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The estrangement of Maoist Chine from the Soviet Union in the early 1960
destroyed the bipolar political alignment which had prevailed in the world since the
end of the Second World War. The resulting iriangle—Washington, Moscow, and
Peking offers many possibilities for realignment whieh are undoubtedly under
consideration by the national leaders involved. China’s continuing border dispute
with the Soviet Union and the outcome of the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks
hetween the United States and the Soviet Union in Vienna will serve as barometers of
any future diplomatie shifts among these three powers,

PEKING, MOSCOW,
AND
THE SALT TALKS

An arlicle prepared

Commander William A. Platte, U.S. Navy

Introduction. On 8 July 1968, The
New York Times carried a short arlicle
hailing the “cornerstone of the prescnt
world order, the informal Soviel Awmeri-
can survival paet of 1963, The lormal
matnilestation of this inlormal pact was,
ol course, the Partial Nuelear ‘T'est Ban
Treaty, the first step toward pulting the
atomic genie hack in its bottle. This
Soviel-American  achievemeul  was
traced from President Kennedy s Ameri-
can University specch on 10 June 1963
through Premier Khirushehev's positive
reaction to il, to the signing ol the
test-han accord on 5 August 1963, Five
years later, afler crisis-coutrol in the
Middle Fast, an agreement 1o ban nu-
clear weapons from outer space, a nu-
clear  nonproliferalion  pacl, an ap-
proaching consular agreement and im-
minent opeuing ol New York-Moscow
aie sepvice, it was evident that the Soviet
Union was conlinuing to acl in accor-
dance with the informal survival paet,

Gromyko’s poliey stalement of a few
days carliecr had indicated that the
Saviet Union hoped to continue this
cooperation.!

In Peking the concept of a Savict-
American  pacl, whether a “survival
pact” or called hy some other name,
whether informal or fomnal, was net
new. Although public advertisement of
such an accord in the United States
most_ prestigious  newspaper  probably
caused some outrage among the Chinese
leadership, they  themselves  Dbelieved
that such an understanding  cxisted.
They were certain that the Kremlin had
sold out to the Western capitalist-
imperialists and that China alone had
hecome the repasitory of leadership of
the world Communist movement.

The esscuce ol seientific soecialism as
pricticed by Communist Parties is the
minute examination of political, eco-
uomie, and military power relationships
helween themselves and their cuemies at
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this cxaminalion is derived an overall
power relationship  which determines
whether the party will lake one slep
forward or two steps back. Deviations
from the Communisl movement are
produced  when one group sces the
overall power relationship in  more
favorable or less favorable terms Lhan
another group. The left devialionists,
anxious Lo move Torward, minimize the
strenglh of the enemy. Right deviation-
isls, more cautious, will appraise enemy
strength nore  gencrously. Bul  hoth
groups will claim the center and de-
nounce the other accordingly.”

Thos Mao Tae-luug and the Chinese
leadership interpreted  Soviet nwelear
weapon  and slealegie missile delivery
systemn achicyements as a greal luening
point in history. ‘To Peking, Moscow’s
thermonuelear exposions and sputnik
suceesses meanl a drastic shill in world
power relationships. The Bast wind was
prevailing over  the Wesl wind, Bl
Moscow, besel with problems and re-
sponsibilities of a world leader, was not
so sure. 'Thus Moscow, claiming he
cenler, classilied the Chinese leadership
as leftist, dogmatie, and adventurist, To
Peking, elaiming the center, the Soviet
Union was classilied as rightisl and
revisionisl. The CPSU leadership was
accnsed of adopling the doclrines ol
Bernstein and Kautsky, Alinost nothing
that Moscow did or lricd 1o do was
acceplable to the Chinese, und Chinese
moves, whelther domeslic or in inlerna-
lional politics, ravely mel Soviel ap-
proval. Peking accused Moscow ol lack
of support during the offshore islands
crisis of 1958 and in the ludian border
clash of 1959, Bul to Moscow Lhese
Chinese moves were ill advised. Moscow
thoughl that the Chinese communes
were misguided al hest, and Khoshehey
tricd to dissnade Peking. Dut Peking
replied Lthat such an effort al econcmic
developmenl was neeessary because of
insufficient Soviel aid. By 1960 Lbe
relationship  had  deleriornted Lo the
wiul thal Moscow cul ol economic aid
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and  withdrew Soviel Lechnicians and
their engineering blueprints, Phe Soviet
Union in the period late 1954-1957 had
promiscd aid in nuclear technology,
ineluding muclear weaponry for defense;
although commenced, il was withdrawn
on 20 June 19597 Peking derided
Maoscow’s perlormance  during  Lhe
Cuban missile crisis in 1962, arousing
Khrushehev’s ive, bul concarrently Mos.
cow chose neulrality in the Sino-ladian
horder war, which Peking elassified as
objeclive 2id Lo the enemy. Subsequent
Soviel nilitary aid to India reinforeed
Poking’s belief. By 1903 the dispute had
reached a poinl that whben Moscow
signed the Nuelear Test Ban ‘T'reaty wilh
Washinglon, Peking was sure that the
two were in leagone against her. The
Chinese  complained of collusion be-
tween LS. imperialists and Soviet vevi-
sionisls and spoke regularly ol encircle-
ment. Unly a change in leadership
scemed  able Lo reverse the downhill
course, and when Khrushiehey was “re-
lieved of command™ by his compalriols
in 1904, Peking probably was greally
relicved. ‘There must have been sinug
smiles of salisfaction in I'eking when
Khrushehey was denouneed in Moscow
for “subjectivism™ and  “hurchrained
schemes,”

The new  Kremlin  leadership  of
Brezhney and Kosygin, in [act, proved a
good deal more rescrved and caulious
than its predecessor. However, their
policy decisions were nol wmuch dif-
lerent than those of Khrushchev, They,
in Inet, scenmed to be more flexible and
more suceessful on a number of counts
i their international political stanee
and gained while Peking was losing,
Peking was soon Lo declare thal Mascow
was exhibiting “Klirushchevism without
Khirushehey” and may have believed,
deep in its heart, that the leadership of
the apparatehiki was a good deal more
wily and Longher than il ought to he,?

Concurrently with Khrusheley’s re-
moval from power, China had joined the

nuclear elub; her fiest atomie explosion
2
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was in Oclober 1964, 1t has heen noted
that one of the major cfiecls of the
partial test-ban treaty of 1963 was that
it firmly split the Communist world.® 1n
1904 Peking  therefore  proved  that
China could go it alone, testing in the
atmasphere in the fuce of widespread
public opinion comdemning the radio-
active Tallout coutamination produced
by such tests. Morcover, Peking con-
tinued Lesting alomic munilions over
the next 5 years, improving her weapons
know-how. While contlinuing Lo Lest and
expand capabilitics, Peking denounced
all efforts of arms control shorl of the
altimate--geueral  and  complete  dis
armament. While the impetus o other
stralegic  arms  conirol measures pro-
vided by the Lest-ban treaty of 63 was
greally slowed by the Vietnwm war, the
United States and the Soviet Union
nevertheless  reached  agreement  on
banning nuclear weapons {rom onter
space and from the scabed and on the
nonprolileration ol nuclear weapons Lo
nonnuclear natious. Peking denounced
each ol these sleps as collusive acts Lo
keepr China inan inferior stalus,

Peking seems Lo regard all arms cou-
trol and disarmament schemes rather as
did Lenin hefore the Bolsheviks came Lo
power: Lthey merely distracl the masses
from the only real means lor climinating
war, a Communist revolution  thal
wowld c¢nd the class struggle. Thus
Peking regards disarmament as a danger-
oug lactic and harmtul as a stralegy,
Moscow seems Lo hold Lo Lenin’s view
on disannament alter achieving power:
it indeed could be used lo Lactical
advantage Lo preserve the base of social-
s and to embarrass and divide the
capitalist  powers, Morcover, hoscow
now undoubledly finds arms control
steategically  uselul. Despite their dis
trust of Western intentions, the Soviets
seem Lo helieve thal political and mili-
Lary realities today require moderation
of the arms race and reduction of the
threat of accidewtal war,®

In addition Lo their diflerences on
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grand stralegy, on loreign and domeslic
policy actions, on Lhe responsibililies of
one Communist power toward another,
especially in regard o cconomic and
military aid, and on the value of dis-
armament aud of negoliating with the
West, Peking and Moscow lhave 4 most
serions problem in their long common
border. More specifically, the problem is
one ol Chinese irredentism, Mao s
reported Lo have reminded Khrnshehey
as carly as 1954, on lhe new Soviel
leader’s Tivst visit Lo Peking, tat China
did not aceepl permanent Soviel reten-
tion of castern Lands acquired by the
vzars, The territorial dispule coulinued
to hubble to the surface fram time Lo
time. When Khrushehey remarked that
Nehen could lake Goa bul that the
Chinese did not move against Macao or
Hong Kouog, Mao reportedly replied that
when the Chinese began 1o collect for
foreign-held territory not only Porlugal
and Britain would have to pay Uheir bill,
Armed clashes along the border first
came Lo light in 1906, when Soviel and
Fast Furopean sources reported over
150 incidents in 1963, Also, in 1906
Moscow renewed its Mutual Delensce
Treaty with Ouler Mongolia on uo-
favorable  terms lo Peking and  re-
pottedly moved as many as 10,000 men
(armored units) 1o the eastern (rontier.”

By 1969 Lhe Sino-Soviel dispute had
reached o eritical stage. The  border
ssue, aggravaled  over lhe yeors by
population pressures [rom both sides,
had  become a linderbox, NMoreover,
Peking and Moscow were al liguralive
dugger points on eyery olher issue, be il
strategic, political, economie, or ideo-
logical. Since 104 Brezliney and Kosy-
gin had improved Moscow’s posture
internationally, while Peking’s repula-
tion in the  world community  had
slipped hadly. Thus China, despite grow-
ing atontic prowess, remained in many
ways a “have not” nalion, an ouleast, a
nation with nol mueh power hut great
power  polential, and a nation with
prelensions Lo grandeur, ln Moscow,
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Peking undoubledly was  considered
 highly dangerous. Border warfarc wilh
former comrades appeared imminent,
Puradoxically, to the West, Moscow saw
a chance to reopen a dialog of dis-
armament in which both eapitalists and
Communists stood to gain. The Soviel
Union, a “have nol” nation seareely 52
years carlier, had come a long way.

The Border Clashes, |t is doubiful
that Lenin cnvisaged the neecessity lor
neighboring nalions under Communisi
rule to ohserve the diplomalie prolocols
ol the eapitalist world. However, as the
siluation has developed in the “socialist
eump,” all the trappings ol tradilional
diplomacy indeed haye come Lo be used.
Most of the Commnnisl governments
are adepl at the use of the protesl note.
These notes, published as adjuncts to
polemieizing, are valuable sonrces of
information, provided the reader Lakes
into account their generally sell-serving
nalure,

We know [rom a series of Chinese
and Russian prolest notes thal lension
along Lhe border flared inlo violence
carly in  March. Pcking deuounced
Soviel incursions in Lhe vicinily of
Chenpao lsland on 2 March and 15
March 1969, noting that the Sovicts had
continued Lo fire artillery in that vicini-
ty since 15 March.® These disturbances
prompled Moscow Lo propose Lhal the
Soviel Union and China resume consul-
tations Lo clarily the borderline in eer-
tain scctions, consnllations  which
Peking allegedly had broken off in
1964.°

Apparently the Chinese did nol ac-
cepl Lthe Sovicl proposal, and further
clashes ocenrred, this tUme in Lthe Sin-
kiang arca, on 16, 17, and 25 April and
again on 2 May 1969.'° Moscow was
serionsly conecrned, and Lhe Russian
people were alerled Lo Lhe possibility of
open hoslilities. Yevgeny Yeviushenko’s
poem “On the Red Ussuri Snow™ was
veleased Lo the public on 19 Mareh.'!
5 May Pravda was quoling one of the

gital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol23/iss5/11

Sovicl Union’s forcmost Ching experls
as accusing the Chinese of using popula-
lion pressures as an excuse [or expan-
sion. Readers were warned Lhat “Mao
has not yel presented the hill for the
Soviel lerrilorics of Kamchatka, Kha-
barovsk, and Vladivostok.™?  Sovict
military authoritics were nol idle. 11 was
reporled thal between one and Llwo
hundred (housand Soviet soldiers, in-
cluding rocket troops, had moved into
Mongolia, that the Soviets had deployed
I2 million men from Irkulsk eastward,
and Lhal Sovicl missiles were capable of
striking Paolow and lLanchow, Chinese
nuelear research centers south ol the
Mongolian border. At leasl nine castern
airficlds in the Soviel Union were
rupidly enlarged, and travel was banmed
lo Khabaroysk on the Amur, and lr-
kutsk near Lake Haikal*?

Concurrently with the military build-
up, further incidenls occurred. There
apparently was a major confronlalion
(romn 12 Lo 13 May al Weipalao lsland in
the Heilnng River, Heilungkiamg, The
gilualion Lhere remained nnstable, and
[urther incidents were reported in the
game locale on 25 May and 28 May,
Meanwhile the Sinkiang border was real-
less, Incidents were reported on 20 May
at Y chhsikoi and 'I'aheheng, !

By carly Jnne, Peking, oo, had
bepun to helieye thal war might be
imminent. Vice Chairman Lin Piac had
alerted the parly Lo the fact at the
Ninth Parly Congress in Apil; now he
was gqnoled lor widespread public con-
sumplion as urging preparations for
convenlional or nuclear war. © ... We
can vanquish the enemy i elose range
combal laking place within 200 me-
ters . .. We rely on [ool soldiers, men
armed with Mao Tse-tung
thought ., , ™%

In a nole ol L1 June Lo Moscow,
I'cking denounced a Soviel horder in-
cursion in the Barluk Mountains, Sin-
kiang Province, in which once Chinese
shepherd  was  killed, another  kid-
napped.’® Moscow replied indignantly .
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lo Lhis nole the lollowing day, staling
that it “grossly distorled eyents.” The
Soviel yersion Lold of a Chinese in-
cursion in the vicinity of the Tastau
River, Semipalalinsk Proyince in which
a Chinese citizen with a Mock of sheep
and a growp of Chinese servicemen had
intruded into Soviel Lerritory.'?

The summer scason proved hot in
motre ways than one along Lhe border.
There was a major clash in carly July at
Pacha Island in the leilung  River,
Fuynan Counly, Heilingkiang Provinee
involving Soviel frontier lroops, gun-
boats, and airerall. Peking accused the
Soviel forees of landing on Lhe island
and burning a honse.'® And in mid-
Augnst a baltle ol large proporlions
oceurred in Sinkiang. Peking reporled
many Chinese killed and wounded when
lwo  helicoplers, dozens of tanks and
armored vehieles, and several hundred
troops intruded inlo the Tientiekti arca,
Yumen Counly, Sinkiang Uighar Au-
tonomous Region, China, on 13 August
1969."°

If the Ghinese had, in facl, initiated
any of the border incidents prior Lo |
July, and they undoubtedly were re-
sponsible for some of them, il was
obvious after | July thal Moscow was
well prepared for punitive aclion and
not averse Lo laking il.

The Polemics. As the border situa-
lion became more serious, the lenor of
Sino-Soviel polemies increased in pileh
and intensily. Probably mosl indicalive
ol Chinese apprehension was the Peking
lie on Uniled Stales-Sovicl eollusion in
the encirelement of China. Soviel news-
man Viclor Louis, who is probably an
oflicial of the KGR, visited Taipei in
Oclober 1908 for long conyersalions
with Defense Blinister Chiang  Ching-
kuo, the son of President Chiang. Peking
almost cerlainly was aware of the Lonis
visil immediately bul did nol comment
on il until after the horder clash of 2
March, when a Soviet-United States plol
was denounced.?? Peking saw Turther
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evidence of this plot when President
Nixon cenlerlained, inter alia, Soviel
Ambassador Dobrynin at a conecerl in
Lthe White House Rose  Guarden:
* .. now Urough the note of harmony
between  the United States and the
Soviel Union struck al the While llouse
concerl, that U3, imperialism  and
Soviel revisiomsm, the (wo  biggest
tyranls  in the world, are  ‘nalural
friends” in opposing China . .. 721
Peking denonneed Moscow (or aiding
in the scarch for a Strategic Air Com-
mand tanker zirerall which disappeared
over the Bering Sea on 3 June 1969,
{One Soviel lishing vesse! ook parl in
the search)??* A Soviel shipmenl of
litanium Lo the Unilted Stales consli-
tuled Turther evidence of ils collusion
charge to Peking, When Lhe [reighler
Orsha docked i Seatlle will the stra-
tegically valuable metal on 26 June, it
wits Lhe [iest lime in 19 years thal a
Soviet ship had moored in an American
port. Ghina said . .. while the Soviet
revisionist rencgade cligne Teigns anli-
nnperialism il s ganging up with U5,
imperialism . . . P23 Eyen Lhe Soviel
receplion Tor Apollo T astronaut Col.
Frank  Borman  was  depounced  as
symbolic of sinister Uniled Stales-Soviel
machinations.?* Moscow wus aceused
ol hatehing a “Middle Fast Munich™ in
collaboration with the United Stales al
the expense of the Palestine guor-
rillag,>® of sham support and real he-
trayal of the Vietnamese people (“The
Soviel revisionisl renegade chique and
(.5, imperialism are jackals of the smne
lair.”),2% and of lailding ap  naval
strength in the Indian Occan o {ill the
vaenum crealed by departing Britain.?”
In late Augnst, Peking was denounecing
Saviel aid 1o the Congo, collaboralion
with West Germany, aid o Suharlo’s
Indonesia, aid and ship visils 1o India,
ship visils Lo Japan, and, most vehe-
mently of all, the Soviet plan for a
system ol colleclive securily in Asia.2®
Moscow™s sponsorship of an Asian
Collective Seeurily Syslem, coming al
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the lime of threalening acls on the
border, assuredly triggered apprehension
in Peking. 'The Chinese responded with
great vituperation. The Moscow leader-
ship was referred to as the expansionist
“new tsars,” comparcd Lo Eiscnhower
and Dulles in the 1950%, accused of
“gangster logie,” and ol reaching the
“height of absurdity.”??

In keeping with ils responsible pos-
ture in international politics, Moscow
was rather restrained in its responses to
Pcking’s diatrihes. The Kremlin ohvi-
ously was speaking comparatively softly
but carrying a big stick. In the carly
spring Pcking was accused of “culti-
valing the Cold War spirit.” Kommunist
noled that Jenmin Jihpao alonc had
published more than GO0 anli-Sovict
attacks in 1968, Mao was accused of
working at parly-splitting; and Chincse
adventures in the third world, Lrade
with West Germany ond Japan, and
horder provocations were denounced.” °
By the c¢nd of April, Moscow had
decided that, as evidenced in the Ninth
All-Chinese Communist Parly Congress,
the stenggle against the Soviel Commu-
nist Party had become the “main diree-
tion of the Maoists’ activitics in the field
of forcign policy.” Moscow noled, how-
ever, Lhal China had nearly admilled
being isolated from inlernational com-
munism, thns unnouncing the de facto
achievement ol a Khrushchevian aim of
1963-1064.*1

By early Junc the Soviet lcadership
decided Lhat a major slutement aimed al
China was necessary. Communist Parly
General Seeretary 1.1, Brezhnev de-
livered Lhe policy al the long-delayed
International Conlerence of Communist
and Workers Partics in Moscow:

Barring the road to the threat of
war and nol relaxing our vigilance
with respeel Lo the machinalions
ol aggressive and  revanchisl
circles, we shall continue Lo do
eyery Lhing in our power Lo climi-

on our planet...the burning
problems ol the present do not
push inlo the background more
long-range tasks, especially the
creation of a system of colleclive
seenrity in Lhose parts ol the
world where the threal of the
unleashing of a new world war
and the unleashing of armed con-
Mliels is centered. . . . (speaks of
the Karlovy Yary conference joint
program of stroggle [or ensuring
securily in Enrope; says U.S.85.R.
will help) ... We think that the
conrse of evenls also places on Lhe
agenda Lhe tosk of crealing o
system of collective sceurity in
Asia.??

Having ennneiated this position, Mos-
cow’s polemics adhered closely Lo it for
the next several months. Thus it is
possible now lo lurn Lo developments
on the SALT talks.

Slow Progress on SALT. As the new
administraltion assumed office in Wash-
ington, Moscow affirmed Lhal il was
ready lo slart a scrious exchange of
views on lhe conlrol of nuelear mis-
siles.>® But the Republican appointees
required some time for scrious study
helore proceeding with a major project
under consideration hy their Demo-
cralic predeeessors since the immediate
aftermath of the tesl-ban trealy. Presi-
denl Nixon allirmed his interest in
SALT at a March press conlerence, but
il was nol unlil late April thal Secrelary
of State Rogers indicated that latks wilh
the Soviel Unien on slralegic arms
timitalion would open in late spring or
carly summer. When summer had almost
arrived, Presidenl Nixon affirmmed thatl
SALT talks were still in prospect, bul
did nol announce a date. Meanwhile
there had heen a cerlain amounl of
hackground mancuvering. One mysleri-
ous incident, probably related Lo SALT,
was the visit of Soviet Viee Minister of

https://digthcchnthads ol the dangcr ab o s isss e fense  Vasiliy  Chuykov 1o the,
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Pentagon in April. Chuykov had been in
Washinglon for President Eiscnhower’s
funeral.

Whether the lack of Progress was due
to burcaucratic delay in Washington or
to a preoceupation of hoth Washington
and Moseow with L5, discngagement
from Vietnam or to Moscow’s pre-
oceupation with the Chinese border or
to Mascow’s burcaucratic delay or to a
combination of all these [actors is prol-
lematical. We do know that some prog-
ress was made on related disarmament
malters  during these months, The
United States nnd Lhe Soviet Union
worked toward agreemenl on a draflt
treaty Dbanning the emplacement of
nuclcar weapons on the seabed.”® There
was governmenl-sponsored action in Lthe
Soviet Union to promole an inlerna
tional banning of chemical and biologic
weapons in warfare (CBW).** This
Soviet campaign was echoed in the
United States, and the administration
was asked to consider ratilying Lhe
Geneva Prolocol of 1925, In August the
IForcign  Affaira Commillees ol the
Council of the Union and the Couneil of
Nalionalitics of the TLS.S.. Supreme
Soviel mel nnder the chairmanship of
M.A. Susloy and recommended 1hat the
Soviet Government ralily the Treaty on
the Nonprolileration of Nuclear Weap-
ons gigned in 1968.>% Throughout the
period January to Seplember, Soviel
olficials and publicists maintained a
steady drumbheat, echoing the Soviet
Union’s posilion favoring limilation of
the arms race and, Detter yel, dis
armament; elimination of the hotbeds
of war in Burope, Southeasl Asia, and
the Near East; and international de-
tente. Brezhney spoke in this vein at the
May Dyay parade, which emphasized
Sovicl peacelul intentions by omitting
Red army participation.®” His major
speech  delivered Lo Lthe International
Conferenee of Conmmunist and Workers
Partics in June, cited above in Lhe
context of the border dispute, [irmly
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indicated rcadiness to “reach an agree-
ment on general and complete  dis-
armziment and on measures {or limiting
and checking the arms race, above all in
nuelear arms and missiles.”®® The basic
document adopted by the June con-
ference strongly favored putting the
Nonproliferation  ‘Trealy  into  ellect,
creation of nuclear {ree zones, banning
nuclear weapons, a radical cutback in
military  hudgets, and for gencral and
complete disarmament.®® Foreign Min-
isler Gromyko, in a major report on
forcign policy delivered in July, dwelt
cxlensively on disarmament matlers. He
reemphasized Soviel readiness lo com-
mence SALT talks; otherwise his com-
menls amounled Lo a restatement of the
Soviel position, T'he notable Lhing aboul
the speech was the amount of explica-
tion devoled 1o the Tield of dis-
armament.*

By this lime Moscow publicly had
begnn to wonder sloud about “why the
United States was delaying the SALT
tulks,” Russians themselves did not
wonder, but Pranda’s Washington corre-
spondent quoted Ameriean sources who
were wondering aboult the delay.*! But
for Peking Lhe silustion already had
gone much too far, a8 the Sino-Soviel
polemics on disarmament will indicate.

Polemics on Disarmament. Noting
with disdain Soviet Viee Minister of
Delense Chuykov’s visit Lo the Pentagon
in April, Peking declared that the pro-
posed “disarmament confercnce and
Latks on limiting nuclear missiles . . . are
nolhing but deceplive tricks. Under the
signhourd of  disarmament, they are
aclually engaged in arms expansion to
oppose China and the people of the
world,”™? Most 1.5, stalements on the
possibility ol lorthcoming SALT talks
were  Lreated  in the same  vein.
* ... starting with this bargain (1o hold
SALT tlalks), TLS. imperialism and So-
viel revisionism will hold a ‘gencral
round” of discussions on a series of
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questions in conuncelion with their glo-
hal  eounter-revolutionary
K a3

l1on.

Moscow replied 1o Lhese Chinese
accusalions in ils restrained and rational
manner. In the major speech  cited
above, Foreign Minister Gromyko noled
that

collabora-

For many years now Lthe Chinese
leaders have been assailing our
policy aimed at the disarmament
of slates and Lhe eliminalion of
nuclear  weapons, ... a policy
that .. .is opposed by dmperial-
ism. The Chincse leaders declave
that  any agreement  on  dis-
armament, especially naclear dis-
armament, is a fraud and that
under no cirecumstances will China
accepl such an agreementl or sil
down Lo negoliale on Lhese ques-
Lions, ... In  vesponse Lo Lhis
bravado, one mighl say: “Don’l
spit in the well--you’ll he wanting
Lo drink the waler, Loo.”™*

Peking was lar [rom moved by
Gromyko’s prediction. Jenmin Jihpao
commented speeifically on his speech:
“. .. Gromyke’s reporl . . . means sum-
mit celings . . . for global counter-
revolulionary deals. . .. Talks with 1.5,
imperialism an slrategic weapons Lo step
up nuelear blackmail against the world’s
people. . .. Continued  sell-out. ... ™
As the relationship between the Com-
munisl  powers  became  ever  more
strained as  the summer progressed,
Peking denounced Moseow in ever more
provocilive lerms: “The Kremlin rene-
gades are like prostilutes who want Lo
have an aveh of chastity eveeted for
them. . .. They are Mirting and slepping
up Lthe collugion with US. im-
perialism.

But Moscow would have the last
word. On 28 August 1969 the Kremlin
pronounced ils (aith in its “construclive
proposals” aimed at “the reduction of
armg, controlling the vace for cyer more

23/iss5/11

destruclive means of attack and coun-
ter-attack, the non-proliferation of nu-
elear weapons.” 1L said that these ideas
had mel with a positive response
throughout the world, but that Pecking
has replied “in its own way.” Therefore,
the Chinese people were warned Lhat
Mao was courting nuclear war.*’

1t should he noted that the polemies
hetween Mosecow and Peking during this
period correlate rather eloscly, in fre-
queney and inlensily of feeling, with
periods of heightened Lension on the
horder. This scems to be ture of the
polemies on  disarmament as well as
those on olher subjects of concern Lo
the lwo. For instanee: the disaymament
polemies peak in Jonne along with the
exchange ol public diplomatic noles
concerning the border clashes of the
March-June period. ‘They peak again just
after the major horder clashes in An-
gusl. 1t is obvious that Moscow has
maintayined a more level polemical atti-
tude throughout the period, while
Peking became more strident. I is en-
licely possible that the Chinese side
prepared its poleruies in advance for
release lollowing a border clash. Thus
Peking’s June releases regularly referred
to cvenls of Mareh and April. The
probabilily of coincidenee in this corre-
lation of polemic releases with border
clashes is considered to be very low.

Bul the phenomenou of polemies
was soon Lo ecase. An unexpeeled event
was Lo have a profound effecl on the
Sino-Soviet dispute.

A Turning Point. President o Chi
Minh of Norlth Vietnam died aL 9:47
an, on 3 Seplember 1909, Aged 79 at
the time of his passing, [To was a highly
respected member of the international
Communist establishment. 1t ecould be
gaid that Mo, in fact, was a more
presligions Communisl in some respeets
than the epparaichiki in power in Mos-
cow or the Chinese leadership, which
had had very little experienee in the
international movement. [lo had8
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achieved additional stalure as a medi-
ator between Moscow and Peking. Ac-
cording to onc press report, Ho had
mediated the Chinese-Russian dispute
over remarks on Yugoslavia in the dralt
Moscow Declaration of the 81 Commu-
nist Partics, November 1960.4® Again in
1962 his efforts reportedly malerially
elfected a tcmporary reconeiliation of
the two partics.®® Now again, in death,
e had attempted Lo bring the dis-
pulants logether. In his will to the
North Victnamese, [to urged thal they
work Lo bring unity in the internalional
movement:

About the world Commanist
movement: [Having dedicaled my
whole lile o the cause ol the
revolution, the more | am proud
lo sce Lhe growth ol the iuterna-
tional Communist and workers’
movement, Lhe more deeply 1 am
gricved at Lhe dissensions thal are
dividing the fraternal partics.

[ wish that our parly will do its
best to contribule elfcctively lo
the restoration ol unity among
the [raternal partics on the basis
ol Marxism-Leninism and prole-
larian inlernationalism, in a way
consonanl to the requirements ol
heart and reason.®°

However, the question was whether
llo’s prestige was sufliciently greal to
again el{eet a reeoncilintion in the [ace
of the now greatly amplilied Sino-Soviel
dispute. Initially it scemed that Lthe two
partics would avoid each other as
memorial services proceeded. The Chi-
nese delegation Lo Hanoi, led by Chou
En-loi, made a 1-day visit on 4 Septem-
ber, probably so as to have deparled
belore the Moscow delegatlion, led by
Kosygin, arrived. Then, Lo the surprise
ol a number of observers, the Sovicl
delegation landed at Pcking ¢n roule
back to Moscow. Kosygin spoke Lo
Chou at the Peking Airport on 11

prsRIepher 5! R0% vinde Moss
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reporled the next day that *Both sides
stated their positions and had a uscflul
talk,”* 1 1t began o look as though Ho
Chi Minh had indced been effective in
death.

[lowever, a closer exnmination ol
evenls during the ummediate period
alter Tlo’s death reveals other lorees at
work, One ol the claims to fame of
Ceansescun’s  Rumanian  Communist
govermmnent is that, in its wsual inde-
pendent mode, it has remained neatral
in the Sino-Soviet dispute. In lact,
Ceausescu regularly has played on the
digpute to maintain his independence.
Certainly, however, he as well as Lo Chi
Minh would want to keep Lhe dispute
[rom open warlare. Thus the activilics
ol the Rumanian delegation to Hanoi
become ol especial interest. 'Ihis delega-
tion, led by 1.G. Maurer, slopped in
Peking en roule to Hanoi on 7 Septem-
ber. T'he Rumanian airerafl landed again
in Peking on 11 September, preceding
Lthe Soviet aircrall, The liming is right
for Lthe Rumanians lo have been the
arrangers of the Peking Airporl con-
l[erence. Thus the testament of Ho Chi
Minh may have been merely the public
“cause” ol Lhe “reconciliation effect”
while the Rumanian ellorl was ils Lrue
cause. There is some additional evidence
Lo support Lhis hypothesis. When the
authorilative  Hanoi newspaper Nhan
Dan editorialized on llo’s lestament,
Pravda immediately reprinted it.*? But
even before Pravda had appeared, Mos-
cow Radio had broadeast to Rumania
an endorsement of the Nhan Dan edi-
torial and stated “We understand inter-
nationalism as a realistic policy which
serves the common cause of the revolu-
tion.”? The Soviels may have heen
Leling Bueharest that they were carry-
ing oul their part ol the bargain.

Thal some major development had
occurred al Lhe Peking Airport meeling
quickly became evident, lor the Sino-
Soviel polemics  ceased  almost -
mediately, The day following the mect-

lglta!%lommons,né'} observers in Moscow noled that the
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Seviel press did not publish any articles
ahoul the dispule with China.®* Mos-
cow’s weekly journals took sormewhal
longer to laper off.*® Peking papers,
which were publishing diatribes against
the Soviel revisionisl renegades’ tramp-
ling of the Mongolian people on Lthe day
of the meeting, required several days to
cool down. Afler several days of con-
ments on the chaolic slale of the Soviel
food industry, a depression in Soviel oil
and gas industry, and chaos in Russian
transporl and eommnnicalions arcas,
Peking eccased commenting allogether
on Soviel matters.®® The question was
“To what had Pcking and Moscow
agreed at the Peking Airporl meeting?”

Quiel in the Fast; Progress in the
West. It was Lo Lake an enlire week lor
reporls Lo begin o filter oul about the
conlenl ol the meeling; even then, the
reporls were exeeplionally tenlative and
briel. The sitnalion was complicated by
the release of an authoritalive Soviel
article that indicated that although
“...China was...many times larg-
er...and might offer aclive reais-
tance, . .. 7 thal was no reason for nol
applying the Breshney Doctrine in the
lasl.® 7 1t is possible thal this Lhreat,
however, consliluled a negoliating lac-
tic. A few days lnter reliable diplomatic
sourees reported thal Kosygin and Chou
had agreed Lo border talks. Finally, on
30 September, throngh a Japanese labor
nnion leader, il was revealed in Moscow
thal the Soviel Union expected Lo hold
horder latks and 1hal Kosygin had
proposed Lo Choun that horder lalks be
resmned, Llrnde and cconomie lies be
reconsidered, polemies be halled, troops
be withdrawn rom hoth sides of the
horder, and a “no [liring” order be
given.® ®

The next day it was authoritalively
reporled Lhal troops along Lthe horder
were withdrawing from . . . neuralpic
points on Lhe Ussuri and Amur Rivers
and on Lthe Kazakhstan and Sinkiang
horder”™ in an cliorl lo prevenl u new

oulbreak of incidents in a situalion
where the Lerrain had been sounded for
negotiations.®*? Bul eorumencement of
border talks was nol officially an-
nounced until 19 Oclober, onc day
prior to Lheir convening in Peking.®®

The hiatus in Sino-Soviet polemics
brought on by the Peking Airport meet-
ing is espeeially iuleresling becanse, on
both sides, polemicizing never reached
an absolute zero. Rather, it was greatly
reduced, measuring relatively, Thus on
23 September Peking would comment
that the “Sovict Revisionist Theory of
“International Worker-Peasant Alliance’
Ts Oul and Oul Gangster Logic,” and a
figleal for a counlerrevolutionary “Holy
Allianee™ of imperialism, revisionism,
and reaction.®! Several days later Mao
posthumously honored 10 soldiers of
the People’s Liberalion Army who died
battling  Soviet “armed  revisionism”
during “frenzied cnemy  atlacks™ al
Chenpao leland in March.? Mao re-
viewed a 400,000 man parade in Peking
on | Oclober, celebraling the 20th
anniversary of the founding of the
People’s Republic of China, and the
Chinese proudly annonnced the “vigor-
ous” conduel of a new ll-bomb ex-
plosion and their firsl undergronnd nu-
clear test.®? Periodically Chinese leaders
would make cracks al the “new tsars,”
mention the “ring of cneirclement,”
and, more often, refer lo “social-
impertalism,” their now popular pbrase
for Soviel postnre. In mid-October, just
a lew days prior Lo the commencemenl
ol Lalks, Pcking would allow Lhe mili-
tant New Zcaland Commnnist leader,
V.G. Wilcox, lo condemn Soviet aggres-
sive acts on the border from the rostrum
al ccremonics for Nalional Day (11
October).5*

IPor ils parl, Moscow was willing to
honor the 40th anniversary of the death
of carly Chinese Communist Peng Pai
“at the hands of Knominlang excen-
lioners on Seplember 291, and Lo
gend congralulations Lo the Chinese
people on the 20th anniversary of the
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fouudiug of the Chinese People’s Re-

blic.t® B : ntly, Mosc
public.®® Bul, coneurrently, Moscow
Radio was advising its African listencrs
Lthat:

There is good reason Lo helicve
that il the Peking leaders had not
sidetracked Lhe country from the
socialist road, the present interna-
tional situation would have heen
different Lthan whal is wilnessed
today. . . . certainly  American
imperialism  and its  satellites
would never have dared unleash
the aggressive war in Viel Nam
{(nor could il interfere) in Lhe
internal affairs of lLaos and other
Asian countrics; the tragedy in
[ndonesia would never have laken
place. .. .87

Perhaps in rebuttal o Wilcox’s 11 Oe-
toher remarks, Moscow reminded
Peking of its great mililary strength on
12 October 1969.5* And 2 days belore
the border talks commenced, the Krem-
lin’s principal theorelictn, Suslov, de-
nounced Peking’s splitism:

The tasks of strengthening the
unity of the communist move-
menl . .. demand  an  intensified
struggle against Lhose who are
trying to split the ranks of the
international revolutionary move-
ment,

{n this connection, communisls
throughout the world view with
indignation ... the adventurist
and chauvinistic  policy of Lhe
present CCP - leaders, who have
broken with Marxism-
Leninism. . . . Such a policy can-
nol be suecessful. . .. The idea of
scientific socialism will inevitably
teiumph in China . ., ¢*

Ouce the talks were underway, how-
ever, Moscow halted its criticism of
Peking in favor of a line emphasizing
Soviel reasonableness, ‘The line  was
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initiated by General Secretary Brezhney
in a major speech given al a mecling
wilh the Czech leadership in Moseow on
27 October. 1 was Moseow’s policy to
.. normalize relalions  with the
People’s Republic of China, to open the
road Lo restoralion of Soviel-Chinese
feiendship . .. ™ Moscow was “. .. con-
sistently upholding the Marxisl-Leniist
line in questions of ideology, stralegy,
md  tactics of the world communisl
movemenl and  rallying for its co-
licsion, . . . always slriving to settle dif-
{erences and resume cooperation ...
The Soviets “. .. would like Lo hope
that the positive realistie approach will
be reigning at the talks. We are for
solving borderline and other questions
between Lhe USSR and the PRC on the
first and just basis. . . . Solution will be
possible il the Chinese side shows good
will, 100.”"? Brezlinev’s proanounce-
ment was broadeast Lo China the (ollow-
ing day and Lo Rumania on 29 Oclober.
Alhanians heard what he had said on 3
November. The line was reechoed Tor
widesl consumplion in President Pod-
gorny’s speeeh on the 52nd anniversary
ol the Russian Revolulion.

SALT becomes a Reality, With the
siluation in the Fast diverted Lo the
conference Lable, Moscow could devote
more alleulion lo its relalions with Lthe
United Stales and the Wesl. Negolia-
tions conumenced in Peking on 20 Oe-
tober, and Moseow remarked the next
day that ... We are in favor of cequal
talks, of a serious approach ... The
door for such conlacts remains open on
the Soviel side . .. [T there is anylhing
preventing these conlacts . . L it is only
in Washinglon’s evident reluetance 1o
implement its  preeleclion  slule-
ments. .. 770 OF course, the United
States had suid the same thing 4 days
carlier. Lt, Gen. John J. Davis, Assistanl
irector ol the Weapons Fvaluation and
Countrol Burcau, Arms Control and 1hs-
armament Agency, had stated at the
IFourth  Internattional Arms  Conlrol
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Symposium in Philadelphia that the
United States was ready, willing, and
able to start the talks at any time and
that they could lead to substantive
agrecements to limil or even reduce
stralegic weapons.”?

Thus on 25 October 1969, Moscow
and Washington annonnced that spe-
cially designated representalives would
meet on 17 November 1969, in Hel-
sinki, Finland, for preliminary discus-
sions of questions relaled to the limiting
ol the strategic arms race.”® Moscow
appeared lo be more oplimistic over
chances for the talks than did Washing-
ton. Perhaps it was buoyed up by talk in
the United States about a halt in MIRV
testing ot by Lhe progress on prohibiting
the emplacement of nuclear weapons on
the scabed as shown al the 7 October
meeting of the T'wenty-live Nalion Dis-
armament Conflerenee in Geneva, In any
case, Lthe Russians reporled widespread
approval of the SALT talks in liurope,
congratulated the I'inns on the sclection
of Helsinki as the site {or the talks and
hoped that the talks would beeome a
further step toward general and com-
plete disarmament.”® Moscow [nrther
reported caulious optimismt in much of
the American press but noted that the
nilitary-industrial  complex might he
spreading “‘orgauized misinformation”
about SAL/T hecause it “distrnsted the
consistently peaceful policy ol the
U.S.S.R."* It ig probable, however,
that Moscow was more coneerned about
the Chinese attitnde toward her decision
to proceed with the talks. Although in
dircet eontact with the Chinese at
Pcking at the time, Moscow speeiflically
adviscd Bncharest, possibly in an elfort
to arrange a4 Rumaonion assist, that

... There are no foundations [or
the slanderous insinuations of cer-
tain politicians conecerning a so-
called deal between the USSR and
the West, concerning an under-
standing belween them to the
detriment of the interests of other

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol23/iss5/11

countrics. Such understandings
and deals do not exist and cannot
cxist. On the eontrary, Lthe posi-
tive and conerete results of the
USSR’s struggle for peace and

disarmament are obyious.

There are indications that Peking had
biesome disturbed over events lollowing
commencement ol the border talks on
20 October. Peking may have wondered
why Moscow had waited until China
was altached to the negotiating table to
announee the Helsinki talks and to agree
on the scabed proposal. Had Moscow
used the border talks as a deceptive or
divertive tactic? Or perhaps the initial
discussions at Lthe border talks had not
proven satisfactory. Tn this case, Peking
might have wanted 1o show displeasure
by eommenting adverscly on other sub-
jeets, On 31 October 1969, Peking
commented derisively on the Sea Bed
Treaty: [t was

.a new swindle Lo le-
galize . . . intensilied  eflorts in
carrying oul the nuelcar arms race
on the seabed.

This trealy is an ont-and-oul
fraud ...a legal cover for the
activities ol the 11.S. and the
Soviet Union in sending their nu-
clear-armed submarines and Meets
to act the tyrant eyverywhere .. . a
move designed to further realize
their scheme ol maintaining nu-
elear monopoly and deecive and
benumb the world.”?

By mid-November, shorlly before the
preliminary SALT talks were o begin,
cither Peking had hecome more and
mote displeased over SALT or very,
very nnhappy over the stale of the
bovder lalks. Moscow had named its
six-man delegation to the Helsinki dis-
cussions on 11 November. Conenr-
rently, Peking was readying a speeilic
harrage against SALL:

12
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... This is a big plot. Tt shows
that the USRS, and the Soviet
Union are conlending with cach
other, cach seeking to maintain ils
own nuclear supcriority by re-
stricting Lthe other, while at the
same lime hoth are colluding with
cach other in a fulile effort o
further develop their nuclear mili-
tary alliance so as Lo maintain
their nuclear monopoly, which
has gone hankrupl, and continue
lo curry oul their nuclear threat
againgl the people of the world, [t
is also a new move . . . Lo slep up
Lheir joint opposition Lo China,
... Nuclear waeapon  besls,
manulacturing ol MIRVs and
AlMs shows Lhal Lheir so-called
partial nuelear test ban, nuclear
non-proliferation, and  stralegic
arms limilation, cle., Urough dif-
ferent in phraseology, are all
aimed al hoodwinking the world’s
people and covering up the inlen-
silied nuelear arms expunsion and
war preparations of LS. imperial-
ism and social-imperialism ., ,7*

Thus, on the eve of 1he SALT pre-
liminary discussions in Helsinki, an in-
triguing question  would  have  heen
“What effect would commencement of
the Ielsinki digenssions have on the
Peking border talks?™ The world would
nol have long Lo wail Lo find oul.

Friction in the East; Cautious Op-
timism in the Wesl. The preliminary
discussions on SALT began on schedule
in Helsinki on 17 November 1909 wilh
both parties pledging good intentions
and the 1.5, chiel negotinator hoping for
“rapid  progress.” The United States
evidently wanted Lo prove its bona fides
early in the talks in an nnexpecled
announcerment on 20 November, US,
spokesmen in Ilelsinki said that Wash-
inglon was considering the possibility of
a moralorimm on lesting MIRV’s, Since
it had been agreed in advance that
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neither side would make public any
details coneerning the talks themselves,
it is nol known whether the ULS, delega-
tion did lormally propose a mutual
moralorium on MIRY Lesting. Lt on
24 Novembher Soviel press reaclion to
the talks was Tavorable,

Maoscow had several reasons (or being
pleased on 24 November. In addition Lo
satisfaction with the elsinki heginning,
it had acranged Lo ralily the Nonpro-
liferation I'realy simultancously with
LS, ratilieation. The United Stales and
the USSR signed the documents with-
in a (ew hours ol ecach other on the
241h.

All this was Lloo much lor Peking. 1t
is probable that the border Llalks were
nol going well, and when this eircum-
stance was added Lo Lthe evidence of
inereasing United States-Soviel logether-
ness al Helsinki, Peking decided that it
wis lime Lo renege somewhat on Lhe
agreement Lo halt polemies, Nol wishing
as yel Lo gel into a direel name-calling
conlest, Peking resorted o the name
wlling by proxy, or surrogale, pro-
cedure used prior to 1963, As before,
Albania was called on Lo do the honors,
Remembering ils 1T-bomb test and (irst
umderground nuclear test of 23 Seplem-
her, Peking deeided the Lime had come
Lo publish the congratulalions il had
received. Tirana’s congratulatory mes-
sige declared that the evidence of Pe-
king’s nuclear prowess was ... an-
other crushing blow Lo the nuclear
hlackinail and mownopoly of the 1.5,
unperialists and the Soviel revisionist
renegade elique .. .77 This was the
first lime since the Peking Airporl meel-
ing on Il September that the Chinese
had permitled the Soviel leadership 1o
he called a “revisionist renegade elique.”™
Although Peking was quoting Tirana,
Maoscow undoubledly understood.

in response, Moscow also began lo
up the polemical ante. It hegan to Llalk
ol “some people,” “this kind of poli-
tician,”  “cerlain  lorcign  propaganda
organs,” “lorcign anti-Soviel clements,”

Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1970

13



Naval War College Review, Vol. 23 [1970], No. 5, Art. 11

106 NAVAL WAR COLLEGE REVIEW

« Lo . N
and “eerlain foreign ecircles.” For ex-
ample,

.. .some  are obsessed Dby Lheie
own ideas on Lthe guestion of war
ind peace and are drawing the
mosl  ubsurd  and  irresponsible
conclusions on the nature of the
means ol nodern warlare. T'hey
childishly compare naclear weap-
ong Lo a paper Liger . . .

To this kind of politician, Lhe
oulbreak of thermonuelear war in
our epoch is nol Lhe grealest
calamity for mankind, but rather
a small squabite with imperial-
ism . ..

The governments ol the Soviel
Union and other socialisl eoun-
trics, wilth their consbruclive
proposals and measures Lo ease
international tension and preyent
a new global war, have incurred
the wrath ol e adveniurist ele-
ments of pll shades ... "0

it is notable that the Soviel polemies
al this slage remained conlined Lo
broadeasting, Bul this Limilalion was
nol o be of long doration. The almo-
sphere  surrounding  the  border Lalks
hardly  conld improve once polemies,
however disguised or limited, had re-
sumed, Tu fact, it scems probable that
the Russian and Chinese uegolialing
tearas had become nearly stalemated.
By 12 Deceinber Noveye Fremya (Now
Times) was condemning the Chinese
leadership by name as subjeclivistic and
adventuristic,*? and Moscow Radio was
telhing its Chinese listeners ol Lhe errors
and Caudts of leftist opportmism.®? T'he
very low cciling which Kosygin and
Chou Lp-lai had set for permissible
polemiciving  probably had been vio-
latedd, I the agreemenl regarding po-
lemics were once viotaled, what would
happen Lo roop disposilions, Lo Lhe
agreed “no-licing” order, Lo the recon-
gideration ol trade and cconomic Lics,
and to the border lalks themselves? The

fture for Sino-Soviel relations again
had turned downward.

Stalemale in the East; Prelimninary
Success in the West. On 13 December it
was teported in Moscow that Soviel
negolialors in Peking were on their way
home for consultation. Their relurn was
linked Lo the session of the Supreme
Soviet which was aboul Lo begin, Bul
the impression was given that  this
inkage had been made solely Lo linil
speculation that the talks were stale-
mated. As a pormal practice Moscow
varely discloses when a diplomal has
been called hack for consultations.®?
There were many shrugged shoulders in
diplomalie circles around the world as
analysts puszled over whether or nol
the talks would be resumed.

Counterbalaneing Lhis tather somber
turn of events, Washington and Moscow
announced on 22 December that their
preliminary exchanges on strategic anns
limitation in Helsinki had been uselul
and that they had agreed Lo open (ormal
negoliations on the subjeet in Vienna on
10 April 1970, The tone of the com-
munigque  was one ol hope. [L was
authoritatively reported that the super-
powers had agreed that cach accepted
the idea of mutual delerrence, thal their
joint problemn was how Lo mainlain the
present balinee of power between them,
on which nuclear peace depends, and
that any agreement Lo curh or limil
weapons systems musl be salis(aclorily
verified. The means of verification te-
mained for fulure eonsideration.®*

Khrushchey had once said that it was
casier Lo talk Lo Iavold Macmillan of
Britain Lhan to Fnver Hoxha ol Albania,
Now il secrued that Kosygin and Brezh-
nev had foand it casicr Lo talk with
Washington lthan  wilth  Peking. The
Lwisls and tums ol hislory olten are
dilficult Lo understand, but any series of
evenls Lhal has erstwhile [riends acling
as enemics and erstwhile enemies acling
as fricnds somehow seems Lo make an
elfort to understand what happened
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highly nceessary. The Sino-Sovicl situa-
tion is much too dynamic, and il is
much too carly, as yel, to lry Lo artive
al any definitive conclusions. Still, it is
possible Lo ask meaningful questions
and to draw a lentalive assessmenl ol
Lhe events of 1909,

Questions for Analysis. Perhaps the
mosl interesting feature of the inler.
action bhelween Peking and Moscow was
that, having stopped polemices, both
were willing Lo resume them, violating
theie agreement, cven while they were
ncgotiating the border issue. Thas the
primaty question “Why did Lhis hap-
pen?” Was it becanse Peking really was
concerned aboul the substantive stra-
legic problems for China that might
ensuc il Moscow and Washinglon ulli-
malely did agree lo limit their strategic
forces? Or was it hecanse Lhe horder
Lalks were going badly, and Lhe Chinese
had somehow o show Lheir displeasure?

An aflirmative answer Lo Lthe first
queslion is nol convineing, al least
during Lhe Lime [rame of the next 10 1o
I5 years, I"or China is as yet far behind
hoth the United States and the USSR,
in strategic capabilities. As a malter of
fact, SALT could wean that Peking had
less distance to make np in armament if
hoth Moscow and Washinglon pul a
numerical ceiling on their strategic de-
livery vehicles. No, China was nol cou-
cerned aboul the SALT talks, per se,
but about the Tact that they might bring
Moscow and Washington closer together
politically, to China’s detriment. Peking
seems Lo be most concerned aboul
political-military isolation and encirele-
menl imposed jointly by Moscow and
Washington. Peking is anxions to emerge
as a Lrue major power ind nol remain a
potential major power al the merey of
olhers, he they capitalist, Comnunist,
or hoth. Thus the major Chinese con-
gcern in 100U was nol siralegic arms
talks from which her representatives
were excluded, bul the possihility that
Moscow, the nearest and possibly the
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most Lhreatening power, might ael 1o
sirip China ol borderlands or to emascu-
late her growing alomic capability. To
Peking the border talks were of snbstan-
tially greater importance than the SALT
talks, 1§ the border lalks were going
badly, Peking could afford Lo use the
SALT talks as a convenient focus lor
polemical displeasure.

I this is trae ol Teking, is il also true
for Moscow? The evidence seems Lo
indicate that Moscow is much more
concerncd wiltlh Lthe Chinese silualion
than with stralegiec arms limitation., Per-
haps the Russians feel that the United
States will not make sudden rash moves
while the Chinese, although acting very
conservatively 1o dale, might quickly
decide 1o malch actions Lo their very
provocalive verbinge. AL the Oclober
Pugwash Conlerence in Sochi on Lhe
Black Sea, the Soviel delegation indi-
caled that Moscow might be willing Lo
discuss limitation on nnmbers of ARM’s
despile Lhe Chinese situation, lor the
Soviels were nol distuched about Chi-
nese missile capabililies. However, the
delegation was very disturbed over the
“Chinese problem™ generally, and saw
littte hope for reconciliation.® S ‘I'is
scenis Lo be proven by Soviel aclions:
alter the March horder clushes Moscow
tricd Lo bring Peking to Lhe conflerence
lable, to no avail. Thus Moscow may
well have decided that a show of [orce,
militacily and diplomatically, was re-
guired lo bring the Chinese Lo their
senses and Lo a vonference, The castern
military hildup followed. When lorces
were ready, Moscow apparently orches-
traled a rather heavyhanded punitive
strike on the horder (Lthe August inci-
dent) with a diplomalic offensive in-
corporating lalk of a Southeast Asian
Colleclive Seearily System and exten-
sion ol the Brezhmev Doctrine Lo China.
Rumors of a preeruplive strike  on
China’s atomic installations were floated
vather obwiously. By the lime Kosygin
had landed at Peking on 1] September,
the Chinese were ready to Lalk, U was
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not until the Soviet delegation had its
feet under the negotiating table in Pe-
king in October that Moscow would
allow itself to undertake another set of
discussions.

However, unlike Peking, Moscow
must consider SALT of great current
and prospective importance. Although
SALT s not as pressing a matter of
diplomacy as the ragged Chinese border
situation for Moscow, ils ultimate great
or greater importance seems to be ac-
cepted by the Soviet leadership. Success
at the SALT talks would permit Mos-
cow to point with pride to a defusing of
the arms race, to redistribute resources
to the Soviet consumer sector, and to
increase its aid and influence in the
third world. The cost-benefit ratio of
SALT is favorable indeed tor Moscow.

As the two major capitals of poly-
centric world communism enter the new
decade, Moscow wants to bring Peking
back under some semblance of control
and to solidify the world Communist
movement once again, il possible. Thus
we can anticipate that the Soviets will
try to keep the Chinese talking as long
as possible. Moscow knows that Mao
Tse-tung will not live forever—perhaps
his successors will be more willing to
cooperate with Moscow as Marshal
P’eng Teh-huai once had been willing to
side with Khrushchev. In the meantime
Moscow will try to continue the SALT
talks even at the expense of vocal
Chinese resentment.

For its part, Peking may or may not
decide that border talks are worth the
effort. The Chinese may come to believe
that Moscow is “stringing them along”
and decide to discontinue. They may

gsee little hope for changes in the Mus-
covite leadership. Thus, firm in their
isolation and continuing laboriously
their “bootstrap™ operation of eco-
nomic growth, they may tacitly agree to
keep the border quiet until new changes
in their relative strength vis-a-vis the
Soviet Union permit further moves. [t
will be fascinating to observe Peking’s
actions in thy future. Will the Chinese
choose to worry the Soviets by moving
closer to Washington? Or will the self-
imposed ideological blinders worn by
the Chinese leadership thus far preclude
their attempting to move in what might
be a new dynamic balance of power
situation in the world?
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