have been encouraged by
it tq initiate the Ussuri clashes of 1969.

In early 1969, the Soviet shift of concentration from

Europe to the Sino-Soviet frontier was noted. Despite

53. See Jacques Guillermaz, op.cit., Although there
were minor border incidents, actual accusations of each
other's ambition, and Soviet continual attacks on China's
refusal to organize joint action, the Sino-Soviet tension
was comparatively low than the other period.
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Czédhdslovakia, thé'Soviets attemptéd to smooth over other
incidents of unrest in other parts of eastern Eurqpe. For
instance; East Gérmany harrassed traffic on the western
access route'to the city of Berlin and by doing so, threaten=
ed to embroil Moscow in a showdown with the United States
while the présidental election in West Gérmany was approach-
ing.54 Instead of concurring in this harrassment, Moscow
warned the East Germans to restrain their trouble making
activities around Berlin. This warning was made a few days
before the Ussuri incidents occurred on the Sino-Soviet
frontier.55 It was highly probable that the'Soviéts backed
off from potential European conflict in order to concentrate
upon thé'dangerqus Sino-Soviet situation.

Inside thé'USSR; the debate between the Soviet leaders
and the military leaders or the hawks on the issue of a
preventivé'war against China reflected to a certain extent
the tensions on the border and Sino-Soviet an’cagonisms.56
Military leaders also raised the question of the proper
degree of military indepéndence»qf civilian rule. It may
be that the quiet military or certain ségments of it ‘pre-
¥ailed:- upon the party leaders to apply the Brezhnev |

doctrine to China. Thé‘party leaders, for their part may

54, Ishwer Ojha, op.cit., pp. 210-259.

55. 1Ibid. | L S ; . .

56. . Thomas Robinson, op.cit., American Political

" Science Review, Vol. 66, no: 6, Dec., 1972. See also Pravda,
Nov. 1, 2, 1968, KVS, no:19, Oot. 1968, pp. 61-7; KVS, no:2k,
Dec., 1968; and KVS, no:2, Jan. 1969, p. 14, in Thomas

- Robinson. This will be discussed in detail in the following

section. ‘
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have been agitated by the Chinese heresy of praising Mao

and considering him as a successor of Lenin in China during
this period.57 The Soviets may have intervened to
punish the extreme leftists which Moscow regarded as heretics
and a threat to the Soviet leadership 6f the socialist camp.
Thus, the Soviet leaders may have yielded to a decision to
become involved in a limited war on the Sino-Soviet

border, which would also deter further Chinese efforts to
intensify the border disputes.

In late 1968, the general anti-Soviet attitude in China
was deteriorating. But Chinese leaders may have initiated
the border incidents, particularly the Ussuri clashes, for
the purpose of consolidation, and to embarrass the Soviets
while they were distraéted. The military, under Lin Piao,
now dominant, may have wanted to check increasing Soviet
troops on border. It is at least possible that Lin Plao may
have initiated a military action on the border to consolidate
or enhance his position in preparation for the coming 9th
party congress.58‘ In view of the fact that the leftists
were striving to maintain their position, they may have

consented to the idea of the military leader. Considering

57. At this stage, the Cultural Revolution was
approaching an end. Mao was regarded as great leader and
his thought was considered as a successful instrument to
bring about success in the Cultural Revolution. See for
example, Peking Review, Jan. 3, 1969.

58. As an assigned heir to Mao, Lin may have prepared
for an opportunity to consolidate and enhance his position.
The situation in early 1969 may have appeared to provide
such a chance.
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the rising importance of Lin Piao in 1968, a major
border clash may have served to further enhance his
position. He claimed in 1968 that it is important to
remain viligant, assure success of Chairman Mao's
greatest strategic plan, remain viligant, enhance
the prepar edness against war, and defend the
country ,the dictatorship of the proletariat, and
the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution.59
In fact, the anti-Soviet attitude of Lin Piao could only
consolidate his power and influence. Although some even go
so far as to argue Lin was present on the border during the
clashes,6O it is possible that the Chinese may have been
interested in harrassing the Soviets while they were engaged
in the Fastern Furope and Middle East (Arab-Iserali War),6l
which rendered the‘Soviéts vulnerable and less likely to
retaliate on a large scale.

The Czechoslovakian invasion, therefore, was a serious
matter which intensified the Sino-Soviet hostility and may
in one of two ways been related to the Ussuri clashes of
1969. The 1969 clashes, howevér, were so serious as to
raise larger questions about the strategic and security

concerns of both sides.

Security Problems

So far, China's perception of the Soviet military buildup

59. Peoples Daily, Oct. 2, 1968; Lin was charged with
being anti-Soviet in Soviet documents , see CDSP, Vol. XIX,
no:40, pp. 22-23. Also see Peoples Daily Oct. 1, 1966, and
Nov. 6, 1967, for Lin's anti-Soviet comments.

60. Edmund O, Clubb, China and Russia: The Great Game,
(Columbia U. Press, 1971) P. 501; or Robert Guillain, Le Monde,
March 5, 1969. o

61. Thomas Robinson, op.cit. APSR, Vol. 66, no:6, p. 1198.
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on the border, the Vietnam War and the Soviet invasion of
Czechoslovakia have been discussed as some aggravating
factors in the Sino-Soviet disputes. In this section, the
more general security problems of both countries will be
reviewed for their contribution to the border disputes of
1966-1969.

It can be argued that during the late sixties, Chinese
actions on the border were governéd mainly by security
anxieties and fear of war. China's fear was based on an
aggressive image of Moscow and a percéption of their own
military vulnerability. In particular, the Chinese may have
feared a Soviet air strike against their nuclear installat-
ions. Considering their inferior arms and weaponry, the
internal turmoil of the Cultural Revolution may have prompted
greater apprehension about such dangers. This could have
prompted the Chinese moves on the border to deter any quiet
plan of intruding into Chinese territories. Presuming
that the Czech. invasion was seen as a warning, China could
also have intensified the border conflicts to denote their
war readiness. That is, while a war was obviously too
risky, China may have provoked some crisés,'hoping to
maximize the leverage of a marginal positi_on.62

To focus the people's attention on a possible war, and

the importance of production and war preparation, the Chinese

62. See for example Glenn Synder's discussion of a
country's response in case of crisis situation in Jurgen
Dedring, op.cit.
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articulation of external hostility was always an useful
means;63 Border clashes could have helped in some ways with
the campaign to reconstruct the party and maintain order

in early 1969. Immediately after the clashes on Chenpao,
large scale demonstrations involving 300,000 to 500,000
people occurred in a few large cities in China. This gave

an impression that the demonstrations were planned beforehand.

Further, the Chinese leaders took advantage of the imperialist

image of the Soviets, with extensive media attention to these

charges. (Many different countriés and parties were against
Soviet behavior on border)6LF

Although the revolutionary committees were set up in
late 1968, recovery to normalcy was still an urgent task,
The moderate leaders may also have welcomed a move such as
a "limited" bordér clash, which could help promoté unity,
sacrifice, and higher production. It seems highly probable
that the border clashes were functional for Chinese domestic
polities, in terms of internal recovery and reconstruction.

In what way may the border disputes have represented or

reflected Soviet security policies? If Moscow ordered
intrusions into Chinese territory, there appear to be two

possibilities. First, the hardliners or hawks in the Soviet

leadership who favored coercive policies may have perceived B,

63. Liao Kuang-sheng, op.cit.; see also Pravda May 3,
1969 or An Tai-sung, op.cit., Sino-Soviet Territorial
Disputes, pp. 53-54, Soviet writer Konstanian charged Chinese
Teaders in particular, Lin Piao, as instigators of the Ussuri
clashes. . .

64. See for example Peking Review, March 1%, 21, 1969.
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the period after the Cultural Revolution as the appropriate
time to initimidate the Chinese on the border. Second, the
Soviet leaders may have expected to achieve some specific
policy goals through the military clashes in 1969.

In 1969, the Soviet hawks were getting impatient as
regards to developments in China, in which the professional
military was becoming more and more politically important.

A debate took place inside the Soviet Union between the red
army and the party leaders in 1968 over the independence of
the military. The publicized discussions seem to suggest a
preventive war had been seriously considered.65 In the midst
of these debates, the military had urged military training
and high combat readiness frequéntly.66 Chinese belligerence
and plans to dominate Asia were also noted.67 Throughout the
month of October in 1968, the Sino-Soviet border problem was
discussed, and aroused debates at home.68 It thus seems

highly likely that there must have been a certain group of

65. Thomas Robinson, op.cit., APSR, Vol.66, no:6,

Dgc. 1972, pp.1196-8. See also Roman Kolkowicz, The Soviet
Military and the Communist Party,(N.J.:Princeton U.Press, 1967),
p.161; CDSP, Vol.XIX no:%3, pp.32-3; Vol.XX no:28, 1968, pp.11-
16 and Pravda Nov.l & 2, 1968 and XKVS, Jan. 1969, p.14, as

cited in Thomas Robinson.

66. In the 23rd Congress of the CPSU, the Soviet leaders
decision. was that "the party will henceforth in every way strength-
en the defense potential of the Soviet Union, increase the power
of the armed forces ...and maintain the level of military readi-
ness_of troops which will reliably gurantee the peaceful labor
of the Soviet people." See Kinter & Scott, op.cit., pp.32%, 336.
?he CPSP also recorded "significant new success have been achieved
in raising the combat readiness of troops! The strategic rocket
troops were also ready. See CDSP Vol.XIX no:43, pp.32-3, 17.

In 1967 Brezhnev and Podgorny were in Kiev to inspect troops
taking part in exercise s.See CDSP, Vol.XIX no:39, pp.27-8. Also
see CDSP XIX 453 27; 49, for combat readiness.

67. See CDSP, Vol.XIX no:29, pp.8-10, April 1967.

68. Thomas Robinson, op.cit., APSR, pp.1196-98. He noted
that the military took a harder line In 1 65. As early as 1%68,
ed’a

the offensive doctrine was suggested and Zakharov had sugges
nraventiwve war acainet China.
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leaders who favored a preventivé war against the Chinese.

The date of these intensive debates coincided with the
fréquent border disputes in the late 1968 and early 1969.

The militancy of the red army was to a certain degree
heightened. In 1968, the Soviets had 8-10 divisions in
Mongolia, and strong fortifications in various areas. They
may have been induced to move by the Chinese, who appeared
more and more provoking on the border. A few Western analysts
have come to the conclusion that the Soviet Union was
responsible for the Ussuri clashes.69 H. R. Haldeman in

his memoirs claims that the Soviets inguired about the
possibility of U. S. collaboration in a preventive war

against the Chinese in 1969, but were in any case determined
to do this alone.’0

Soviet hawks may have decided to initiate border clashes

because they were worried about Chinese belligerence.

69. For example, Leonard Schapiro suggested that the
clashes on Ussuri were part of a pre-emptive strike on
Sinkiang: Peter Burton came to a smiliar conclusion that
the Soviet aimed to cripple China's nuclear installations.
See Leonard Schapiro, "Communism in Collision", Studies of
Comparative Communism, July/Oct., 1969, pp. 121-129; Peter
Burton, "Background of the Territorial issues”, Ibid.,
pp. 130-148 (note especially his record of prolific documents).
Harold Hinton, who figured that a preventive war had been
considered as early as 1966, suggested that the Soviets
initiated the Ussuri clashes for political purposes, see
The Bear at the Gate, by Harold Hinton, op.cit., p. 20-24%.
Te also said that the Chinese fear of the Soviets was
justified. Another analyst, An Tal-sung did not say whether
the Soviets were responsible, but stated that the Soviets'
reports of the clashes were contradictory. See An Tal-sung,
Sino-Soviet Territorial Disputes, op.cit., p. 91-2.

70. Time, March 1969.
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Russian analysts had often characterized the Chinese approach
to military science as "puré adventurism". /L As a minimum,
high-profile Soviet military posture on the Chinese border
through deployment of increasing troops and missiles, helped
produce higher border tensions.

As mentioned in Chpater III, Soviet fortifications and
troops deployment increased tremendously from 1966 onward.’l
In 1967, there were increased Soviet troops in Eastern part
of China, as well as troops in Outer Mongolia to deter
possible Chinese encroachment. New missiles sites were
installed with missiles capable of hitting China's nuclear
installations, Manchuria and Peking.73 It has been suggested
that the Chinese leadérs complained about the Soviet transfer
of thirteen divisions from Eastérn Europe to the Soviet Far
East from 1966-1968;74 These troops were obviously expected
to deter any Chinese invasion. Apart from this, the continual
Soviet buildup in the late sixties was an undeniable indicat-
ion that Moscow was fully prepared for a war with the Chinese,
should that be desirable or necessary.

Regardless of who initiated these clashes, this Soviet

position of strength helped to maintain tensions while

71. Raymond Garthoff, "A Soviet Critique of China's
Total Strategy", Reporter, Vol. 34, May 1966, pp. 48-49.

72. The Soviets had signed a new defence .agreement with
Mongolia. - See also John Gittings, op.cit., Far Fastern
Economic Review, p. 447.

73. 1Ibid.

74. Ibid.
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deterring the Chinese. This view puts the Soviets
essentially in control of the situation on the border.
Certainly, by the end of 1968, at least, this must have been
frustrating for the Chinese who reactéd by moving more
troops to the border. This cycle of stimuli and reactions
aggravated the Sino-Soviet border tensions.

Is there evidénce the Soviets started the 1969 clashes?
According to Western reports, the red army was extremely
well prepared in the March 1969 clashes on the Ussuri, in
terms of force and strategy, a sign of possible premeditat-
ion.75 Besides, the Soviets' retreat from Bonn, and the
rapid military buildup on border all happened within a few
months before the serious clashes which occurred on the
Sino-Soviet borderlands in January, February and March of 1969.

The Soviet goal of achieving a position of control may
have been related to her own frustration in leading the
communist bloec, and in preventing the increasing Chinese
international self-assertion. The possible motive for
quiet initation of border clashes may have been to induce
the Chinese to make concessions, so as to end the border
disputes as a source of conflict.

At home, the party leaders may have welcomed a border
clash for domestic purposés. Apparently, unity between

the red army and the party leaders was a major goal of the

13 3475. See W. R. Kintner & H. F. Scott, op.cit., pp. 23-2k,




116

Soviet leaders.76 The party leaders may also have conceived
of distracting world attention from Eastern Europe to the
Far Bast. As far as the Warsaw Pact was concerned, the
Soviet Union may have éxploited the case to rally them
against China. It seems not a coincidence that the border
disputes came just before the scheduled international
communist conference.

As great internal cohesion will improve a country's

bargaining position in foreign affairs, Soviet leaders may

have wanted to overcome internal dissension so that more
attention could be deVotéd to external affairs.77 Economic
difficulties and intellectual rebellion seemed to be
pressing Soviet leadérs in the late sixties. The Soviet
leaders may also have been interested in invigorating a
flagging economy, and stemming social apathy and ideological
erosion.78. Dissent at home had already créated a great

many problems that the leaders in Moscow may have wanted to

ease by arousing clashes on the Sino-Soviet border.

76, Tai-Sung An, op.cit., Sino-Soviet Territorial
Disputes, p. 97.

v7. Ibid. . .

78. See R. Tokes ed. Dissent in the USSR (Baltimore:
John Hopkins Univ. Press, 1975); Z. Brzezinski, "Soviet
Politics: Transformation or Degeneration', Problems of
Communism, Vol. 15, no:l, Jan.-Feb., 1969, p. 10.
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Summary

A survey of the overall character of Sino-Soviet
relations, as well as a consideration of the impact of
Vietnam and Czechoslovakia on that relationship, reveals
many ways in which the dynamics of Sion-Soviet hostility
can explain the intensification of the border disputes.
The Cultural Revolution, as a phenomenon of domestic
Chinese politics, may have had an effect on Chinese
foreign policy, and on the images and perceptions of
China by other states. Yet this chapter has shown that a
persuasive case can be made for external and systemic

sources of the Sino-Soviet border clashes of 1966-1969.
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Conclusion

The content of this concluding section will mainly
consist of the findings of this thesis. In the first two
chapters, I have examined the background and the military
dimensions of the birder disputes. The modulation of the
conflicted border, particularly in the Cultural Revolution
period, is the focus of chaptér four. Then I proceeded
first to investigaté the causal relationship between the

border disputes and the Cultural Revolution, and second,

to inquire into the global political environment in which
the intensified border tensions occurred.

After exploring the background to the border disputes
in a more general manner, I came to the conclusion that the
border disputes are due partly to economic and territorial
problems, but further, to historical Sino-Soviet animosity
and habitual Russian encroachménts into Chinese territories.
Unresolved'bordér disputes have long served as a vehicle for
mutual recriminations. The analysis left no doubt that the

border tensions to some extent simply reflect the overall

state of Sino-Soviet relations, expressive of national feel-
ing and polemics. BotH states may have attempted from time
to time to maintain tensions.on the border disputes in order

to achieve policy goals functional to themselves.

Propaganda:and polemics obviously often exaggeraﬁed,
perhaps even inflamed these disputes. By the late sixties,

mutual fortifications drew attention to the military aspects
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as a dangerous and possibly independent dimension of a
seemingly irreconcilable conflict.

In view of the manner in which the Cultural Revolution
encouraged and unleashed anti-foreign, anti-revisionist as
well as specifically anti-Soviet actions and attitudes, we .
can confidently conclude that the Cultural Revolution was at times
directly and closely related to the rising tensions on the
border. The strong radical orientation of the Cultural
Revolution and its overt anti-Soviet aspects were of import-
ance in creating a crisis situation on the long, sensitive
border at certain points —— particularly in the first and
second phasés of thé Cultural Revolution. Hostile Soviet
reactions to the Cultural Revolution confirmed and no doubt
encouraged Chinese belligéréncé. This reflected the
euphemistic relationship between the Cultural Revolution
and the border disputes. The Cultural Revolution was also
a power and policy strugglé within the CPC. It represented
an attémpted eradication of the Chinese moderates by assault
on the party machinery, which utilized support of the
military. Defeat and removal of Chinese leaders who advocated
cooperation with the USSR in Vietnam, together with the
ascendance of military elements in Chinese political institut-
ion% appear to be another way in which the Cultural Revolution
may have contributed to border disputes —— particularly the
disputes of early 1969.

Yet a broader look at Sino-Soviet relations and global




politics reveals cher factors which may be important in
explaining the border disputes of 1966-1969. For instance. ,
China and the Soviet Union were at odds in so many areas that
the Cultural Revolution seems hardly necessary to explain
border clashes which reflected extreme mutual hostility.
Chinese refusal to cooperate in Soviet support for Vietnam
was a very serious matter which was in some ways totally
independent of the domestic crisis represented by the
Cultural Revolution. Moreover, contacts between China and
the United States may have worried Soviet leaders and added
to anger and resentment. The ideas that the Soviets may
have been directly responsible for provocative behavior

on the border acquires plausibility.

When Czechoslovakia became the first vietim of the
Brezhnev Doctrine5‘the Chinese leaders voiced their apprehen-
sion that the invasion représénted a dangerous precedent for
them. Peking's suspicion of the Soviéts' motives may have
been accurate, if we can believe the widespread notion that
hawks in Moscow supported coercive policies toward the
Chinese. 1In other words, the border disputes can be related
as well to Moscow's desire or plan to take advantage of
the abnormalcy and chaotic situation resulting from the
Cultural Revolution.

The war scare became part of Chinese politics as both
the Chinese and the Soviets deployéd more and more forces

along the border. As this occurréd, immediate security
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needs of each other became more directly involved. As

both nations emphatically spelled out the need for border
defenses and increasingly physical conflicts took place,
border tensions became extremely high. In this situation,
'percéptions of the advéfsaryfé motives and intentions

became highly important. Moréover, the immediate situation
along the border became a factor in itself, in which pro-
vocafion, accidental confrontation, preemptive or preventive
maneuvers could set off or escalate to a ma jor clash.

It is also worth noting that border disputes can be seen
as functional in some ways for both sides. For the Chinese,
articulating hostility to the Soviets may have facilitated
domestic consolidation. Moréover, the Chinese made good use
of the border disputes in which the Soviets were portrayed
as oppressive and dangerous socialist imperialists.

A1l these factors help to show that the Cultural
Revolution, aloné, is a partial but inadequaté explanation
of the porder disputes. We must note also that the border
disputes continued in the year after the Cultural Revolution
with occasional serious clashes. We may conclude then, that
in several direct and indirect ways, the Chinese Cultural
Revolution did aggravate the porder disputes. However,
as an increasingly militarized border between two seemingly
implacably hostile states, the Sino-Soviet frontier has been
the site of major and minor confrontations for many reasons
apart from the vicissitude of domestic Chinese politiecs

between 1966-1969.
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Actually, this interesting study of two phenomena
occurring coincidentally has not been sufficiently expounded
by many sinologists. Nevertheless; it seems worthwhile to
study the Sino-Soviet relationship which has appeared so full
of danger for the rest of the world. The Cultural Revolution
and the border disputes are each of them, complex phenomena.
Untangling possible causal relationships between this phase
in China's domestic politics and these incidents of external
international conflict has proved exceedingly difficult.
Simple correlations and assertive claims about the influence
of one event upon the other cannot be proved. At the
very least, however, the compléxities encountered have
demonstrated the humility and caution with which any analyst

must approach the explanatory éxercise.
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Table I

CHRONOLOGY OF CULTURAL REVOLUTION ( 1959-1969 )

Purges of P'eng Teh-huah,the Defense Minister; Liu Shao-ch'l
succeeds Mao as chairman of the Republic

1960

Liu Shzo-ch'i intiated new political and economic programs; Party
placed emphasis on economic devliopment, lessen ideological control

1961

Rectification Campaign; modification of Mao's Great Leap policy.

1962

Socialist Education Movement launched; Liu chaired 7000 cadres
Conference to criticize Mao's policies.

1963

Learn from the PLA Campaign, 5 points directive of rectification;
increasing rivalry between Mao and Iiu.

1964

Big Four Clean Ups, continuation of the Socialist Education
Movement.

1965

Purges of Wu Han, Teng T'o and anti-Mao intellectuals; Power
struggles within the party intensified; growing PLA support
of the Mao's faction. :

1966

May 16 Circulars denounced capitalist roaders; August 5 Bombard the
Headquarter revellion  is justified; August 11, 16 Points
descision concerning the Cultural Revolution; March, purge of
Lo Jui-ch'ing; red guards mobilized demonstrations and purges.

1967

January power seizure; Feburary failure of power seizure, collapse
of local government in Shanghai; July, Wu-Han Incident and army
intervention; formation of 7 revolutionary committees; September,
Chou En-lai order revolutionaries to calm down.

1968

Accelerate establishment of the revolutlonary committees; purges oFf
ultra leftist and rehabilitation of old cadres.

1969

April 9, 9th Party Congress, ousted Liu Shao-ch'i formally;

new constitution adopted, Lin Piao named as Mao's successor.
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Table II

MASS CAMPAIGNS IN COMMUNIST CHINA ( 1930-1972 )
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1930 Retification Campaign in China's Soviet Areas
1942 Rectification Campaign in Yenan
1950 Land Reform, Suppression of Counter-Revolutionaries
Campaign
1951 Three Antis, Five Antis, Natlon. wide Thought Reform
1953~ Socialist Transition Campaign, First Five Years Plan
55 inaugurated, Purge of Kao Kang and Jao Hsiao-shak
1956 Hundred Flowers Campaigﬁ, free criticism
1957 Anti-Rightest Rectification Campaign
1958 Three Red Banners Campaign: The Great leap Forward
Hsiafang, and Commune.
1961 Recification Campaign, especially in literary and
cultural circles
1962 Socialist EdUcation Movement, Four Withs, Four
Clearences, and etc.
1964 Emulate from the PLA Campaign; New Rectification
Campaign
1966 Cultural Revolution
1972 \ Criticize Lin Piao, Criticize Confucian Campaign
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Border Incidents

Border Incidents Anc Sino-Soviet Relations (1735%5=-1:7%]
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Map Showing Military Disposition in Communist China
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