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PREFACE 

Interpretation of interactions between and among 

nati.ons is a highly subjective matter. And in the analysis 

of Sino-American relations, a certain degree of speculation 

and projection is almost inevitable., This sterns mainly from 

the customary secrecy that cloaks the pollcy-making process 

and the elite leadership of the People's Republic of China 

(PRC). Consequently, United States relations with China is 

often not a.Yl interaction, but rather an action-and-reat~tion 

phenomenon. It is only in recent years that a "dialoguei' 

between the two nations was begun. But it remains difficult 

to anticipate the Chinese leadership's course of a.ction in 

any given foreign relations situation. 

That Chinese Communists• foreign policy is difficult 

to comprehend and predict 1s nothing novel to the American 

policy-maker. The periodic "revolutionary struggles" that 

take place in the PRC represent a highly destabilizing 

element in its domestic as well as foreign policies~ The 

rather frequent changes in the Chinese Conu.11unist Party (CGP) 

leadership could mean drastic changes in the couJ1try' s 

foreign policy. Although there are certain ideologically

based principles that dictate the general directlon of 

China; s foreign policy, the CCP leadership has not hesitat,~d 

5..n modi.fying these principles in the past to better se.r-ve 

China's domestic policy goals. 

-- vi -
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This is not to say that there is no constancy in 

Communist China's foreign policy. In examining Sino-American 

relations and China's relations with other foreign countries 

of the past 25 years, there seems to be a striking correlation 

between the PRC's foreign and domestic policies. A correla

tion is not a direct and explicit connection. And certainly 

there were exceptions to the rule. But in the absence of a 

more reliable key to understanding Chinese foreign policy, 

and thus what the United States may reasonably expect in its 

relationship with the PRC, we may benefit from a conscientious 

analysis of this correlation. 

It must be emphrisized, however, that this thesis does 

not suggest that a certain course of action taken by the PRC 

in the past will necessarily be repeated under similar 

interr1al and external circumstances in the future. The 

hypothesis :ls that there ts a nexus between the PRC' s 
✓ 

domestic and foreign policy decisions. It appears that 

·domestic considerations--political, social, and economic-

play a vital role in the CCP leadership's formulation of 

foreign policye And quite often, the reverse is also true. 

This correlation exists .in U .s. policy .... formulation as well. 

In fa.ct, it is unconceivable that a nation's foreig-n policy 

can be totally independent from its domesti.c policy, and vice 

·versa.a But contrast"'ing Chinese foreign policy with U.S. 

foreign policy 1 the cor1~e1ation that exists in the former 

is remarkable. 
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This thesis will examine and evaluate U.S. relations 

with the PRC since the founding of the Communist Chinese 

state. We will survey the ma,1o:t.: events and trends in this 

relationship since 1949. In so doing, an attempt will be 

made to point out and discuss the correlation postu.lated in 

our hypothesis. And based on this hypothesis, we will 

evaluate the most recent events in the domestic sphere of 

both countries, and assess their impact on the future devel

opment of Sino-American relations. 



Chapter 1 

INTRODUCTION: SOME BASIC CONSIDERATIONS 
IN APPRAISING SINO-AMERICAN RELA'rIONS 

Sino-American relations is a relatively net-r fleld of 

study for political science students. It may not be diffi

cult for the Chinese to understand Americans and how the 

United States historically conducted foreign policies. But 

an Amer:l.can understanding of the Chinese way has been very 

rudimentary until recent years. The ability to anticipate 

how another country would behave under certain circumstances 

is a ma,jor part of interaction in international. politics. 

With most developed countries, past foreign policy records 

and a general understanding-·· of the so-called "national 

characteristicsn may suffice a.s basic guidelines in acqui.riug 

this ability. But with a. young, populous, and communist state 

such as the PRC, the United States had to look elsewhere 

for nhints." In the first few years since the birth of 

c·ommurd.st Chtna, the U .so adopted a rigidly anti-com..-ro.tmlst 

policy in dealing with the new regime. There was no specific 

uch5.na policyn ; Red China was nebulously included in the 

larger ncold War policy I)�• But gradually the U .S � began 1;o 

detect a. "correlation" between Chi.na' s domestic e.nd. foreign 

pol1.cies. A certain deg-:ree cf correlation between domestic 

e.nd fo:-ceign policies probably exists in g._n;l country tha;t

fl'ft 1 -
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plays a role in international politics. As Morton H. 

Halperin, a noted scholar in international relations and 

arms control, pointed out: "On the one hai"1d, it would be 

wrong to assume that foreign policy is simply an extension 

of domestic political pressures and trends, but, on the 

other hand, it would be equally dangerous to assume that 

there is no relation at all betwe~n the two. 11 1 But in a 

developing country, domestic issues, such as economic and 

industrial development, can affect its conduct of foreign 

policy to a great extent. And as it has also been noted, "A 

lack of exact correlation between domestic and foreign 

policies does not constitute proof that there is no connec

tion, only that whatever connection exists is more complex. 112 

This perhaps can be said of the United States. 

In the case of the People's Republic of China, as the 

U.S. has come to realize, foreign policy has been used on 

many occasions to serve certain domestic purposes. These 

domestic objectives include: rapid internal economic develop

ment, industrialized self-sufficiency, and a secure communist 

rule wtthin China. Domestic considerations, primarily 

economic strength, also define the limit of China's foreign 

1Morton H. Halpe_rin, China and the Bomb (New York: 
Praeger Publishers, 1965), p. 11. 

2Morton H. Halperin and Dwight H. Perkins, Communist 
China and Arms Control (New York: Praeger Publishers, 1965f, 
p. 22. 
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involvement; for instance, in its "ability to exercise 

influence over other nations through aid and trade. n3 

To insure the political power of the Chinese Commun

ist Party (CCP), the Peking leadership has resorted to an 

anti-foreigner policy. Such a policy supposedly "helps to 

isolate Chinese intellectuals from politically dangerous 

foreign contacts." The leadership tried to maintain an 

apparent domestic consensus partly by "projecting as much 

hostility as possible outward against the most conveniently 

available target. 114 · And the target, since 1945, has been 

the United States. This is analogous to the unfair trade 

practices in commerce of misrepresenting and suppressing 

one's rival, and monopolizing the market. The presence of a 

foreign "target," or "enemy," in Mao's view, is essential to 

maintaining China's internal political and economic stability. 

One author articulated it as Mao's strategy of "maintaining 

mass revolutionary discipline and commitment within the 

broader context of doctrinal and political threats from 

abroad." He pointed out that, 

Enemies, in Mao's view, are crucial to 
stimulating popular involvement in the tasks 
of social development. • • • "Enemies" 

~orton H·. Halperin and Dwight H. Perkins, Communist 
Chtna and Arms Control, p. 1. 

½larold c. Hinton, Communist China In World Politics 
(Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co., 1966), p. 492. 
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abroad help to counter more fearful 
threats within.5 

Anti-foreigner sentiments are not an exclusive innovation of 

Mao Tse-tung, though he might be the first Chinese leader to 

put it to political use. In fact, China has traditionally 

and culturally been ethnocentric and xenophobic to varying 

degrees. This is partly due to its long and proud history of 

being the "Middle Kingdom"--the central nation of the world-

prior to being "invaded" by the industrialized Western powers. 

Hence, the Chinese Communist regime inherited certain tradi

tional Chinese values in formulating its foreign policy& 

When the Chinese Communists came to full 
power in 1949, they brought with them a 
dual legacy--theirs and China's •••• 
The Chinese Communists possessed a curious 
combination of utopian internationalism and 
practical ethnocentrism. Their ideology was 
cosmic and universal, their experience 
relatively confined, China-centered, or more 
precisely, rural-centered, and replete with 
the values of puritanism, self-sufficiency, 
and anti-foreignism.6 

The connection between domestic and foreign policies 

in the case of the PRC is .expansive and is clearly discerni~ 

ble. "China-centered" perhaps is the most appropriate term 

in describing the country's approach to foreign policy. 

5Richard H. s ·olomon, "Mao's Linking of Foreign 
Relations with China's Domestic Political Process," in Ho 
Ping-ti and Tsou Tang, eds., China In Crisis, Vol. 1: China's 
Herita e and the Communist Political S stem (Chicago: The 
University of Chicago Press, 19 8, pp. 573-74. 

6Robert A. Scalapino, "The Cultural Revolution and 
Chinese Foreign Policy," in Michel Oksenberg; Carl Riskin; 
Robert A. Scalapino; and Ezra F. Vogel, The Cultural Revo
lution: 1967 In Review (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan, 
1968), p. 73. 



- 5 -

Chinese ethnocentrism, under Communist rule, is still 

pervasive in China's world view. It is a Chinese national 

characteristic of longstanding that is not likely to fade 

away. Therefore, its domestic issues and policies would 

perhaps provide the best .,guidelines" for sinologists who 

attempt to understand China's conduct of foreign policy. 

Some critics have already noticed this remarkable correlation 

in China's domestic and foreign policies. As one scholar 

put it: "A survey of the first 20 years of Chinese Communist 

foreign policy reveals a striking pattern of tension 

followed by relaxation, followed by returning tension. These 

alternating periods of foreign policy are clearly related to 

changes in Chinese domestic politics."7 

The danger in our present interpretation of Sino

American relations is of course the tendency to oversimplify 

foreign policy and define it merely in terms of domestic 

policy. But the danger can be minimized by presenting a 

comprehensive analysis of Sino-American relations, which will 

reveal to us those occasions when foreign policy was pursued 

indepe�dent of domestic considerations. Such an approach 

Will permit us to determine the extent to which foreign 

policy decisions are influenced by domestic issues. As we

?Richard L. Walker, "Peking's Approach to the 
Outside World," in Frank N. Trager and William Henderson, 
eds., Communist China 1 49-1 6 : A Twent -Year AP raisal 
(New York: New York University, 1970 , P• 290. 

q 9 9 y p 
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can see in U .s. "China policy," the extent of domestic 

influences is not as vast as in the case of the PRC. 

The correlation that exists in U.S. domestic and 

foreign policies in regard to China is indirect on the one 

hand, and more complex on the other. The most dominant 

domestic "issue" that has any direct bearing on China policy 

is perhaps "public opinion." Public opinion, in the American 

democratic society, plays a rather significant role in 

influencing policy-makers in Washington. In most cases, 

Congressmen and the President are reluctant to make unpopular 

decisions in foreign policy--and in domestic policy for that 

matter--for fear of jeopardizing their own political careers: 

••• the electorate has accepted a sub
ordinate position in the area of foreign 
policy since 1945, but from the government 
viewpoint it has retained a reserve power of 
awesome dimensions by virtue of the fact that 
political parties and officials must period
ically submit their policies to public appro
val or disapproval at elections.8 

American policy-makers are, therefore, more sensitive to 

public sentiment than their counterparts in many other 

developed countries. , 

Since the "loss" of China in 1949 when the PRC was 

inaugurated, American public sentiment has echoed a strong 

anti-comn:m .. "1.ist consensus. Just as communists regard 

8Francis Eo Rourke, "The Domestic Scene," in Robert 
E. Osgood; Robert w. Tucker; Herbert S. Dinerstein, et al., 
America and the World: From the Truman Doctrine to Vietnam 
(Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press, 1970), p. 1,58. 



- 7 -

countries of the "free world" as capitalists and imperial

ists, Americans regard communist regimes and their ideology 

as threatening to the fundamentals of free democracies. 

Hence, as one author noted, "between 1949 and 19'?2, the 

alternation of Democrats and Republicans made little differ

ence in our dealings with Chinaa o •• Toughness was the 

keynote of China policy. No administration, Democratic or 

Republican, would take the slightest risl{ of appeari.ng soft 

o~ communism. n9 During those years, the "teams" of Truman

Acheson-Rusk, Eisenhower-Nixon-Dulles, Kennedy- Johnson..:.Rusk, 

and Nixon-Rogers-Kissinger dealt basically very harshly with 

the PRC. The American public has a vested interest in 

national affairs because the government is supported by their 

tax money. The ad.ministration's decisions in foreign policy 

are usually under greater public scrutiny because U.S. 

involvement abroad does not always bring hom 0 tangible 

results." More often than not, U .s. economic or military 

a.ssistance to foreign countries and involvement in wars 

abroad mean to tax-payers at home an unnecessary flnancial 

burden~ If the administration fails to justify these "burden

some costs," its public support is almost certain to decrease. 

When unpopular foreign policies are pursued, Congressmen are 

the first to "suffer." Discontent of voters at home would 

9c1a.ude A. , Buss, China: The Peonle' s Renubllc of 
China and Richard Nixon (San Francisco: W. H. Freeman & 
Company, 1972), p. 71. 
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usually cost a Congressman his seat. Hence, relations 

between the two branches of government at these times are 

particularly strained. Congress is compelled to take issue 

with the Chief Executive, as in our intervention in Korea 

and Vietnam. 10 

Since the conclusion of World War II, the tJ .S. 

emerged as a global superpower. Consequently, foreign policy 

has received greater attention than ever before. In the six 

presidential elections in the post-war era, each candidate 

has been "required" to persuade the voters that he is ~etter 

qualified than his opponent to handle the nation's foreign 

affairs. 11 And more significantly, in 1952 and in 1968, 

presidents have been "confronted with sharp division in the 

electorate and imminent defeat at the polls as a result of 

their record in foreign affairs."12 The trend indicates an 

even greater emphasis on foreign policy issues in any elec

tion. In the presidential elections of 1972 and 1976, 

foreign policy was definitely a major issue; many voters 

assessed the candidates on how they would conduct foreign 

policy. 

The political power is concentrated in the hands of 

1°Francis E. Rourke, "The Domestic Scene," in Robert 
E. Osgood, et al., America and the World: From the Truman 
Doctrine to Vietnam, p. 169. 

11Ibid., P• 163. 
12Ibid., P• 149. 
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a few individuals in the PRC. Hence, policy-making is a 

relatively straightforward process. But the policies that 

come out of this elite leadership are also much more unpre-
\ . 

dictable. Personality, subjective preferences, and personal 

biases are interjected into the policies formulated by this 

all-powerful gx-oup. The style and content of policies 

depend heavily on the few individuals currently in power. 

But the Chinese Communist leadership is known for its high 

turnover rate as a result of its periodic political campaigns 

and purges. Hence, it is almost futile to look for much 

consistency in China's foreign policy. A more viable 

approach is to keep a vigilant eye on China's internal 

politics, and try to understand · its current leaders' person

ality and style. 

On the other hand, policy formulation is a much more 

complex, but open, political process in the United States. 

One critic described it as a process of "conflict and 

consensus-building," which results in much "untidiness and 

turmoil on the Washington scene." A "high noise level" is a 

natural and characteri'stic consequence of the American 

political system. 13 Being a democracy, American policy

makers do not have "absolute" power in conducting national 

affairs. In most cases, they will remain "in power" only 

13Roger Hilsman, The Politics of Policy Making in 
Defense and Foreign Affairs (New York: Harper & Row, 1971), 
p. 544. 
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as long as they are responsive to those who elected them. 

Hence, the American people, in theory at least, have an 

audible voice in how the country should be run. But this 

framework of input (public opinion) and output (policy 

decisions) actually involves an extremely intricate and 

complex process. For input to evolve into an output, it 

often has to go through numerous mammoth governmental bureau

cracies, the legislature and the time-consuming legislative 

process, and the Executive branch of the government. In 

this complicated process, many interest groups would inter

vene, and many more other influences would affect the eventual 

outcome. The American policy-formulation process is 

deliberate and often time-consuming (except in cases of real 

emergency) o It is a much more 11 oper1" process; Congress and 

other governmental agencies periodlcally hold public hearings 

on varic-as foreign policy issues, to solicit expert and 

public opinions. It is a process that tends to bend heavily 

to "consensus" and "compromises." As a result, policies are 

relatively more consistent and predictable. Although the 

govern~ent has enjoyed more autonomy in foreign policy 

decisions in the past, the American public is increasingly 

vocal in foreign affairs since the Vietnam War. 

Because of the deliberateness and wide-open nat.ure 

inherent in the American decision-making process, abrupt 

changes in American foreign policy oc,:}ur only under very 

rare and urgent circumstances. For this and other reasons, 
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the United States has been more a "reactor" than an "initia

tor" in Sino-American relations since 1949. The U.S. is 

still, to a large extent, trying to adjust and react to 

China's tumultous internal affairs and its often unpredic

table and seemingly inscrutable changes in foreign policy. 

But in the years after the Cultural Revolution, the PRC has 

taken some small but significant steps in lifting that 

"Bamboo Curtain"--her self-imposed isolation. A "dialogue" 

between the two countries began in 1972 with President 

Nixon's visit to the "Middle Kingdom." Subsequently, the 

U.S. has enjoyed slightly greater success in formulating a 

more sound and objective China policy. The extent that 

domestic policy and issues influence foreign policy decisions 

is largely an individual and subjective judgment. But there 

are certain basic "domestic" considerations, such as political 

system, ideology, cultural and traditional values, that 

cannot be disregarded in appraising Sino-American inter

actions. 



Chapter 2 

THE FORMATIVE YEARS, 1949-1955 

It is important to remember that the Com
munist victory in China, the emergence of 
a seemingly monolithic Sino-Soviet bloc, 
and the outbreak of the Korean War in 1950 
served to freeze our relationship with the 
People's Republic of China into the basic 

1form it was to retain for over twenty years. 

With these remarks, Assistant Secretary of State Philip C. 

Habib pin-pointed the several major events that have been 

largely responsible for shaping U.S. policy toward the PRC in 

the past two decades. There are, of course, numerous other 

. factors affecting Sino-American relations in these past 

years. Nevertheless, those first contacts between the two 

countries during the six years after the founding of the PRC 

are of vital importance in understanding the course of Sino

American relations. Between 1949 and 1955, various events 

brought the U.S. and the PRC to directly and indirectly 

confront each other. Beneath the apparent posture of hostility 

· and non-recognition, "a subtle diplomatic dialogue between

1statement of Assistant Secretary of State for East
Asian and Pacific Affairs Philip c. Habib before the Sub
committee on Investigations of the House Committee on Inter
national Relations, December 17, 1975, in U.S., Department of 
State, Bureau of Public Affairs, Office of Media Services, 
News Release, U.S. Policy Toward The Peonle's Republic of 
China, December 1975, p. 1. 

- 12 -
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the Americans and the Chinese" was going on. 2 Indeed, 

occasionally, the "dialogue" was far from subtle; the two 

countries had clashed in the Korean War, on the question of 

of the PRC's representatton in the United Nations, and on 

the status of Taiwan (Republic of China). Those six years 

were the crucial "formative years" during which both countries 

cautiously attempted to develop a consistent policy for future 

interaction. In developing a China policy, the U.S. was 

called upon to deal with a country that it historically had 

relatively little diplomatic experience with, and to react to 

the seemingly growing "threat" of communism since World War 

II. In studying this period of Sino-American relations, we 

shall see that the bearing of domestic issues and pressures 

is particularly marked on foreign policy formulation. 

The United States and the Chinese Civil War 

It is essential that we have a basic understanding 

of the U.S. involvement in the 1940 1 s during the civil war 

between the Chinese Communist forces and the Nationalists 

led by Generalissimo Chiang Kai-shek. The U.S. advocated a 

unified· and "democratic" government in China in close 

alliance with the American government. In the mid-1940 1 s, 

the Chinese Communist forces were not yet a dire threat to 

the U.S. The United States had hoped that a ceasefire and 

York: 
2John Gittings, The World and China, 1922-1972 (New 

Harper and Row, Publishers, 1974), p. 163. 
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a coalition government could be negotiated between the Com

munists and the Nationalists. On the home-front, however, 

U.S. officials were divided between those who supported and 

those who criticized Chiang's leadership and his Nationalist 

government. General Patrick Hurley, emissary to China in 

1943, supported Chiang while many of his colleagues in the 

foreign service were convinced that Chiang was rapidly 

losing popular backing. John Paton Davies, the State Depart

ment advisor to General Joseph W. Stilwell, also held the 

view that Chiang's Kuomintang was corrupt and inefficient.3 

In December 1945, President Truman charged General George C. 

Marshall to China to bring about a ceasefire between the 

Nationalists and the Communists. At the same time, Truman 

informed the Nationalists that further U.S. aid would be 

extended only on the condition based on "the degree to which 

China has obtained political stability and security under a 

unified government representative of the people."4 Marshall's 

task in China was close to being impossible. The Nationalists 

had charged the U.S. government with "American favoritism 

toward Communists," while the Communists denounced the "undue 

American assistance to the Nationalists and anti-Communist 

discrimination":5 

3Foster Rhea Dulles, American Polic Toward Communist 
China 1949-1969 (New York: Thomas Y. Crowell Company, 1972, 
pp. 26-27. 

4 Ibid., p. 27. 

5Kenneth Scott Latourette, American Record j_n Far 
East 1949-1951 (New York: Macmillan, 1952), pp. 109-10. 
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The distrust of the Kuomintang and the Com
munists for each other was so great, the 
personal enmities between the leadership so 
marked, and the basic political and economic 
theories so far apart that continuing peace
ful cooperation in one government was highly 
unlikely.6 

Hence, by late 1946, it was apparent that the Marshall mission 

had failed; on January 6, 1947, President Truman announced 

Marshall's recall. 

China Was "Lost" 

While U.S. officials were once again debating on 

further aid to the Nationalists, the Communist forces were 

gaining increasing momentum. The Communist forces stepped up 

their offensive in 1948, and were then receiving more subs

tantial Soviet backing particularly in the northeast. By 

late 1948, the Kuomintang's final collapse appeared inevitable. 

Sensing the huge responsibility that would befall them in the 

face of such inevitability, the U.S. Department of State and 

foreign service officials prepared the writing of what is 

known as the "White Paper." This volume (U.S. Relations With 

China, With Special Reference to the Period 1944-49) was 

published by the Department of State at the end of July 1949. 

It was noted that one of the paper's primary purposes was 

"to deflect criticism by the pro-Chiang lobby for 'the loss 

of China,' by placing the entire blame on the shoulders of 

6Kenneth Scott Latourette,· American Record in Far 
East 1949-1951, pp. 106-07. 
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the Nationalists. If the U.S. had given more help, the 

argument went, it would have been wasted."? The White Paper 

did not make any substantive recommendations on the future 

policy for the U.S. in relation to the PRC. It does, however, 

reflect much of the frustration felt among American officials, 

particularly among the so-called pro-Chiang lobbyists. The 

feeling--and resentment--that China was "lost" to the Commun

ists was widespread. Many were looking for a scapegoat to 

put the "blame" on, which resulted in large part in the rise 

of McCarthyism and the unscrupulous "witch hunt" that ensued. 

Dean G. Acheson, Secretary of State under President Truman, 

recounted in his memoirs a speech that he made on January 12, 

1950, entitled "Crisis in China--An Examination of U.S. 

Policy." In that speech, he presented a rational approach 

and analysis--amidst furor and emotionality over the Chinese 

Communist victory: 

In Asia, population, differences in race, 
ideas, languages, religion, culture, and 
development are vast. But, throughout, run 
two deep common attitudes--revulsion against 
the poverty and misery of centuries and 
against more recent foreign domination. 
Blended, they had evoked throughout Asia the 

·revolutionary forces of nationalism. Resig
nation had given way to hope and anger. 
Many ••• , bewildered by events in China, 
failed to understand this background, looked 
for esoteric causes, and charged American 
bungling. 8 . 

?John Gittings, The World and China, 1922-1972, pp. 
167-68. 

8 
Dean G. Acheson, Present at the Creation: My Years 

in the State Department (New York: Norton, 1969), p. 355. 
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Americans Assessed "China Policy" 

Resentment and anger aside, the Truman administration 

realized the urgent need to "make an agonizing appraisal of 

the China situation and to examine the ingredients that must 

go into the making of an intelligent China policy. 11 9 Ques

tions to be answered included policies regarding the continued 

support of Chiang Kai-shek, the recognition of the PRC, the 

admission of the PRC into the United Nations, the possibility 

of a "domino reaction" to the Chinese Communist victory in 

Korea and Southeast Asia, the influence (or domination) of 

the Soviet Union in Communist China, and so on. The adminis

tration was particularly wary of a "domino effect" that could 

be triggered by the fall of China to the Communists: 

The extension of Communist authority in 
China represents a grievous political defeat 
for us •••• If Southeast Asia is also 
swept by Communism, we shall have suffered a 
major political rout the repercussions of 
which will be felt throughout the rest of 
the world, esnecially in the Middle East 
and in a then~ critically exposed Australia.10 

The decision that the Truman ad.ministration had to make 

regarding immediate and long-term relations with the PRC was 

compounded by vehement anti-Communist sentiment in the 

Republican Congress. The sentiment was largely responsible 

9c1aude A. Buss, China: The People's Republic of 
China and Richard Nixon (San Francisco: W. H. Freeman & 
Company, 1972), P• 73. 

10The Pentagon Papers, quoted in John Gittings, The 
World and China 1922-1972, P• 170. 
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for the adoption of the initial policy which Senator Mike 

Mansfield articulated as one of "boycott and ostracism." 

Senator Mans:field went on to point out that: 

At that time we saw not the birth of new hope 
in China, but rather the dashing of our hopes 
for a durable peace after World War II. The -
new government was not at all viewed as 
Chinese, but rather as an alien outpost of 
a worldwide Communist conspiracy led by the 
Soviet Union. We told ourselves that it was 
bound to be shortlived, soon to be overthrown 
by the righteous wrath of the Chinse people.11

This was indeed the pervasive feeling among U.S. policy-makers 

and the American public soon after the establishment of the 

PRC. Nevertheless, the National Security Council's recommen

dations for a new China policy ran along more pragmatist 

lines. The Council recommended that the U.S. should adopt a 

policy of "disengagement" in China, that is, the U.S. govern

ment should not support any faction in China but should avoid 

military intervention, encourage Chinese nationalism, create 

a position from which "constructive relations could be 

resumed," and "relax pressures pushing China toward Russia. 11 12 

Underlying such a proposal was the assumption that the PRC 

would need to turn to the U.S. for economic and other forms 

of aid, and that such a position would be a gesture of 

11senator Mike Mansfield, "China and the U .s.: An 
Agenda for Action," in Francis o. Wilcox, ed., China and 
the Great Powers: Relations With the U.S., the Soviet Union 
and Japan (New York: Praeger Publishers, 1974), p. 50.

171. 

12John Gittings, The Wrold and China, 1922-1972, p.
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support and encouragement to anti-Communist elements in 

China. But the U.S. failed to realize that the Chinese 

Communists were unwilling to "sacrifice rapid economic pro

gress on the altar of anti-imperialism"; that is, they were 

determined to achieve their objectives "in complete indepen

dence of the 'capitalist' and thus by Leninist definition 

'imperialist• West. 0 13 

The View From Peking 

The U.S. had indeed underestimated the Chinese Com

munists' anti-American stance. The PRC regarded the U.S. 

as "their archenemy, and as the chief bulwark of the 

'capitalism' and 'imperialism' they associated with the stage 

of society from which they believed mankind to be moving by 

the inexorable course of history.n14 It was also noted that 

"there were deep roots in Chinese Co!!lmunism" for this anti

American position. Ideologically speaking, the Chinese 

Communists had long regarded the U.S. as the key "imperialist" 

enemy of Communist expansion. But more important, Chinese 

Communist leaders "sensed" that U.S. power "would remain 

impressive over the foreseeable future," and hence it was 

expedient to build up anti-American sentiment as a reliable 

13f!arold Monk Vinacke .. Far Easter Politics in the 
Postwar Period (New York: Apple-con-Century-Crofts, 195b), 
p. 164. 

14Kenneth Scott Latourette, American Record in Far 
East 1949-1951, p. 127. 
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fortress against future American influence. 15 However, the 

fervent anti-American campaigns that the CCP leadership had 

waged since the earliest days served a more profound poli

tical purpose under the camouflage of ideological incompati

bility: 

The general internal goals of Peking's cam
paign against the U.S. involve much more than 
the creation of hatred to sustain Chinese 
Communist military ventures. The drive is 
used to distract attention from shortcomings 
and oppression at home and to direct blame 
away from the regime, which is always pic
tured as trying to save the Chinese people 
from difficulties created by U.S. imperialism. · 
It serves as an excuse and means for eradicat
ing Western influence in China and destroying 
all respect for Western civilization.16 

The cultivation of intense anti-American sentiments, and 

hence the pursuit of a fiercely disdainful American policy by 

the CCP leadership, contributed heftily to the internal 

political and social stability that the Peking regime sorely 

needed in its early years. The Americans, personified as the 

"imperialist paper tiger,"17 became the officially-sanctioned 

"scapegoat" for any socio-economic or political ills at home. 

Since it was politically expedient for the Peking 

regime to maintain a high level of hatred for Americans, a 

. 15walt Whitman Rostow, Th~ Prospects for Communist 
China (Cambridge: Technology Press; New York: Wiley, 1954), 
p. 52. 

16Richard Louis Walker, China Under Communism: The 
First Five Years (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1955), 
pp. 301-02. 

17Joseph R. Levenson, "Marxism and the Middle King
dom," Modern China: An Interpretive Anthology (Toronto: 
Collier-Macmillan Canada, Ltd., 1971), p. 229. 
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"moderate" policy to reciprocate the U .s. initial "non

ivolvement" posture could hardly be expected. In fact, the 

PRC's policy toward the U.S. through the Korean War was

"marked by revolutionary and nationalistic militancy." It

allied itself firmly with the Soviet bloc, openly proclaimed 

its revolutionary aims in Asia, pressed for the unification 

of China (with Republic of China) by force, and pursued the 

goal of expelling Western influence from China with relentless 

zealo18 Before the Politburo and the Standing Committee of

the Politburo were elected at the Eighth Party Congress in

September 1956, the Central Committee of the CCP wielded much

power in policy--domestic and foreign--formulations19 And

conceivably, Chairman Mao Tse-tung had immense influence in 

all policies .adopted in those early years of the regime. 

Officially, the early PRC foreign policy was based on a. 

"Common Program." Among its major tenets were: to "protect 

China's independence, freedom and integrity''; to "unite with 

the USSR and all communist states against the camp of 

imperialists headed by the U.S."; and most of all, "to 

establtsh diplomatic relations with any foreign governments 

that severed relations with the Kuomintang and adopted a 

18A. Doak Barnett, Communist China and Asia: A
C�_llen.o:e To American Polic:y: (New York: Vin-cage Books; 
19b 1) , p o 88. 

19.Harold C. Hinton, China's 1rurbulent Quest� An 
Analvs1s of China's Forei�n 3e7etions Sin�e 1949 (Bloom-
ington: Indiana Universi•cy Press, 1972), p. 188. 
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friendly attitude toward Peking. 1120 Moreover, in regard to

the United States, the PRC took an explicitly hostile stand. 

Mao had suggested and outlined this policy in his writing On 

People's Democratic Dictatorshig: 

The forty years' experience of Sun Yat-sen 
and the twenty-eight years' experience of 
the Chinese Communist Party have convinced 
us that in order to attain victory and con
solidate it, we must lean to one side. 
According to these experiences, the Chinese 
people must lean either to the side of 
imperialism or to that of socialism. There 
can be no exception • • • •  Neutrality is 

-� merely a camouflage; a third rold does not
exist. 21 

A number of factors enabled the Peking leadership to pursue 

this antagonistic policy toward the U.S. The CCP's initial 

emphasis on agrarian reform enabled the country to engage in 

its "revolutionary" campaigns and policies without severely 

jeopardizing its economic development. Economic and technical 

assistance from the "friendly" and "anti-imperiali·stic" Soviet 

Union eliminated CCP's need to seek possible American aid. 

Moreover, the anti-American campaign gave credence and 

internal support to a policy of internal economic development 

within limits set by China's own resources.22 The distance 

and hostility between the PRC and the U.S., however, are 

20c1aude A. Buss, China: The People's Republic of
China and Richard Nixon, p. 47. 

21Mao Tse-tung, On People's Democratic Dictatorship,
quoted in Tsou Tang, America's Failure in China 1 41-1 O 
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 19 3 , p. 

22Harold Monk Vinacke, Far Eastern Politics in the
Postwar Period, pp. 164-65. 

9 9'1 
6 ) 
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sharply contrasted by the overwhelmingly warm and close 

relationship between the Soviet Union and the PRC. China 

admittedly needed "foreign" aid in accomplishing its ambi

tious reconstruction programs. The civil war had damaged 

rail lines and other means of communication; the currency 

was in a state of roaring inflation; domestic and foreign 

trade was disrupted; industries base in Manchuria were 

severely damaged by Soviet reparation removals; connections 

between rural areas and urban markets were also disrupted; 

drainage and irrigation and other water works had been 

neglected, and the overall productivity was very low.23 

These pressing domestic problems, as well as national security 

problems, pushed China closer to the Soviet Union. On 

February 14, 1950, the two communist states signed economic 

agreements and a treaty of alliance under which the Russians 

were allowed to participate in the economic development of 

Manchuria and Sinkiang, and were permitted to the joint use 

of the Port Arthur naval base. They also agreed to extend 

mutual assistance in the event that either was attacked by 

Japan or a Japan ally--clearly implying the United States. 24 

The Question of Recognition 

During the brief period before the outbreak of the 

23walt Whitman Rostow, The Prospects for Communist 
China, pp. 65-66. 

24c1aude A. Buss, Ch.ina: The People's Republic of 
China and Richard Nixon, p. 47. 
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Korean War, Sino-American relations can best be described as 

one of "minimum communication," characterized by "deep 

suspicion and hostility. 1125 Neither side had ignored the 

other. The U.S. was certainly "prominentn in China's domestic 

scene--portrayed as the villain-imperialist. On the other 

hand, the PRC was also making the headlines in the U~S. 

Firstly, the question of U.S. recognition of the PRC and the 

policy toward admitting the regime into the United Nations 

were hotly debated in Washington. And hardly a year after 

the PRC came into being, a political witch hunt led by·senator 

Joseph McCarthy erupted. And before any of these issues was 

settled, the Korean War broke out and brought about perhaps 

a new phase o:f Sino-American diplomatic dealingso 

As soon as the government of the People's Republic was 

established and announced on October 1, 1949--and Chiang's 

Nationalist government was ousted and retreated to Taiwan-•

many nations were considering the recognition of the PRC as 

the legitimate Chinese government. By January 1950, seven 

non-communist European states, six Asian states, and members 

of the Soviet bloc, had 'recognized the PRC. A.rnong those who 

initially withheld recognition were France, the Unlted States, ., 

the Latin American states, the Arab states, Canada, Australia, 

New Zealand, and the South African Uniontt 26 The United States, 

25Robert Blum, The United States and China in World 
Affairs {New York: McGraw-Hill Book Co., 1966), Pe 1)8. 

26 Harold Monk Vinacke, Far Eastern Politics in the 
Postwar Period, p. 152. 
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with its support for the Kuomintang during the civil war 

and its anti-Communist policy after World War II, was in a 

more difficult position on the question of recognition of 

the Peking regime. This question had concerned many U.S. 

policy-makers even before the inauguration of the PRC. On 

the one hand, some officials were inclined to recognize the 

regime "on a strictly de facto basis---as a set of facts, 

nothing more--and that once the Communists formally set up 

their government and demonstrated their control over the 

country, we would be willing to accept them. 02 7 On the 

other hand, there were those who categorically opposed to any 

kind of recognition of the Chinese Communist regime. Public 

opinion was equally divided. Those who believed that the U.S. 

should sooner or later recognize the PRC did so reluctantly. 

They pointed out that the PRC was the "effective government 

of China," that "it would last many years," and as the U.S. 

recognize the Soviet Union, the PRC should therefore be 

treated likewise. 28 However, there were several important 

consideration in a U.S. move toward recognition of the PRC: 

The first was the strength of those Americans 
in public office and out who retained emotional 
commitment to Chiang Kai-shek's China. So 
long as Chiang's forces continued to hold out, 
these people urged, with decreasing success, 

27Foster Rhea Dulles, Americ~ Policy Tow~rd Com
munist China 1949-1969, p. 49. 

28Kenneth Scott Latourette, American Record in Far 
East 1949-1951, P• 132. 
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that he be aided •••• The second ••• 
was the fact that Mao was not particularly 
anxious to come to terms with the U.S., was 
indifferent to recognition, and was more 
interested in exploiting American hostility 
for domestic purposes.29 

Many of those who opposed to recognition of the PRC were 

Republican members of the Congress. President Truman was 

reported to be under tremendous pressure from the Republicans 

to adopt a "hard" line against East Asia in general and to 

refuse recognition to the PRC in particu1ar.30 This partisan 

approach among Congressional members on the question of 

Communist China eventually prompted Truman to appeal for 

greater cooperation between the White House and Congress, and 

for bipartisanship in foreign policies. However, the U.S. 

faced a real dilemma on the question of recognition of the 

PRC. Since, the U.S. government still recognized the 

Nationalist government on Taiwan, the recognition of the PRC, 

as some Republicans insisted, would mean "an unconscionable 

repudiation of Chiang's claims for the legitimacy of his 

regime. 11 31 Furthermore, in recognizing the Peking regime, 

the U.S. would have liked , to have some assurance that the 

regime would make no alliance with the Soviets--an assurance 

that was clearly unlikely to be obtained.32 The u.s. was 

29warren I. Cohen, America's Resnonse to China: An 
Internretive History of Sino-American Relations (New York: 
John Wiley & Sons, 1971), p. 201. 

ist 
30 

Foster Rhea Dulles, 
China 1949-1969, p. 68. 

American Policy Toward Commun-

31 Ibid. , p. 49. 

32John Gittings, The World and China, P• 165. 
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further discouraged from recognizing the PRC by two incidents 

that it interpreted as "provocation" by the Chinese Commun

ists. The house arrest of American Consul-General Angus 

Ward on January 14, 1950, and the requisition of part of the 

American Consular compoud in Peking a few days later, further 

postponed U.S. action in recognizing the Communist regime.33 

Hence, by early 1950, the Truman administration had "made no 

move toward recognition of the PRC, but non-recognition had 

not yet become a policy in and of itself."34 

On another front, the U.S. was openly oppose to 

representation of the Peking regime in the United Nations. 

However, as then Secretary of State Dean Acheson indicated, 

the U.S. would abide by the decision of the United Nations 

Security Council. When the issue of PRC's representation 

came to a vote before the Security Council in January 1950, 

an ambiguous move by the Soviet Union largely precluded the 

hopes for admission of the PRC into the United Nations. The 

Soviet Union demanded unequivocally that the Taiwan regime 

be ousted from the United Nations and that the PRC be recog

nized as the sole legitimate representative of China in the 

United Nations. It is still unclear whether this Soviet 

move was "a grave tactical blunder or a Machiavellian 

33ttarold c. Hinton, China's Turbulent Quest: An 
Analysis of China's Foreign Relations Since 1949, P• 265. 

34Foster Rhea Dulles, American Policy Toward China 
1949-1962, p. 69. 
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maneuver to isolate Communist China from the West. ttJ.5 Only 

five out of 11 members of the Security Council (USSR, India, 

Yugoslavia, Great Britain, and Norway) had then recognized 

the PRC. France and Egypt were antagonized by the Communists' 

seizure of French and Dutch properties on January 14. France 

was moreover displeased by the PRC's recognition of Ho Chi

minh in Vietnam. At any rate, the admission of the PRC into 

the United Nations was voted down, and the Chinese Communists 

did not have another chance at representation until almost 

two decades later. 

McCarthyism and Impact on China Policy 

Meanwhile, more obstacles were in the way for the 

U.S. to engage in a smooth--and perhaps more sensible--process 

of formulating a definitive policy toward the PRC: 

The effort to establish a new China policy 
on the basis of reason came to an abrupt halt 
when Senator L-Joseph_7 McCarthy exploded 
into the national spotlight with his speech 
at Wheeling, West Virginia, on February 9, 
1950. He referred to "Communists" in the 
State Department as the architects of a 
policy that provided China with too little

6 too late and "sold China down the river. 11 3 

McCarthy's sensational accusations epitomize the prevalent 

sentiment at the time--that somebody must bear the blame for 

35Tsou Tang, America's Failure ~·in China 1941-1950, 
P • 523. 

36c1aude A. Buss, China: The People's Republic of 
China and Richard Nixon, p. 74. 
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the "loss" of China and for the Nationalist defeat. Many 

Americans failed to realize that the defeat of the American 

policy had its roots in assumptions and attitudes that they 

themselves rightly or wrongly held; instead, they expressed 

their anxieties over Far Eastern affairs "by accepting 

McCarthy's theory of conspiracy as a salve to their wounded 

pride and by acclaiming or acquiescing in his hunt for 

non-existent Communists in the State Department as a substi

tute for a search for a workable policy."37 The original 

text of McCarthy's Wheeling speech does not exist. However, 

Dean Acheson has some harsh words for McCarthy and his 

Wheeling speech: "McCarthy's Wheeling speech was not a 

brilliant maiden effort in the traditional parliamentary or 

senatorial style. It was the rambling, ill-prepared result 

of his slovenly, lazy, and undisciplined habits with which we 

were soon to become fam111ar."38 Even though McCarthy seemed 

to be capitalizing on prevailing public sentiment, he created 

quite a stir on Capitol Hill between 1950 and 195J. As the 

Tydings Committee hearings and the investigations of the 

Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations--of which McCarthy 

was chairman--revealed, little, if any, communism espionage, 

or treason could be found among State Department and other 

37Tsou Tang, America• s Failure in China 1941-1950, 
p. 539. . 

38nean G. Acheson, Present at the Creation: Ml 
X,ears in the State Department, p. J62. 
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government officials.39 McCarthy soon diminished into 

oblivion just as fast as he shot out of it. However, his 

ruthless witch hunt and political blunder had more enduring 

repercussions for the country, particularly with regard to 

the development of a "workable" China policy. The impact of 

the "McCarthy era" on the domestic front was quite devas

tating; it split the intellectual and governmental communities 

into desperate factions, and temporarily destroyed the morale 

of the State Department. As Acheson noted, "Government's 

foreign and civil services, universities, and China-studies 

programs in them took a decade to recover from this sadistic 

pogrom." 40 In terms of China policy, however, the U.S. 

suffered a definite setback: 

The forces let loose by Senator Joseph R. 
McCarthy in his hysterical appeals to 
passion and prejudice succeeded in identi
fying in the public mind any move toward a 
possible rapprochement with the Chinese 
Communists as a treasonable betrayal of the 
national interest.41 

Political dissent, particularly that relating to Communist 

China policy, in the imm~diate post-McCarthy era, would 

give "rise to suspicion and was tantamount to disloyalty." 

The "ancient, respected British tradition of loyal opposition 

39see, for example, Earl Latham, The Communist Con
trovers in Washinton: From the New Deal to f/IcCarth 
Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 19 , PP• 270-84, 

325-55. 
40 Dean G. Acheson, Present at the Creation: MY 

Years in the State Department, P• 369. 
41Foster Rhea Dulles, American Policy Toward China 

1949-1962, p. 69. 
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became anathema." Moreover, it was politically expedient to 

be anti-Commu..~ist in the 1953 election year. 42 The dangers 

of such blind political conformity should be obvious. 

The Korean War 

As the McCarthy campaign was gathering momentum on 

U.S. soil in mid-1950, open hostility between the U.S. and 

the Chinese Communist regime broke out in Korea. It is not 

hard to perceive McCarthyism's influence on the U.S. conduct 

in dealing with the Korean crisis. Widespread anti-Communist 

feelings, heightened by McCarthy's fanatic allegations and 

investigations, pressured the Truman administration into 

assuming a more militaristic posture vis-a-vis the Communists. 

This meant a more active role in the defense of East and 

Southeast Asia in general, and in Korea particularly after 

the conflict evolved into a so-called "limited war." In 

early 1950 as tension mounted over Korea, the U.S. government 

had strengthened its force~ in the Philippines and its bases 

available on the perimeter of China. It had also accelerated 

the negotiations for a peace treaty with Japan in order to 

make the latter a more effective ally. Extensive U.S. 

military and economic aid was also given to Southeast Asian 

states in order to make them more resistant to communism. 

Such aid was especially extended to Taiwan, so as to make the 

42c1aude A. Buss, China: The People's Republic of 
China and Richard Nixon, p. 78. 
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U.S. the "formidable obstacle between Communist China and 

the 'liberation' of Taiwan.n43 The U.S. then seemed well

prepared in case a war broke out in Korea. In fact, Korea 

had been a "sore point" for the Soviet Union and the U.S. 

since the conclusion of World War II. A permanent settlement 

for Korea, under the auspices of the United Nations, had been 

under negotiation between the two postwar superpowers. It 

is difficult to determine who committed "an act of aggression" 

in Korea in June 1950; there were many actors and factors 

involved. According to one account, U.S. General Douglas 

MacArthur first crossed the 38th parallel, and this was 

followed by an "all-out assault north towards the Manchurian 

border" by MacArthur and his American troops, thus provoking 

the Chinese Communists to enter the war. 44 The Americans, 

in turn, claimed that the North Koreans had first crossed 

the 38th parallel and "invaded" South Korea. In any case, 

the United Nations intervened; the UN forces crossed the 

38th parallel into North Korea at the end of October 1950. 

Subsequently, Chinese Communist troops--the "People's Volun

teers"-.-entered the war. The United Nations invited the PRC 

to discuss the Korean question to no avail. Hence in 

43c1aude A. Buss, China: The People's Republic of 
China and Richard Nixon, pp. 75-76. 

44John Gittings, The World and China, 1922-1972, 
p. 182. 



- 33 -

February 1951 the United Nations passed a resolution con

demning the PRC for participating in aggression. 45 

There were speculations as to why the Chinese Commun

ists would get themselves involved in the Korean conflict. 

One view conceded that although the PRC did not seem "eager 

to rescue Kim Il-sung, the leader of North Korea, or to 

enter the fight to share Russia's burdens," the Chinese 

Communists crune into war as an act of defense against U.S. 

aggression--"as they said they would when the Americans and 

our allies crossed the J8th parallel." 46 Hence, it seems 

that the sense of direct threat to China's territory played 

an important part in its decision to mobilize its troops 

across the Yalu River. The PRC would certainly have preferred 

a Communist North Korea on its borders to a Korean regime 

allied to the U.S. Moreover, the North Korean power plant 

at the Yalu River, on the border, supplied electric power 

for a large part of Manchurian industry. But another view 

convincingly argues that "in the initial stage of her 

reconstruction, Mao's China wanted many things, but an 

immediate war was not among them. "Ln Hence, some critics 

suggested that the mobilization of Chinese troops had been 

45c1aude A. Buss, China: The People's Republic of 
China and Richard Nixon, p. 76. 

46
Ibid., p. 49. 

4 . 7Gyorgy Paloczi Horvath, Mao Tse-tung: Emperor of 
the Blue Ants (London: Secker & Warburg, 1962), P• 255. 
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ordered by Stalin. 48 This view is not totally implausible 

since Stalin might have wanted to compensate himself for 

recent setbacks in the West, such as the failure of the 

Berlin Blockade and the formation of the North Atlantic 

Treaty Organization.49 It has further been suggested that 

the Peking regime was "fully apprised" of the Soviet plans 

in North Korea since "it was not in Moscow's interest to 

deny L-Mao_7 its confidence with respect to its plans in 

Asia."50 Whether that be assumption or fact, the Chinese 

were apparently quite reluctant to enter into any war. The 

CCP leadership would certainly prefer to have been able to 

focus national resources and manpower on domestic economic 

expansion. On the other hand, the Peking regime was also 

wary of increased Soviet influence along the Korean-Manchurian 

border. Hence, the Chinese Communist leadership decided to 

deploy troops away from the Taiwan Strait and into Korea to 

balance increasing Soviet presence in Manchuria.51 

Domestic Issues and the Korean War 

As the CCP leadership decided to commit its forces 

48Robert c. North, Chinese Communism (New York: 
McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1966), p. 20.5. 

49Harold c. Hinton, China's Turbulent iuest: An 
Analysis of China's Foreign Relations Since 19 9, P• 42 • 

.50walt Whitman Rostow, The Prospects for Communist 
Qhina, p. 67. 

51Harold c. Hinton, op. cit., P• 43. 
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in the Korean War, a vigorous anti-American campaign immedi

ately followed. The "Resist America, Aid Korea" campaign 

was launched soon after the outbreak of war in June 1950. 

This movement typifies all other political mass movements 

that Mao launched in that it was an effort to dramatize 

the confrontation between the U.S. "imperialist" and the 

"Chinese people," and to "persuade the Chinese people to 

identify themselves with the official view.n.52 And during 

the Korean War, Mao had also launched various other propa

ganda campaigns including the "Three-Antis" and the "Five

Antis" campaigns of January 19.52. The multitude of campaigns 

conducted between 19.51 and 19.52 were designed to "increase 

the effective political and social power of the regime over 

the Chinese people, and in most cases also designed to raise 

money and check inflation.n.53 Even the nationwide land 

reform that began in mid-19.50 and lasted for almost three 

Years was not merely economic but also social and political 

in aim. This and other campaigns were launched so that the 

people could get used to political mobilization and "correct" 

political thinking • .54 The constant initiation of new politi

cal drives was a strategy known as "no political rest," or 

.52walt Whitman Rostow, T.he Prospect for Communist 
p. 75 • 

.53Ibid., pp. 74-84. 

54John K. Fairbank, The United States and China 
(3rd ed.; Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1971), P• JJ8. 
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as one author defines it in Mao's terminology, the strategy 

of "uninterrupted revolution."55 This strategy served the 

purpose of diverging and suppressing political dissidence, 

and insuring mass support for official policies. It is an 

effective tool for social and political control of the 

masses. 

Almost as a direct contrast to the silenced internal 

political scene of the PRC, the issues of China, Taiwan and 

Korea continued to intensify the political debate in Washington. 

President Truman had reportedly indicated that the U.S. in 

dealing with Chiang Kai-shek had to take account of the 

senatorial "clamor" on his behalf. He said that the adminis

tration "was limited in its freedom of maneuver regarding 

Far Eastern policy because the U.S. could not act abroad with

out solid backing at home."56 This is the striking differ

ence in the conduct of foreign affairs between the U.S. and 

the Chinese Communist governments. The CCP leadership faces 

none of the domestic political pressure that its American 

counterpart is constantly, under in making policy decisions. 

Presid~nt Truman particularly faced some very difficult 

situations at the outbreak of the Korean War and during the 

war years. His decision to intervene in Korea generally 

55Gyorgy Paloczi Horvath, Mao Tse-tung: Emperor of 
the Blue Ants, pp. 232-33. 

56william M. Bueler, U.S. China Policy and the 
Problem of Taiwan (Boulder: Colorado Associated University 
Press, 1971), p. 16. 
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received bipartisan support. However, his deployment of the 

Seventh Fleet to the Taiwan Strait was criticized as an 

ill-advised move that probably heightened international 

tension in that area. Truman announced on June 27, 1950, 

that he had sent the Seventh Fleet to see to that his 

request to the Taiwan government to "cease all air and sea 

operations against the mainland" was being honored. He also 

warned in the statement that "the occupation of Formosa by 

Communist forces would be a direct threat to the security of 

the Pacific area and to U.S. forces performing their lawful 

and necessary functions in that area."57 By this statement, 

Truman made it clear that a Communist offensive against 

Taiwan would also be considered an attack on the U.S. But 

what brought Truman more criticism was his dismissal of the 

popular General Douglas MacArthur in April 1951. MacArthur 

had been very outspoken on matters relating to an active and 

direct defense of Korea and Taiwan. He was fiercely anti

Communist and had advocated .military confrontations with th~ 

Chinese Communist forces., One critic attributed the outbreak 

of the .Korean Wa.r to MacArthur's "verbal and tactical 

blunders.n.58 But the dismissal of MacArthur, who was almost 

.57statement by President Truman, "U.S. Air and Sea 
Forces Ordered Into Supporting Action," quoted in Richard 
Moorsteen and Morton Abramowitz, Remaking China Policy: 
U.S.-China Relations and Governmental Decision-Makin 
Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1971 , P• 95. 

· .58warren I. Cohen, ~erica•s · R~snonse to China: .An 
Interpretive History of Sino-American Relations, PP• 205-0b. 
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a folk hero among many Americans, amounted to a loss of 

public confidence in Truman's leadership. Besides public 
I 

opinion, partisanship among Congressional members in foreign 

policy matters also undermined the President's performance 

in diplomatic relations. Truman was frustrated by deepening 

partisanship in Congress with respect to foreign relations 

especially toward the end of his term.59 

The United States, in entering the Korean War, had 

hoped to successfully pursue its policy of containment, of 

isolation of Communist China, and of deterrence of any·com

munist militaristic intentions. The U.S. involvement in 

Korea did not significantly achieve .these goals. By 

contrast, its response to Chinese Communists• bombing of the 

offshore islands in 1954 had better demonstrated the resolve 

of the U.S. government--that military threats would not deter 

the U.S. from defending its interests in East Asia. It was 

clear from the beginning that the PRC did not really want to 

get involved in the Korean War. And as the war dragged on, 

the u.s. was also beginning to feel the stress--coming mainly 

from criticism at home. By the time Eisenhower assumed the 

Presidency, domestic pressure on him to settle the Korean 

conflict was mounting even more. On the one hand, the 

Republicans in Congress, led by Senate Majority Leader 

59see, for example, Louis w. Koenig, ed., The Truman 
.M-ministrat:J.on: Its Princiyles and Practice (New York: New 
York University Press, 1956 , pp. 290-93. 
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William Knowland, insisted that he take a firmer line of 

opposition to Peking and to provide greater assistance to 

the Nationalist regime on Taiwan.60 On the other hand, he 

had some pressing domestic considerations: 

Eisenhower's biggest frustrations at this 
time came from trying to reduce government 
expenditures. If only the huge burden of 
arms spending could be reduced significantly, 
then budgets could be balanced, taxes could 
be reduced, and private enterprise could 
flourish with less government interference. 
To Eisenhower's way of thinking, these 
efforts would in turn lead to a revival of 
the American spirit of individual initia
tive which was the basic source of our 
national strength.61 

Eisenhower faced a dilemma in which domestic and foreign 

policies competed for priority in budgeting, and in which he 

had to decide what was the foremost "national interest." 

Truce talks for a ceasefire and settlement in Korea had begun 

in July 1951. But time seemed ripe in 1953 for a serious 

and productive negotiation. On the Chinese side, several 

factors helped propagate a meaningful negotiation to take 

Place. Three years of mobilization and regimentation had 

resulted in an alarming drop in production and a threat of 

agricultural and industrial breakdo~m. The First Five-Year 

Plan, officially launched on January 1, 1953, called for 

a disengagement of troops in Korea so that the country could 

60william B. Bueler, U.S. China Policy and the 
Problem of Ti 37 --..-.;;.;;:._,.=-:..--=.~a:.:.:.w.2a:!!n , p. • 

61seyom Brown, T,he Fa-~~s of Pow~r: Constancy and 
Chane in United States Foreign Polle From Truman to 
J.ohnson (New ¥ark: Columbia University Press, 19 , P• 89. 
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pull together its resources to achieve its ambitious goals 

for economic development. Finally, Stalin's death in March 

1953 could have relieved the pressure that the Soviets might 

have been asserting on the PRC to continue fighting in Korea. 62 

The major consideration for the Peking leadership in seeking 

settlement in Korea could have been its eagerness to return 

to a vigorous domestic economic reconstruction program. 

The PRC had professed its desire for a peace settle

ment in Korea and a "wider settlement" in Taiwan since the 

publication of the New Year Peonle's Daily editorial of 1952. 

And several Chinese economic commissions had been sent to 

the USSR since then to negotiate for Soviet aid. By May 

1953, they had secured substantial aid commitment from the 

Soviets to the First Five-Year Plan. 63 The PRC was then 

clearly anxious to end military operations in Korean in order 

to tend to its more pressing economic problems at home. 

President Eisenhower, in the meantime, disclosed in his first 

State of the Union address that he had rescinded the Truman 

order, issued at the beginning of the Korean War, instructing 

the Seventh Fleet to "shield the Red Chinese against Nation

alist Chinese invasion of the mainland." He reasoned that 

such a move could very well pressure the Chinese Communists 

the 
62Gyorgy Paloczi Horvath·, Mao Tse-tung: Emneror of 

Blue Ants, pp. 259-60. 
63John Gittings, The World and China, 1922-1972, 

191-9). 
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into negotiating a truce in Korea as they might think that 

the U.S. would otherwise use Taiwan as an additional base of 

operations against them. 64 As both sides were ree.dy and 

eager for a ceasefire, the issues that had previously stalled 

the truce talk, notably the prisoners of war issue, 65 were 

then compromised on without further complications at the 

Geneva Conference in 1954. 

Post-Korean War Policies 

The Korean War, one scholar argued, marked a "global

ization" of U.S. containment policy. Since the outbreak of 

war, he noted, Americans were prominently present in the 

Taiwan Strait, Vietnam, Indochina, and of course, Korea; "our 

plans and public commitments and material undertakings would 

no longer convey to our global adversaries the impression 

that we would hesitate to act unilaterally. 1166 A similar 

view was expressed, that the post-Korean War policy for the 

United States was a solidification of the decision not to 

recognize the Peking government, and an intensification of 

its isolation policy by urging other states to impose 

economic sanctions against China.67 The U.S. seemed 

64Roscoe Drummond and Gaston Coblentz, Du~i at the 
Brink: John F. Dulles' Command of American Power (New York: 
Doubleday, 1960), p. 113. 

6~- .. . JKenneth T. Young, Negotiating with the Chinese 
~ommunists: The U.S. Experience, 1953-1967 (New York: 

cGraw-Ri11 Book Company, 1968), p. 71. 

66s eyom Brown, The Faces of Power: Constancy and 
Change in u.s~ Foreign Policy From Truman To Johnson, P• 59. 

67warren I. Cohen, America's Response to China: An 
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convinced that such measures would ultimately contribute to 

the weakening and demise of the Chinese Communist govern

ment.68 In retrospect, this American "hard-line" policy 

toward the PRC was largely unwarranted in the immediate 

post-Korean War years. As Senator Mansfield pointed out, 

during those years of ostracism, the maximum emphasis of 

the Peking leadership "was given to production for peaceful 

purposes. The Chinese were preoccupied with feeding, 

clothing, and sheltering three-quarters of a billion people, 

and with developing a social and economic structure that 

would give durability to the ideology of Mao Tse-tung." In 

essence, the U.S. had rather wastefully expended billions of 

dollars in East Asia "to deter what we believed as an 

aggressive China at precisely the time when Chinese energies 

were being redirected away from militant revolution into 

militant social reconstruction." 69 China indeed did not; then 

have the capability for a major confrontation with the United 

States. Its limited resour~es had been severely taxed by the 

Korean War and were further drained by assistance to Ho 

Interpretive History of Sino-American Relations, P• 207. 

68Robert Blum, The United States and China in World 
Affairs, p. 137. 

69senator Mike Mansfield, "China and the United 
States: An Agenda for Action," in Francis o. Wilcox, ed., 
Qhina and the Great Powers: Relations With the United 
§taj;es, the Soviet Union, and Japan, P• 52. 
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Chi-m1nh and the Vietminh. It was also facing increasing 

demands of economic development accompanying the implemen

tation of the First Five-Year Plan:70 

In this conflict between internal aims and 
external commitments, a decision to push 
ahead with economic development at home 
almost inevitably demanded a more cautious -
foreign policy, so as to avoid an otherwise · 
impossible strain on China's modest resources.71 

With the exception of a brief period of tension with 

the United States over the status of Taiwan in 1954, China 

emerged from the Korean War with a drastically different 

approach to foreign relations. While putting the main 

emphasis on domestic economic development and avoiding a 

major confrontation with the U.S., the Peking government 

began to cultivate friendly relations with neighboring and 

developing countries. It has also shown a "new interest in 

expanding state-to-state relations with non-communist 

nations.n72 One reason for this new policy was the realiza

tion that direct military action or insurgency would only 

alienate those countries and draw them closer to the U.S.; 

hence, a better strategy was the cultivation of friendship 

?OJ. H. Kalicki, The Pattern of Sino-American 
Crises: Political-Militar Interactions in the 1 O's (New 
York: Cambridge University Press, 1975 , P• 120. 

71A. Doak Barnett, Communist China and Asia: A 
Qhallenge to American Policy, p. 97. 

72A. Doak Barnett, Unce~tain Passa e: China's 
,transition to the Post-Mao Era Washington, D.C.: The 
Brookings Institution, 1974), P• 251. 
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rather than subversion.73 The PRC had discovered the poten

tialities in an active, positive diplomacy and the importance 

of government-to-government relations as early as April 1954. 

At the Geneva Conference, the Chinese Communists negotiated 

with the United States, the Soviet Union, and France for a 

settlement in Vietnam and Indochina as well as a permanent 

settlement in Korea. Almost immediately after the Geneva 

Conference, China signed with India an agreement on Tibet and 

set forth the so-called "five principles of peaceful coexist

ence" that was to be its theme in future foreign policies. 74 

In the year following the Geneva talks, in April 1955, China 

participated in the Afro-Asian Conference held in Bandung, 

Indonesia. 

The Bandung Conference gave Chou En-lai an 
unprecedented opportunity to use all of his 
diplomatic skills to win friends and influence 
people, to create the image of a conciliatory 
Chinese Communist regime, and to promote 
Peking's new foreign policy line •••• Out
side the conference halls Chou made well
timed peaceful or conciliatory gestures on 
two important issues. He signed a treaty 
with Indonesia concerning the status of 
Overseas Chinese, and he offered to negotiate 

· 73Harold c. Hinton, China's Turbulent ~uest: An 
Analysis of China's Foreign Relations Since 19 9, pp. 265-66. 

74A. Doak Barnett, Communist China and Asia: A 
Challenge To American Policy, pp. 90-100. 

The five "principles of peaceful coexistence" are: 
"Mutual respect for each other's territorial integrity and 
sovereignty; non-aggression; noninterference in each other's 
internal affairs; equality and mutual benefit; and peaceful 
coexistence." 
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with the United States on "relaxing tension 
in the Taiwan area. "75 

Meanwhile, the U.S. foreign policy decision 

largely in the hands of an avowed anti-Communist Secretary 

of State John Foster Dulles. He was the chief architect 

behind the construction of a mutual security system consist

ing of a series of treaties with Korea, Japan, the Republic 

of China, and seven nations in the South-east Asia Treaty 

Organization.76 He was also famed for his advocacy for a 

militant containment policy. He said in a news conference 

on March 15, that the most effective U.S. defense in Asia 

would be a "strategic force with a high degree of striking 

power by sea and air."77 Hence, in the post-Korean War 

years, the U.S. was firmly committed to the containment of 

Communist China. 

Contest Over Taiwan 

A heated issue in the Sino-American relationship 

after the Korean War remained to be the status of Taiwan. 

For the U.S., it was the "qecurity" of Taiwan, and for the 

P.RC, it was the "liberation" of Taiwan. Both countries 

75A. Doak Barnett, Communist China and Asia: A 
Challenge To American Policy, p. 103. 

76c1aude A. Buss, China: The People's Republic of 
£hina and Richard Nixon, p. 79. 

77seyom Brown, The Faces of Power: Constancy and 
Q!iange in U.S. Foreign Policy From Truman To Johnson, P• 8J. 
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emerged from the War with a stronger stance on the Taiwan 

question~ Before the Korean War, the Republican majority 

and the ever-popular General Douglas MacArthur were over

whelmingly pro-Chiang, while the Democrats and others were 

more hesitant in throwing massive political and. material 

support to the Nationalists. The partisan conflict on the 

Taiwan question had prevented the Truman and then the 

Eisenhower administrations from arriving at a policy that 

received approval of both parties. On January 5, 1950, 

President Truman made the following statement on U.S. 

policy with respect to Taiwan: 

The United States has no predatory desires 
on Formosa or any other Chinese territory. 
The United States has no desire to obtain 
special rights or privileges or to establish 
military bases on Formosa at this time. Nor 
does it have any intention of uti.lizing its 
armed forces to interfere in the present 
situation. The United States Government will 
not pursue a course which will lead to involve
ment in the civil conflict in China.78 

This amounts to the initial U.S. stance on Taiwan after the 

establishment of the PRC. It remained basically unchanged 

until mid-1950 probably as • a result of a "combination of 

domestic political pressure and strategic considerations 

related to the Korean War and overall U.S. policy in the Far 

Ea.st. ,,79 With the deployment of the Seventh Fleet in June 

78statement by President Truman, "U .s. Policy Toward 
Formosa," quoted in Richard Moorsteen and Morton Abramowitz, 
..E.f~~k~np~ China Policy: U .s. -China Relattons and Governmental 
.lli=---1s1on-Making, p. 94. 

79william M. Bueler, U.S. China Policy and the 
l2:£.~lem of Taiwan, p. 20. 
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1950, Truman announced that "the determination of the future 

status of Formosa must await the restoration of security in 

the Pacific, a peace settlement with Japan, or consideration 

by the United Nations.n80 U.S. recognition and support of 

Chiang's regime on Taiwan were renewed and reinforced as a 

result of the Korean War. By protecting the Nationalist 

government and supporting it as the legitimate government of 

all China, "the U.S. has given a striking demonstration of 

its opposition to the Communists in Peking because it has 

thus explicitly challenged the legitimacy of the People's 

Republic of China."81 It was a conviction that the "develop

ment of free institutions and economic prosperity there can 

play an important role in proving the emptiness of the 

Communist claims that the future is theirs."82 On December 

2, 1954, the U.S. signed a mutual defense treaty with the 

Nationalist government in which it pledged to support Taiwan 

and the Pescadores in case they were subjected to armed 

attack. 

In the Chinese Communists' view, their assertion of 

·sostatement by President Truman, "U.S. Air and Sea 
Forces Ordered Into Supporting Action," quoted in Richard 
Moorsteen and Morton Abramowitz, Remaking China Policy: 
U.S.-China Relations and Governmental Decision-Making, P• 95. 

81Robert Blum, The United States and China in World 
Affairs, p. 145. 

Fi 82Richard Louis Walker, China Under Communism: 
_rst Five Years, p. 321. 

The 
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Chinese sovereignty over the island was not "only a question 

of assuaging national pride," but rather a "necessary step 

to diminish the American threat from a potentially explosive 

quarter. 11 83 The Chinese Communists were determined to 

"liberate" Taiwan though they were not in a position to 

provoke a U.S. military retaliation in the early 1950's. 

They proceeded to "test" what could be accomplished by the 

threat of force vis-a-vis the U.S. on the question of Taiwan. 

On September 3, 1954, three days before the opening of the 

Manila Conference to set up the South-east Asia Treaty 

Organization (SEATO), the PRC launched a heavy bombardment 

of the Nationalist-held offshore islands. The shelling of 

these islands was probably to test U.S. response as well as 

to check what the Communists believed to be an escalation of 

American military aid and influence in the Taiwan area. 

Since Taiwan was not a signatory of SEATO and was not covered 

by its treaty provisions, it relied almost exclusively on the 

U.S. to back up its defense; As noted earlier, the two 

countries signed a mutual ,security treaty in December 1954, 

Which has been the basis of authority for later U.S. moves on 

behalf of Taiwan's defense. Under heavy U.S. pressure, the 

Taiwan government evacuated the Tachen Island group in 

February 1955. But that was the limit that the U.S. and 

Taiwan "yielded" to the Chinese Communists. Congress had 

83John Gittings, The World and China, 1922-1972, 
pp. 196-97. 
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meanwhile authorized President Eisenhower to defend Taiwan 

and the Pescadores, and left it at his discretion to defend 

the other offshore islands. 84 By then the Chinese Communists 

had also realized that their offensive was unproductive. 

Joining the 1954 anniversary celebration of the PRC, 

Khrushchev and Bulganin took the opportunity to negotiate 

with Peking a more "equal" Sino-Soviet relationship and 

promised the Chinese more aid for construction of new indus

trial projects. However, the Soviets did not mention the 

shelling of the offshore islands nor indicate any support 

for the PRC to offset the U.S.-Taiw~n Mutual Security Treaty. 85 

The Peking leadership obviously got the message; lacking 

Soviet support, the country would be in an extremely vulner

able position if it further provoked the U.S. on the Taiwan 

issue. Hence, the Chinese Communists backed down and discon

tinued the bombing of the offshore islands. However, they 

continued to verbally assert their claims regarding Taiwan--

as illustrated by this statement by Premier Chou En-lai: 

The Government of the People's Republic of 
China has repeatedly stated that Taiwan is 
China's sacred and inviolable territory and 
that no U.S. infringement or occupation will 
be tolerated. Our compatriots on Taiwan, 
including the Kaoshan people, have: ·always 
been members of the great Chinese family of 

·· 84A. Doak Barnett, Communist China and Asia: A 
Challenge To American Policy, p. 103. 

85John Gittings, The World and China, 1922-1972, 
PP. 197-98. 
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nationalities and their enslavement by the 
U.S. will never be tolerated. The libera
tion of Taiwan is China's sovereign right 
and internal affair and no interference by 
any foreign country will be tolerated.86 

Sino-American Relations in 1955 

Presumably the Chinese Communists were satisfied with 

the results of their "test"--the so-called 1954 Taiwan 

Crisis. They had reluctantly come to terms with the U.S. 

military presence in the Taiwan area and other parts of 

Southeast Asia. And until a future time when they fel~ they 

were internally and militarily strong enough to challenge 

American power and resolve, they were not ready to take on 

the U.S. at this point. The First Five-Year Plan was, in 

1955, finally published and was being implemented throughout 

the country. The Chinese wanted the least amount of diversion 

from foreign disputes during this period of vigorous domestic 

and economic reconstruction. The Chinese posture in foreign 

relations in 19.55 was characterized by its policy of "peace

ful coexistence" announced at the Bandung Conference. 

Accordingly, China sought formal diplomatic relations with 

neighbo.ring as well as non-communist countries. 

86Premier Chou En-lai's Report on the Work of the 
· Government, delivered at the First Session of the First 
National People's Congress (September 23, 1954), in The 
Chinese People's Institute of Foreign Affairs, compiler, 
Onnose U.S. Occu at ion of Tai wan and "Two Chinas" Plot: 
A Selection of Important Documents Peking: Foreign Lang
uages Press, 19.58), p. 16. 
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The Chinese also attempted to negotiate a more 

"amicable" relation with the United States. There were two 

areas that the PRC was particularly eager to discuss with 

the U.S. in a bilateral diplomatic negotiation. One was the 

"relaxation of tension" in the Taiwan Strait, and the other 

was the lifting of the U.S. trade embargo on China. On 

June 30, 1955, Chinese Premier and Foreign Minister Chou En

lai presented a much more moderate Chinese position on 

Taiwan at the Second Session of the First National People's 

Congress: 

Conditions permitting, the Chinese people are 
ready to seek the liberation of Taiwan by 
peaceful means •••• Provided that the U.S. 
does not interfere with China's internal 
affairs, the possibility of peaceful libera
tion of Taiwan will continue to increase. 
If possible, the Chinese Government is will
ing to enter into negotiation with the res
ponsible local authorities of Taiwan to map 
out concrete steps for Taiwan's peaceful 
liberation. It should be made clear that 
these would be negotiations between the cen
tral government and local authorities. The 
Chinese people are firmly opposed to any 87 ideas or plots of the so-called "two Chinas." 

This Chinese attempt of rapprochement did not sit well with 

some Americans. The "reverted to the vocabulary of anta

gonism and rejection, expressing strong emotions and attitudes 

toward the Chinese People's Renublic. "88 The U .s. stand 

87chou En-lai, "The Present International Situation 
and China• s Foreign Policy," in Important Documents Concerning 
!_he Question of Taiwan (Peking: Foreign Languages Press, 
1955), p. 184. 

88Kenneth Todd Young, Diplomacy and Power in 
liashington-Peking Dealings 1953-1967 (Chicago: University 
of Chicago, Center for Policy Study, 1967), P• 27. 
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on Communist China remained one of non-recognition and of 

continued support for the Nationalists. American officials 

claimed that the U.S. did not plan an armed attack against 

Communist China as part of its China policy; but many still 

viewed the Peking regime as a temporary phenomenon, and that 

the U.S. should somehow contribute to its demise. 89 

The U.S. began a total trade embargo against China in 

December 1950. At the conclusion of the Korean War, the U.S. 

stepped up this effort by urging other non-Communist nations 

to join in the economic sanctions. Although the PRC had 

shunned from diplomatic dealings with the U.S. as the latter 

continued to recognize and support the Nationalists, it had 

long desired a trade relationship with the U.S. Mao Tse-tung 

indicated, in On the People's Democratic Dictatorship, that 

the new Communist state would seek a continuation of foreign 

trade. And even after the U.S. imposed the total trade 

embargo, there was no reciprocal response or counter-measure 

from the PRC. During the Korean War, the PRC "went out of 

its way to make clear that ,it was not responsible for the 

decline in trade between China and the non-Communist world 

and the dislocations this had caused. u90 After the Geneva 

Conference in 1954, the PRC quite enthusiastically pushed 

89Robert Blum, The United States and China in World 
Affairs, p. 121. 

90 , 
F . Jerome Alan Cohen, ed., The Dynamics of China s 
_oreign Relations (Camgridge: Harvard University Press, 
1970), pp. 57-59. 



- .53 -

for the "Ambassadorial Talks" with the United States. A 

high-priority subject on the agenda was the abolition of 

the American embargo on trade.91 

As it turned out, the negotiations did not bring the 

United States to lift its trade embargo, but further hardened 

its anti-Communist position. The U.S. was in fact quite 

isolated in its policy regarding the Chinese Communist state 

in 195.5. As a result of its 11 peaceful coexistence" policy, 

the PRC managed to gain the friendship of quite a few nations. 

Most Western powers had recognized the regime by the mid-

1950's. They were mostly too preoccupied with the business 

of restoring or expanding their post-World War II economies 

to concern themselves with any controversy or conflict in 

the Far East. Although they were conceivably not too com

fortable with the seeming prospect of a strong Sino-Soviet 

alliance, they nevertheless came to accept the "existence" of 

the PRC as fact. As long as the Chinese Communists were 

not manifesting any aggressive _intentions outside of East 

Asia, they were content with their hitherto policy of toler

ance. Hence, the United States was the only major power with 

a high stake in Asia since the victory of the Chinese 

Communists. Since 1949 the U.S. had been vigilant in the 

developments of the PRC. Its greatest fear probably was a 

·· 91Kenneth Todd Young, Negotiating With the Chinese 
Qommunists: The U.S. Experience, 1953-67, P• 91. 
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Sino-Soviet alliance that would inevitably upset the global 

balance of power and would engulf the entire world with 

communism. With its heavy defense commitments in Europe 

against the Soviet Union, a strong China under Communist 

control would put undue stress on U.S. defense capabilities 

in the Pacific; the U.S. would then be facing military

security threats from two fronts. These were the major 

considerations for the U.S. in making decisions on its China 

policy. The first six years of U.S. relations with the PRC 

were marked by a great deal of tension, and quite often 

antagonism. The U.S., moreover, in trying to formulate a 

cautious and practicable China policy, had subject itself to 

divisive Congressional disputes and a demoralizing period of 

McCarthyism. Foreign policy issues, in this case, had 

certainly generated domestic disputes and affected domestic 

policies. The Chinese People's Republic, on the other hand, 

seemed to be much less pressured during this period vis-a-vis 

the United States. Except for .the Korean War, which it was 

supposedly pushed into by the Soviet Union, the Chinese 

Comm.uni.st regime had been able to pursue its own deliberate 

foreign policy at its own pace. The foreign policy of the 

PRC during this time, moreover, was greatly influenced by 

its domestic policy decisions. The CCP leadership had 

determined that economic and industrial reconstruction would 

be the country's top priority. Hence, it had curbed its 

commitments abroad and had, in particular, avoided major 
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confrontations with the United States to the extent possible. 

Nevertheless, it had kept the negative image of the u.s.--as 

the arch villain and imperialist--alive at home and exagger

ated U.S. hostility in order to insure mass support for 

the CCP's policies and to expel Western influence. This 

basic posture of hostility and non-communication remained 

characteristic of the Sino-American relations in the late 

1950's and most of the 1960 1 s. 



Chapter J 

CHINA'S PRELUDE TO 
TURMOIL AND RETREAT, 1955-1962 

Following the pronouncement of the principles of 

"peaceful coexistence,n China began a period of refrain from 

active foreign involvements. During this period, Sino

American relations came to a sort of stalemate. Both sides 

stood firm with their policies of non-recognition and non

accommodation. In the late 1950's and early 1960 1 s, China 

was preoccupied with domestic matters such as economic and 

industrial development and internal political stabili'zation. 

At the same time, the Sino-Soviet rift that developed after 

the death of Stalin proved to be a significant turning point 

_in China's foreign and domestic policies. The Sino-Soviet 

dispute also had an important message to the world community. 

The fear of a strong communist alliance between the Soviet · 

Union and the PRC was at least temporarily placated. Since 

the founding of the PRC, the friendliness between these ·two · 

"communist giants" had the "free world" extremely uncomfort

able. The U.S. had been especially troubled by the potential 

of a Sino-Soviet alliance upsetting the world balance of 

power. To an extent, however, the animosity with the Soviet 

Union eventually drew China to seek rapprochement with the 

U.s. in the early 19?0's. 

- 56 -
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Economic collapse and the worsening relationship 

with the Soviets in the late 1950's also brought the PRC to 

thoroughly reassess its policies at home and abroad. They 

indirectly triggered the onslaught of the Great Proletarian 

Cultural Revolution in the mid-1960's. And the CCP leader

ship's decisions regarding Chinese involvement in Vietnam 

were in turn affected by the tumultuous "revolution" and 

economic situation at home. Hence, this is aperiod during 

which many significant events took place--events that had 

profound impact on the future course of Sino-American· 

relations. 

The PRC in 1955 

The Chinese Communists got involved in the Korean War 

almost by default. Politically end economically, the country 

was not ready for active involvement in a major war. The PRC 

might have reaped some "political benefits" from the War; the 

leadership used the occasion to launch a vigorous "anti

American imperialists" propaganda campaign. These campaigns, 

discussed in the previous chapter, combined with the effects 

of war.might have served the purpose of successfully portray

ing the U.S. as the "villain." But whatever little political 

gains were obtained from the War, they were largely offset 

by the economic hardship that resulted. Hence, no sooner 

than a truce was negotiated, the CCP leadership committed 

the country to an ambitious economic and industrialization 

program--the First Five-Year Plan. It is evident that the 
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leadership was determined to give full attention to economic 

development at home during this period. It has taken signi

ficant steps to lower the level of hostility toward foreign 

countries, and even to seek "friendly relations" with neigh

boring countries. A momentary reduction in foreign involve

ment would conceivably enable the country to fully tend to 

its domestic and economic problems. 

At the Afro-Asian Conference {the Bandung Conference) 

in 1955, the Chinese delegation, led by the skillful statesman 

Chou En-lai, offered to negotiate with the United States "forr 

a relaxation of tensions in the Far East," and especially in 

the Taiwan Strait.1 This resulted in the Sino-American 

Ambassadorial Talks that began on August 1, 1955, and lasted 

until 1970 when the PRC called off the talks in protest of 

U.S. invasion of Cambodia. These talks never yielded any 

substantive improvement in Sino-American relations, but they 

signified a certain degree of "good will" initiated by the 

Chinese. At the Bandung Conference, the Chinese Communists 

announced their "principles of peaceful coexistence." The 

chief ~bjective behind these principles was to cultivate 

amicable relationships--"coexistence"--with China's neighbors. 

These countries included: Vietnam, Korea, Laos, Cambodia, 

Thailand, Burma, Nepal, Pakistan, Afghanistan, and Japan. 

York: 
1R. G. Boyd, Communist China's Forei 

Praeger Publishers, Inc., 19 2 , P• 33 
(New 
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China's real intent in this diplomatic maneuvre, it was 

pointed out, was "to assure many of these countries of its 

reasonableness and good-neighborly intent,"2 so that they 

would not be so receptive to American and--to a lesser 

extent--Soviet influences. Therefore, in the words of 

another critic, between 1955 and 1958, "China appeared to 

gain increased recognition of her power and influence in 

Asia ••• and her sustained hostility to the West served to 

deter neutral Asian countries from courses of action unfavor

able to her interests. 0 3 

This "popular diplomacy" toward other Asian countries 

lay the groundwork for a relatively peaceful Asia, during 

Which time China could mend its economic fences at home. 

Although the First Five-Year Plan was officially applicable 

to the period 1953-57, the Plan was officially adopted only 

on July 30, 1955, at the Second Session of the National 

People's Congress. But once the program was officially 

launched, the entire country was effectively mobilized. The 

Plan turned out to be a phenomenal success. However, this 

success_ led the leadership to hastily plunge into an 111-

concei ved Second Five-Year Plan (the Great Leap Forward) 

Which proved disastrous to the young nation. 

2Franklin w. Haun, A Short History of Chinese 
£ommunism (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1967), 
p. 221. 

3R. Go Boyd, Communist China's Foreign Policy, 
pp. 7-8. 
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The First Five-Year Plan 

"Socialization" and ''industrialization" were the 

slogans of the First Five-Year Plan. 4 The Plan was closely 

modeled after the first two Five-Year plans of the Soviet 

Union. Its emphasis was on the development of all basic 

and heavy industries. In fact, it was a rather imbalanced 

approach that over-emphasized the industrial sector. 58.2 

percent of "capital forming investment in the Plan" was 

allocated to industries, while only 8 percent was made 

available for the development of agriculture. Therefore, a 

major criticism of the Plan was that: 

••• the priority accorded to heavy indus
try and raw materials at the expense of 
agriculture and the production of consumer 
goods created the danger that the gap between 
the urban and rural sectors of the national 
economy might increase further, and that 
dependency on expansion in capital-intensive 
branches of the economy for economic growth 
might be reinforced.5 

Overall, the net result of the Plan gave the PRC economy a 

much needed boost 0 According to one estimate, during the 

First Five-Year Plan period, the PRC achieved a growth rate, 

in terms of GNP, of between .6 to 8 percent per year. Overall 

industrial output more than doubled; the production of key 

heavy industries--such as steel, pig iron, coal, electric 

Doc ·· t
4

A(. Doak Barnett, China A{J~~~e~:~£y W~;~s~~l~~m, um.en s Princeton: Princeton 
p. 10. 

5Jurgen Domes, The Internal Politics of China 194 -
12.zg_ (New York: Praeger Publishers, 1973 , P• 73. 
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power, cement, and machine building--doubled, tripled, or 

even quadrupled. 6 Tables 1-4 in the following pages may 

give an idea of China's economic strength after the First 

Five-Year Plan. 

The success of the First Five-Year Plan, though 

rather short-lived, was remarkable. It may remain in history 

as one of the periods during which China was able to pursue 

an economic program with the least amount of disruption at 

home or from abroad. The phenomenal growth rate of the 

Plan years, particularly in the heavy industries, had,· 

however, slackened by 1957. Production was showing first 

signs of stress. Many attributed this to managerial problems, · 

planning errors, and the eventual withdrawl of Soviet aid. 

The fiasco of the Second Five-Year Plan will be discussed 

in greater detail below. 

However, the First Five-Year Plan was carried out 

and its goals achieved in a relatively harmonious atmosphere. 

But at the end of the Plan, .Mao unveiled another series of 

political campaigns. The "Hundred Flowers" campaign probably 

had no direct connection with the Five-Year Plan; it was just 

incidental that the campaigns were launched at its conclusion. 

As a matter of fact, Mao's "Hundred Flowers" was probably 

more an effort prompted by events abroads 

6 
D - A. Doak Barnett, China After Mao, With Selected 
_ocuments, pp. 11-12. 
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TABLE 1 

Production of Imnortant Industrial 
and Mining Products, 1949-1957

Year Coal Electricity Crude Oil Crude Steel Cotton Cloth 
(mil. (1,000 mil. (mil. (mil. (1000 mil. 
tons) kwh) tons) tons) m) 

1949 J0.98 4.31 0.121 0.158 1o89 

1952 63.53 7.26 o.436 1.349 J.83

19.53 66.57 9o20 Oo622 10774 4.69 

19.57 123.23 19.34 1.458 5 • .350 5.05 

Source: Jurgen Domes, The Internal Politics of China 1949-1 2
(New York: Praeger Publishers, 197.3 ' p. 710

TABLE 2 

Output of Major Industrial Products in 1957
and Their Percentage Increase Over 1952

Item 
-

Output. in 1957 Percentage Increase 

Steel 

Pig Iron 

Coal 

Electricity 

Cement 

Cotton Yarn 

5,350,000 

5,940,000 

130,000,000 

19,300,000,000 

6,860,000 

4,650,000 

over 1952

t·ons 296 

tons 208 

tons 96 

kwh 166 

tons 140 

tons 28 

Source: Hsueh Mu-chiao, et al., The Socialist Transformation of 
the National Economy in China (Peking: Foreign Languages 
Press, 1960), p. 83. 
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TABLE 3 

Harvest in the PRC 1949-1957 

Official Estimates Estimates 
Amount Per Capita Amount 
(mill. tons) (kilos} (million tons) 

108.1 

154.4 

156.9 

185.0 

Item -
Coal 

Electricity 

Crude 011 

Crude Steel 

Cotton Cloth 

199.4 150 

268.5 175 

266.8 166 

285.9 185 

TABLE 4 

Average Rate of Growth Per Annum, 
1949-1952, 1952-1957 

1949-52 1952-57 
% % 

27.00 14.10 

18.95 21.66 

53.30 27.30 

104.40 24.30 

26.55 5.70 

by o. L. Dawson 
Per Capita 

(kilos) 
276.8 

304.3 

282.J 

285.9 

Source: Jurgen Domes, The Internal Politics of China 1 4 
(New York: Praeger Publishers, 1973, PP• 70-71. 
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The Polish and Hungarian crises, following 
Khrushchev• s "de-Stalinization," stimulated 
Mao to reexamine China's own internal ten
sions and problems. As a result, Peking 
first launched a new "rectification" cam
paign within the Communist Party, to tighten 
discipline among the faithful.? 

Yet some scholars have contented that the major reason why 

Mao initiated the "Hundred Flowers'' was to win sufficient 

support and participation from intellectuals in the socialist 

industrialization programs. Therefore, the leadership 

proposed to "Let A Hundred Flowers Bloom and A Hundred 

Schools of Thought Contend. ,,B On April JO, 19.57, the <::entral 

Committee of the CCP issued a directive "officially authoriz

ing the beginning of an •evaluation-rectification' campaign 

to correct the party's 'style of work. 1 "9 The resulting 

flood of criticism reflected the leadership's miscalculation 

of the strength of the Party, and of the spontaneous support 

for it among students, intellectuals, and professional 

people. The Party cadres, the functionareis, the bureaucrats, 

and even Mao himself, were .criticized along with some of 

the fundamental Communist principles and assumptions. Hence, 

by Jun~ 1957, the startled Peking leadership had to make it 

clear that "the right to 'bloom and contend' was not 

7A. Doak Barnett, China After Mao, With Selected 
Documents, p. 13 

8Robert c. North, Chinese Communism (New York: 
McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1966), P• 199. 

9Edgar Snow, Red China Today (New York: Random 
House, 1970), p. 381. 
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unqualified--that freedom of criticism must further, and 

in no way damage, 'socialist construction.' nlO With these 

warnings, the CCP leadership struck baclr. Freedom of 

expression--the "Hundred Flowers"--was promptly suspended 

with the publication of Mao's speech on June 17, 1957, in 

the People's Daily. "Correct criticisms" were still invited, 

but Mao's "six criteria of loyalty" had made unacceptable 

and "incorrect" many of the prevalent criticisms. In the 

end, the Party regained control of the turmoil by mandating 

that the purpose of 11 cr1ticism meetings" would be "to 

denounce 'rightists' and to praise the party in 'evaluations' 

with which 'critical critics' had forgotten to sweeten their 

'evaluation-rectification' of 'work style. 111 11 

The "Hundred Flowers" was firmly under control of 

the CCP leadership in just a few months. The "leftists"-

Mao' s supporters--emerged triumphant over the "rightists.rt 

This has two significant meanings. Firstly, it verifies the 

truth that "the Chinese Communist policy-maker appears to 

have little need to take ,account of public opinion, though 

there is some fugitive evidence that at times he feels its 

pressure."12 Even on the very rare occasions that public 

lORobert c. North, Chinese Communism, P• 199. 

11Edgar Snow, Red China Today, P• 386. 
12 A. M. Halpern, "China in the Postwar World," in 

Roderick MacFarquhar, ed., China Under Mao: Politics Takes 
Qommand (Cambridge: The M.I.T. Press, 1966), P• 507. 
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pressure bears upon the policy-maker, its ultimate influence 

is negligible. Secondly, China reaffirmed its Maoist-leftist 

ideology as the "correct line" for the PRC. The Maoist

leaning CCP survived the "Hundred Flowers" criticisms almost 

intact. Thus, at the end of 1957, "a sort of polarisation of 

the Russian and Chinese parties had taken place: the Russians 

moving towards the right and the Chinese towards the left." 13 

The Hundred Flowers denoted the inevitability of a Sino-Soviet 

confrontation on matters of ideological° principles and 

approach to various national and international problems. 

Great Leap Forward 

The Great Leap Forward, or otherwise lmown as the 

Second Five-Year Plan (1958-1962), triggered a series of 

drastic changes in China's domestic and foreign policies. 

The campaign itself was a very aggressive and ambitious 

economic plan. The aggressiveness, bolstered by the impres

sive success of the First Five-Year Plan, extended to China's 

foreign policy as well. The PRC attempted to challenge the 

U.s. again over the Taiwan question, which resulted in the 

so-called second Taiwan Crisis in 1958. It was also during 

this period that Sino-Soviet schism took a turn for the worse. 

This is also one of the times when China's domestic and 

13navid Floyd, Mao Against Khrushchev: A Short 
!U-story of Sino-Soviet Conflict (New York: Frederick A. 
Praeger, 1963), p. 46. 
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foreign policies closely corroborated. As one critic aptly 

pointed out: 

The Great Leap Forward is the key domestic 
development in 1958 with regard both to 
Chinese behaviour in the crisis and to 
Chinese foreign policy in general. Signifi
cant events coincide in the internal and 
external spheres •••• The linkage between 
domestic and foreign policy can be established 
ideologically, in the sense that the Great 
Leap was designed to be not merely an instru
ment of economic development but also designed 
as a means of radical change which would 
serve as concrete proof of the superiority of 
the Chinese Communist model.14 

In fact, the many events that took place during this period 

could very well be part of Mao's "scheme 0 of a greater scope. 

On the one hand, he pushed the country at a fanatic pace 

toward industrialization and attaining self-sufficiency; on 

the other, he manifested a renewed interest in foreign 

affairs. This prompted one critic to conclude that "the 

domestic and foreign policies associated with this campaign 

(the Great Leap Forward) constituted Mao's own version of 

how to go about modernizing a backward country and achieving 

superpower status. n15 

· Hence, the Great Leap Forward is not just another 

economic development plan. It was meant to be coordinated 

14J. H. Kalicki, The Pattern of Sino-American Crises: 
Political-Militar Interactions in the 1 O's (New York: 
Cambridge Unlversity Press, 1975, P• 17 • 

15Richard L. Walker, "Peking's Approach To the Out
side World," in Frank N. Trager and William Henderson, eds• , 
£0 mmunist China, 1949-1969: A Twenty-Year Appraisal {New 
York: New York University, 1970), P• 293. 
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with the regime's foreign ventures. But as an economic 

campaign itself, it is remarkably ambitious and aggressive, 

perhaps unrealistically so. The five major goals of the 

campaign were: (1) industrial construction with increased 

emphasis upon development of heavy industry; (2) ideological 

indoctrination, thought reform, social transformationst and 

"remoulding of individuals"; ( J) agricultural, industrial 

and handicraft production, commerce and transportation; (1n 
the training of technical and scientific specialists ai~d the 

abolition of illit~racy; and (5) the achievement of higher 

levels of both material and cultural life within the PRc.16 

The Great Leap Forward was doomed to fail from the 

beginning for several reasons.17 The CCP leadership was too 

anxious to better their past records with this campaign. 

Hence, it threw out "all caution about the speed and scope 

of economic development and unrealistically increased 

investments for the development of heavy industry in 1958, 

1959, and 1960." Cadres and ·workers were hard-pressed to 

fulfil the high production .quotas that they sacrificed 

quality_ for quantity and turned out shoddy and even completely 

useless products. Many of the new institutional experiments 

such as communization, and untested technical innovations 

16Robert c. North, Chinese Communism, PP• 189-90. 
17Franklin w. Houn, A Short History of Chinese 

£2,mmunis~, p. 181. 
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such as deep plowing and close planting, and the "backyard 

steel furnaces," backfired. In addition, there was a general 

managerial breakdown, decentralization, and a lack of 

rational planning. 18 Severe natural calamities further 

crippled the campaign for three consecutive years between 

1959 and 1961. In 1960, the withdrawl of Soviet assistance, 

because of the open dispute between the two nations, dealt 

a final and devastating blow to the Great Leap Forward. In 

terms of economic progress, the ill-conceived campaign was 

in fact a "great leap backward" ( see Tables .5-8). The· 

collapse of the Great Leap by 1960 put Mao's leadership under 

mild criticism for the first time since he assumed the Chair

manship. The country was not only facing an economic crisis, 

but also struggling to survive the severance of relations 

with the Soviet Union. 

Even as early as in 1958 when the campaign first 

started, signs of uncertainty and stress were evident within 

the country. Public discontent began to surface, mainly 

because the ascetic Great Leap campaign ignored even the 

most basic human demands of the population and failed to 

provide even the minimum incentives required for sustained 

effort. The CCP leadership responded to this situation with 

its customary tactic of "digression" and "aggression": 

D 18A. Doak Barnett, China After Mao, With Selected 
_ocuments, pp. 15-17. 
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TABLE 5 

Selected Economic Indicators. Year-to-Year 
Percentage Changes, 1959-65 

1959- 1960- 1961- 1962;- 1963- 1964-
60 61 62 63 64 65 

Grain Pro-
duction - .5.9 + 6.2 + .5.8 + 2.8 + .5o4 o.o 
Tonnage 

Industrial 
Production + 3.8 -J4.o -12.0 +10.1 +11.7 + 9.4 
Index 

Value added 
by all -11.3 - 8.2. - 7.6 + 8.2 +10.2 + 8.2 
Modern Sec-
tors except 
Government 

Net Domes-
tic Product 

- 8.1 - 3.9 + 2o0 + 4.3 + 6.2 + 3.7 

Net Domes-
tic Product - 8.2 - 1.2 + 2.6 + 5.0 + 6 • .5 + .5.0 
Adjusted 

Export - 9 • .5 -21.9 + 1.6 + 2.0 +11.2 +20.2 
Value 

Import 
Value 

- .5.0 -26.1 ~19.6 + 4.9 +22.1 +21.2 

Total 
Trade - 7.3 -23.9 
Value 

- 8.4 + JoO +1.5.9 +21.2 

Source: Alexander Eckstein, "Economic Fluctuations in Communist 
China,'' in Ho Ping-ti and Tsou Tang, eds., China In 
Crisis, Vol. 1: China's Heritage and the Communist 
Political S}stem (Chicago: The University of Chicago 
Press~ _ 1968 , p. 717. 
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TABLE 6 

Industrial Production & Value Added 
By Relative Modern Sectors, 1957-1965 

(Index Numbers, 1957=100) 

Liu's Estimate 
Field's Estimate of Value Added 
Industrial Production Relative Modern 

100.0 100.0 

1J1.4 116.2 

166.0 129.5 

172.3 115.0 

11Jo8 105.7 

110.2 104.7 

110.J 113.4 

123oJ 124.8 

134.9 135.1 

of the, 
by 
Sectors 

Source: Ta-Chung Liu, "Economic Development of the Chinese· 
Mainland, 1949-1965," in Ho Ping-ti and Tsou Tang, 
eds., China In Crisis, Vol. 1: China's Heritage 
and the Communist Political System (Chicago:- The 
University of Chicago Press, 1968~, P• 687. 
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TABLE 7 

Net; Domestic Product of the Chinese Ma.inland 2 
Total a.~d Per Ca~ita 2 19j2-6j 

(Total Product: Billion of 1952 yuan; Per 
Capita Product : 1952 yuan) 

Reconstructed Communist Exploratory 
Year Estimate Estimate Estimate 

Per Capita Total Per Capita 
1952 68.6 121 

1953 73.3 126 

1954 77.8 131 

1955 88.3 137 

1956 96.4 155 

1957 104.2 164 

1958 145.0 222 10800 166 

1959 176.8 267 104.4 158 

1960 155.9 232 95o9 143 

1961 127.5 187 92.2 135 

1962 99.5 144 94.o 136 

1963 107.4 153 98.1 1~0 

1964 117.3 165 104.2 146 

1965 126.2 165 108.1 150 

Source: Ta-Chung Liu, "Economic Development of the Chinese 
Mainland, 1949-1965," in Ho Ping-ti and Tsou Tang, 
eds., China In Crisis, Vol. 1: China's Heritage 
and the Communist Political System (Chicago: The 
University of Chicago Press, 1968), P• 644. 



- 73 -

TABLE 8 

Chinese Defense Expenditures, 1950-1961 

(1,000,000 yuan) % of total expenditure 

19.50 2,830 41o.5 

1951 5,060 42.5 

1952 4,370 26.0 

1953 5,680 26.4 

1954 5,810 23.6 

1955 6,500 24.1 

1956 6,120 20o0 

1957 5,510 19.0 

1958 5,000 12.2 

1959 5,800 11.0 

1960 .5,800 8.3 

1961 less than 5,800 

Source:_ Morton H. Halperin and Dwight H. Perkins, Communist 
China and Arms Control (New York: Praeger Publishers, 
1965), p. 37. 
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Partly to direct popular attention away from 
these domestic ills by the time-honored 
method of busying "giddy minds with foreign 
quarrels," at the same time taking advan
tage of what seemed to be propitious cir
cumstances on the world stage, the Peking 
government swung over to a more aggressive 
stance in foreign affairs both in relation 
to its Asian neighbors and toward the West.19 

Taiwan Crisis 1958 

The "propitious circumstances" interpreted by the 

Peking leadership was the Soviet success in putting into 

orbit the world's first satellites in October and November 

1957. After a rather une.ventful period of Sino-American 

relations during the PRC's First Five-Year Plan, Mao seemed 

to think that that was the appropriate moment to test U.S. 

resolve again. Mao was so convinced of the "superiority" of 

the Communist bloc, since the Soviets' launching of the 

satellite, that at the 40th anniversary celebrations of the 

Bolshevik Revolution, he issued his famous dictum: "The East 

wind prevails over the West wind." The meaning of his 

dictum is essentially that: ·••the turning point in world 

history, long forecast by the Marxist-Leninist, was at hand. 

Now was the time for the Communist bloc to make an all-out 

thrust for supremacy. r120 The Soviet Union, of course, did 

19Foster Rhea Dulles, American Policy Toward Com
munist China 1949-1969 (New York: Thomas Y. Crowell Co., 
1972), p. 174. 

20 Richard L. Walker, "Peking's Approach to the 
Outside World," in Frank N. Trager and William Henderson, 
eds., Communist China, 1949-1969: A Twenty-Year Appraisal, 
p. 29J. 
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not share Mao's view. Soviet leadership had advised Mao 

not to be too optimistic or over-confident. But the 

Soviet "advice" was interpreted by Peking as being "revi

sionist." Disagreement with the Soviets on internal and 

national strategies during this period marked the beginning 

of China's estrangement from the Soviet Union. 

Mao decided in 1958 that it was an opportuned time 

·to stir up anti-foreigner, anti-American feelings again--as 

a motivating force for the masses who were about to launch 

into the stupendous Great Leap Forward. Moreover, Mao had 

in mind again of probing American intentions in the defense 

of Taiwan and the offshore islands. It has been repeatedly 

pointed out that anti-foreigner sentiment and Chinese foreign 

policy have an uncanny correlation: 

Imperialistic incursions in the 19th and 
20th centuries have been of central impor
tance in determining current Chinese atti
tudes and policies •••• The way the Chinese 
view their recent past and the fervid nation
alism which arose gradually in response to the 
cataclysmic impact o_f imperialism on tradi
tional China ••• constitute the primary 
historical force which influences the foreign 
policy of the PRc.21 

Thus, in 1958, Mao once again resorted to an aggressive U.S. 

policy to enhance his political prestige, to divert people's 

attention from domestic ills, and to manufacture a 

21Albert Peuerwerker, "Relating to the International 
Community," in Michel Oksen berg, ed., China's Developmental 
!xperience (New York: The Academy of Political Science and 
Columbia University Press, 1973), P• 52. 
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"revolutionar cause" to motivate the masses. There were 

also indications that Mao had miscalculated Soviet willing

ness to support PRC's foreign policy, and for that matter, 

even domestic policy. Although the two communist countries 

appeared to be on reasonably good terms at the beginning of 

1958, there was in fact no meaningful coordination between 

their plans in foreign affairs. The Soviet Union did not 

make any clear commitment to China in foreign relations. 

As a matter of fact, the Soviets were reluctant to extend 

any military support to the PRC for its aspirations in 

foreign affairs.22 Mao was apparently under the impression 

that the Soviets would back him up when he boldly initiated 

the second Taiwan Strait Crisis in August 1958. He couldn't 

have been more mistaken. 

At the end of 1958, in much the same fashion as the 

events three years earlier, the PRC renewed their shelling 

of Quemoy. And on August 23, 1958, the Chinese Communists 

began shelling the offshore -islands. They set up a naval 

blockade to cut the islands off from all supplies and from 

other ~ssistance. The bombardment can be interpreted firstly 

as Mao's desire to test U.S. intentions in the Taiwan Strait. 

Secondly, it was a "show of force" as the Chinese Communists 

were then convinced that the tide had turned in favor of 

22navid Floyd, Mao A~ainst Khrushchev: A Short 
[istory of the Sino-Soviet Conflict, P• 71. 
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the communist world with the launching of the Soviet satel

lites. And thirdly, it was in tune with the aggressive 

economic policies (the Great Leap Forward) at home. Commun

ist China had once again launched itself into a new phase 

of offensive at home and abroad. 

The U.S. was quick to respond to China's "test." . 

President Eisenhower promptly ordered the Seventh Fleet to 

"take up a position where it could assist the Nationalists 

in trying to run the Communist blockade of Quemoy. n2J 

Secretary of State John Foster Dulles further made it ~lear 

that the U .s. would not "desert" its responsibilities in that 

area of the world. In an open letter to the House Committee 

on Foreign Relations, he warned the Peking Government that 

a direct attack on the offshore islands could not be considered 

a "limited operation," but would be viewed as a threat to the 

peace of the entire area of Formosa. 24 The second Taiwan 

Strait Crisis came at a time when anti-Chinese Communist 

sentiment ran high in the U.S. The 1957-58 economic reces

sion, the most serious one experienced by the U.S. in the 

post-World War II era, was contrasted by the PRC's remarkable 

economic progress of the same period. That could have 

conjured up resentment among Americans toward the Chinese. 

23Foster Rhea Dulles, American Policy Toward 
£0mmunist China 1949-1969, pp. 175-76. 

24 Ibid., p. 176. 
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And in the November 1958 mid-term elections, a great number 

of Republicans were expected to face defeat as a result of 

public discontent with Eisenhower's foreign policies, and in 

particular, his China policy. Many wanted a more stringent 

policy toward the Chinese Communist regime. Foreign policy 

was a forefront election issue. Vice President Richard 

Nixon's position on Communist China was probably shared by 

many at that time. Nixon said that the U.S. 11 could make no 

greater mistake than by appearing to be a paper tiger" in the 

Far East, and that the U.S. should therefore maintain its 

military and diplomatical strength in that area. 25 

Since the U.S. responded swiftly and decisively to 

the challenge, the aggressiveness and ambitiousness of Mao's 

regime were blunted. Peking realized once again that the 

U.S. was determined to keep a vigilant and committed military 

presence in the Taiwan Strait area. And as long as the U.S. 

took its commitment to the defense of Taiwan seriously, the 

PRC lacked the capability to . take on U.S. forces in the 

"liberation" of Taiwan. The PRC discontinued the shelling 

and implicitly conceded defeat, and the Crisis gradually 

subsided. Peking then reluctantly concluded that their 

predicted communist victory would have to be postponed; 

they conceded that the "disintegration" of the "imperialistS" 

25J. H. Kalicki, The Pattern of Sino-American 
.£!'ises: Political-Military Interactions in the 1950's, 
p. 177. 
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might extend "over a fairly long period."26 In effect, Mao 

at least partially retracted his "East wind prevails over 

West wind" dictum. 

Sino-Soviet Dispute 

The Chinese Communist regime continued its.aggressive 

foreign policy until it was apparent that the Great Leap 

Forward was coming to a total collapse, and that there were 

more urgent problems at home. During this time, the already 

strained relationship between the PRC and the Soviet Union 

was rapidly deteriorating; it had developed into open hosti

lity. Peking resented the fact that the Soviets did not 

come to its support during the second Taiwan Strait Crisis. 

While the PRC was pursuing an aggressive policy of vigorous 

opposition to the West, the Soviet Union appeared to be on 

the side of the "imperialists." As Peking viewed it, the 

Soviets• "conciliatory diplomacy" seemed to favor and promote 

a settlement with the capitalist West. 

The seed of hostility was sown soon after Stalin's 

death in 1953. But for the several years that ensued, the 

Peking.leadership tolerated Soviet "revisionism" because it 

sorely needed Soviet aid in launching the First Five-Year 

Plan. But with Nikita Khrushchev's denunciation of Stalin, 

p. 34. 
26R. G. Boyd, Communist China's Foreign Policy, 
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the CCP leadership decided that it could no longer go along 

with the Soviet boss. The Chinese had always tried to 

maintain a certain degree of independence from the Soviets. 

Peking had always been apprehensive about Soviet demands of 

part-ownership and control of Chinese military and indus

trial establishments in return for their economic aid and 

technical advice to the PRC. Having witnessed the Soviet 

"handling" of its Eastern European satellite-states, the CCP 

leadership wa.s determined that China was to remain autonomous. 

There was good indication that the Soviet Union had hoped to 

eventually "absorb" the PRC into its "orbit" of satellite

states. The Chinese view of being "equal partners" with the 

Soviets as leaders of the communist world was certainly not 

shared by the latter. The misgivings turned outrage with 

Khrushchev• s "de-Stalinization"--the Chinese started openly 

criticizing the Soviet Union's foreign and domestic policies. 

At the 20th Congress of the Communist Party of the 

Soviet Union in Moscow, February 14-25, 1956, Khrushchev 

startled the world with his, speech denouncing Stalin. It was 

said that "by- destroying at one blow the sacrosanct image of 

the man who had ruled Russia a.nd the whole Communist camp 

With an iron hand for so many years, Khrushchev and those 

Who supported him presumably hoped to administer the sort of 

shock which would commit the movement irrevocably to the 

Path of de-Stalinization. It was also, and above all, his 
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first body-blow to those Communist leaders who continued to 

think in Stalin's way and to hope for a reversion to his 

methods. 112 7 The PRC was of course first among those who 

"continued to think in Stalin's way," according to Khrushchev 

and his supporters. Hence, Khrushchev•s speech was in fact 

an "ultimatum" to the CCP. The Chinese in turn retaliated, 

and asserted its resolve for autonomy, by mounting an 11anti

Soviet revisioniststt campaign. They criticized the Soviet 

policy of permitting small-scale private ownership in agricul

ture and light industries as "anti-revolutionary" and "revi

sionist." They also condemned the Soviets for apparently 

building rapport with the u.s.--a move that they construed as 

a betrayal to the communist world. A serious Sino-Soviet 

schism thus appeared inevitable. As one author commented: 

· ·• • • Khrushchev's China policy appears to 
have had two main elements: to increase the 
scale of Soviet economic, and possibly mili
tary, aid to China, thus reassuring the 
Chinese of Russian friendship and support and 
increasing Russian penetration of China's 
economy; and to oust · Mao Tse-tung and the 
leftist elements from the Chinese leadership. 
Khrushchev made a desperate and expensive 
effort in those years to bring Communist 28 . China under Moscow• s control. He failed. 

Open rivalry between the two communist states did not 

break out until 1958 and 1959. By then, the Soviets were 

2 7navid Floyd, Mao Against Khrushchev: A Short 
History of the Sino-Soviet Conflict, PP• J2-JJ. 

28 6 Ibid., p. 1. 
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extremely displeased with Mao's approach to economic devel

opment as practiced in his Great Leap Forward. Kremlin was 

also unhappy about the Maoists' disregard for its "d1.rec

tions," i.e., de-Stalinization. The Soviets then realized 

that China was a "lost cause"; the Chinese would not submit 

to the Soviet leadership. But before 1959, the Soviet Union 

had given the PRC substantial aid in hope of influencing or 

controlling the young communist state. The PRC had procured 

much additional aid from the Soviets before launching its 

Great Leap Forward. Khrushchev's visit to Peking in August 

1958 resulted in an agreement to construct an additional 47 

industrial plants in China. Then in February 1959, Chou 

En-lai visited Moscow and extracted from Moscow an agreement 

to build a further Jl plants and a loan to the Chinese of 

$1,250 million.29 It 1s clear that without Soviet aid, the 

PRC could not have hoped to embark on their ambitious economic 

Plans. But by this time, aid to the PRC had become a very 

heavy burden on Soviet Union·' s economy which was not free of 

shortcomings and troubles. 

What might have directly triggered the full-fledged 

Sino-Soviet rift was the . fact that the PRC seemed to be 

competing with the Soviets in exerting influence abroad 

With the aid that it received from the Soviets. As one 

auth h cl" or noted, the Chinese were "playing t e generous un e 

29navid Floyd, Mao Against Khrushchev: A Short 
fil.st ory of the Sino-Soviet Conflict, P• 69. 
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to the _Soviets' own potential satellites in Asai and else

where. According to this account, between 1957 and 1961, 

Chinese credits extended to various countries abroad amounted 

to ~tl. 7 billbion--almost exactly half the amount of the aid 

they received from the Soviet Union: 

It was one thing for the Russians to be 
generous; it was quite another for them to 
see their aid being used to combat their 
own influence in Asia, Africa, and Latin 
America.JO 

This and other ideological-policy differences prompted the 

Soviet Union to finally withdraw all aids and recall all 

technical advisers to the PRC in the summer of 1960. Sino

Soviet relations since then have been belligerent. The 

immediate impact of the sudden withdrawal of Soviet aid, of 

course, was the crippling of many Chinese industrial plants, 

and the ultimate collapse of the Great Leap Forward.31 

Hence, the Chinese have never forgiven the Soviet Union for 

its role in the economic collapse and the political turmoil 

that ensued. But a more pro.found consequence of these 

events 1s that the Soviet Union, for the time being, had 

replaced the United States as the "target" in Chinese foreign 

policy. "Anti-Soviet revisionism," instead of "anti

imperialism," was the dominant theme in the Chinese political 

JOnavid Floyd, Mao Against Khrushchev: A Short 
History of the Sino-Soviet Conflict, P• 87. 

31Franklin w. Houn, A Short History of Chinese 
£ommun1sm, p. 182. 
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scene for the next decade. In the early 196o•s, Mao initiated 

the Socialist Education Movement--which culminated in the 

Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution--for the exclusive 

prupose of weeding out "rightist," "revisionist" elements 

among the cadres and the masses. The failure of the Great 

Leap Forward forced the CCP leadership to reevaluate its 

overall economic plans. Some "anti-revolutionary" measures 

to rejuvenate the economy were suggested at this time, which 

greatly alarmed Mao and the "leftists." Under the climate of 

"anti-Soviet revisionism," a drastic political purge--the 

Cultural Revolution--necessarily resulted. China's preoccu

pation with domestic, economic and political problems limited 

her foreign involvements, particularly in Vietnam, in the 

1960•s. Her fall out with the Soviet Union also had a long

term consequence: a more congenial relationship with the U.S. 

became more plausible and probable. 

~~no-American Relations At The Turn of 196o•s 

The "close consonance of overall temper in the CCP 

approach to domestic and international problems"32 manifested 

itself unmistakably in th·e years during and after the final 

break up of Sino-Soviet ,"comradeship." "Anti-revisionism" 

was a domestic as well as a foreign campaign. In 1960, it 

32A. M. Halpern, "China in the Postwar World," in 
Roderick MacFarquhar, ed., China Under Mao: Politics Takes 
Command, p. 507. 
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paved the way for a decade of a new Chinese approach to 

domestic and foreign affairs. The target for Chinese anti

foreignism shifted from the U.S. to the Soviet Union. The 

target for CCP's domestic policy also shifted from vigorous 

economic campaigns to a cathartic political "rectification" 

movement. As a result, the PRC retreated further from the 

international political arena in the 196o•s. There was a 

conspicuous "period of silence," diplomatically speaking, 

during the years of the Cultural Revolution--the country was 

thoroughly engulfed by the tremors of "revolutionary" cam

paigns and political purges. 

The Chinese world view in the post-Sino-Soviet rift era 

smacked of "stoicism." Before the rift, the Chinese leaders 

exalted the principle that the "socialist camp must preserve 

its solidarity and pursue a common pattern of action;" but 

such was obviously not attainable nor desirable after the 

Sino-Soviet dispute.33 Hence, the CCP leadership instead 

pointed to the "more substantial signs than before of frictions 

within the Western world," which they attributed to "economic 

competition" and "aiscrepant military ambitions" among the 

Western nations. 

In mid-1963, the CCP leadership felt the need to 

"revise" the traditional Marxist-Leninist theory of the "two

world conflict," i.e., the struggle between the socialist and 

33A. M. Halpern, "China in the Postwar World," in 
Roderick MacFarquhar, ed., China Under Mao: Politics Takes 
Q.,ommand, p. 489. 



- 86 -

and the capitalist-imperialist camps. They proposed instead 

the idea that there were four "fundamental contradictions in 

the contemporary world"--between the two camps, between 

classes in the capitalist countries, between "oppressed 

nations" and imperialism (which the CCP considered the most 

important), and among imperialist countries.34 Quite 

obviously, the CCP was simply trying to justify its actions, 

and to vindicate itself in the face of the brawl with the 

Soviet Union. 

The U.S. China policy at this juncture remained 

unchanged basically. As one critic noted, "popular hostility 

toward the Chinese Communists had not really lessened. Any 

shift in L-American_7 attitude toward them still threatened 

to raise the old charges of appeasement. 11 35 Hence, President 

Kennedy felt "his hands were tied" though there were good 

indications that he would have liked to break the Sino

American deadlock. Kennedy's China policy, therefore, was 

also committed to the continued containment of communist 

expansion and the prevention of any alteration in the exist

ing balance of power. However, he stressed that the U.S. 

presence in the area was only "defensive." While the U.S. 

34Ao M. Halpern, "China in the Postwar World," in 
Roderick MacFarquhar, ed., China Under Mao: Politics Takes 
Command, p. 490. 

35Foster Rhea Dulles, American Policy Toward Com
munist China 1949-1969, p. 191. 
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would continue to bear the responsibility of checking Chinese 

Communist aggression, he implied that the U.S. would not 

actively seek military confrontations with the PRC. The 

U.S. alliance with Taiwan, he reiterated, was only a "defen

sive" one.36 The overall relationship between the U.S. and 

the PRC, as the decade unveiled, remained hostile and uncom

promising. There seemed to be little hope for any improve

ment, at least for the time being. But the u.s. was unaware 

that the Chinese Communists were about to wage a shattering 

political campaign that was designed mainly to strength the 

Maoist stronghold throughout the country. "Anti-American 

imperialists" sentiment ran particularly high during the 

sicties--to a degree that was comparable to China's "anti

Soviet revisionist" outcries. Therefore, President Kennedy 

could not have described the situation with more foresight 

when he said in 1961: 

••• the debate whrch took place last fall 
between Communist parties indicated that the 
Chinese planned to take an extremely belli
gerent attitude and role towards us and 
those with whom we are associated •••• It 
takes two to make peace, and I am hopeful 
that the Chinese will be persuaded that a 
peaceful existence with its neighbors repre
sents the best hope for us all. We would 
welcome it. But I do not see evidence of 
it today.37 

J6Presidential News Conference, June 27, 1962, 
Harold W. Cha~;e and Allen H. Lerman, eds., Kennedy and the 
Press: The News Conferences (New York: Thomas Y. Crowell 
Company, 1965), p. 275. 

37Press Luncheon, June 2, 1961, in ibid., P• 85. 



Chapter 4 

THE TUMULTUOUS SIXTIES 

When President John F. Kennedy assumed office, he 

anticipated more confrontations with the PRC in the years 

ahead. At a news conference on February 8, 1961, he 

remarked: "I think that anyone who looks at the globe and 

loolrn at the increasing power of the Communist bloc, the 

belligerency which marks ~he bloc, particularly the Chinese 

Communists, I would say would come to the conclusion that 

we are going to be severely tested in the next few years. 111 

Kennedy's predictions turned out to be only partly 

correct. There were many strained moments in the 1960 1 s 

between the U.S. and the Soviet Union. The Cold War with 

the Soviets seemed to have heightened. The Soviet "commun

ist threat" seemed to have spread throughout Eastern Europe, 

the Miditerranean, and even Latin America. The Cuba Missile 

Crisis stands out as a dramatic representative incident of 

that era. But Kennedy has perhaps overlooked the internal 

political and economic •crises that China had to cope with. 

He has underestimated the seriousness of the Sino-Soviet 

1Harold w. Chase and Allen H. Lerman, eds., Kennedy 
and the Press: The News Conferences (New York: Thomas Y. 
Crowell Company, 1965), p. 20. 
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rift. These pressing problems have largely prevented the 

PRC from pursuing an active foreign policy. For much of 

the 1960 1 s, Sino-American relations stood at an uneventful 

deadlock. For the first time since the PRC came into being, 

Peking refrained from aggressively and openly challenging 

their American "imperialists." The "silence" was broken only 

occasionally when Peking expressed verbal support for the 

Vietminh, Hanoi, and the "people's struggle" in South Vietnam. 

The United States, on the other hand, was increasingly 

involved in the Vietnam conflict. In retrospect, the ·•60's 

could have been a dangerous and explosive hour for Sino

American relations. If the PRC was not so preoccupied with 

her domestic problems, Vietnam could have been the battle 

ground for an all-out Sino-American confrontation. There 

were indications that the Americans were prepared for a 

Chinese Communist intervention in Vietnam in the 1960's. 

But while the U.S. turned its full attention to a war in a 

foreign land, the PRC fully retreated from the internationa~ 

political scene. The series of political purges and "thought 

reforms" in the PRC during this period have lasting impact on 

the country's future foreign policy. 

The remarkable ' correlation between PRC's domestic 

and foreign policies was again demonstrated in the events of 

the 1960's. China went through a period of great internal 

Political turbulence since the collapse of the Great Leap 

Forward. The CCP leadership had to abandon many of its 
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"revolutionary" economic programs such as communization and 

collectivization. In reassessing its future economic policy, 

political "correctness" suddenly became a major issue. This 

resulted in a power struggle within the CCP top leadership. 

Mao launched the Socialist Education Movement (SEM) in an 

attempt to consolidate his support among the masses. When 

the SEM appeared to have fallen short of expectation, Mao 

proceeded to initiate the most thorough political rectifica

tion campaign and purges in the PRC's history: the Great 

Proletarian Cultural Revolution (or, Cultural Revolution, as 

it is commonly called). China emerged from the Cultural 

Revolution with a new approach to foreign relations. Largely 

for economic reasons, it moved to reestablish friendly 

relations with many nations. Chinese foreign trade even in 

the pre-Cultural Revolution era, was not particularly 

prosperous. Chinese exports constituted only a small per

centage of its net domestic product (see Table 9). During 

the Cultural Revolution, diplomatic as well as trade relations 

with many countries were severed. Hence, economic recon

struction became the PRC's major consideration since the 

late •6o•s, This consideration in turn called for a less 

belligerent attitude toward the world community, particularly 

as it could no longer turn to the Soviet Union for economic 

assistance. It was in this political climate that Sino

American relations eventually took a turn toward rapprochement. 

Events of slmilar dimensions also took place in the 



Year 

1957 

1958 

1959 

1960 

1961 

1962 

1963 

1964 

1965 
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TABLE 9 

Reconstructed Communist Estimate Of 
Net Domestic Product ~Total & Per Capita} 

Compared With Ex~orts Of 
The Following Year, 1957-65 

Reconstructed Communist Export of the Percentage 
Estimate Following Year Exports in 

(in bill. of Domestic 
Net Domestic Per Capita 1952 yuan) Product of 
Product (in Product Preceding 
bill. of 1952 (in 1952 Year 

yuan) yuan) 

104.2 164 4.65 4~5 

145.0 222 5.31 3.7 

176.8 267 4o74 2.7 

155. 9 232 3.59 2.3 

127.5 187 3.59 2.8 

99.5 144 3.67 3.7 

107.4 153 4. 55 4.2 

117.3 165 4.91 4.2 

126.2 165 

Source: Ta-Chung Liu, "Economic Development of the Chinese 
Mainland, 1949-1965," in Ho Ping-ti and Tsou Tang, 
eds., China Iri Crisis, Vol. 1: China's Heritage 
and the Communist Political System (Chicago: The 
University of Chicago Press, 1968), P• 635. 

of 
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U.S. which may have been responsible for the lessened public 

anti-communist sentiment. Anti-Vietnam War protests, civil 

rights activism and general student unrest in the •60's 

shook the country to reevaluate some of its basic values in 

domestic and foreign policies. The U.S. was, thus, also 

undergoing a sort of "cultural revolution." This reassess

ment of traditional values enabled American policy-makers to 

adopt a more innovative and daring approach to world politics. 

A certain "boldness" and "permissiveness" in the new American 

foreign policy eventually led to a Sino-American rapproche

ment. We shall discuss further the multi-faceted issues 

involved in the Sino-American rapprochement in the following 

chapter. But the consequential events of the 196o•s should 

first be closely examined. 

The Spirit of Yenan 

Yenan was the headquarters of Mao's Communist troops 

in the 1930's. In his writings, Mao often referred to "the 

spirit of Yenan." That "spirit" was symbolized by the CCP's

persistence and determination in the struggle with Chiang 

Kai-shek's Kuomintang at the height of the Chinese civil 

war. That spirit signifies the invincibility of Mao's 

"revolutionary socialism." Since the CCP victory in 1949, 

Mao has always reminded his people of the importance of an 

on-going "revolution" at all times and at all levels. He 

warned of "the danger of the death of the revolution," 
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which in turn necessitates "constant psychic purging. 11 2 

Evidently, Mao saw in the 1960's an imminent danger of the 

death of the revolution. · 

1960 was a disastrous year for the PRC economically. 

With the recall of Soviet advisors and withdrawal of Soviet 

aid, the Great Leap Forward was doomed for complete failure. 

The program's heavy emphasis on rapid industrialization 

based on "backyard" methods produced a huge back log of 

poor-quality steel and industrially useless materials that 

clogged the nation's transportation lines. Collectivization 

also turned out to be counter-productive. Mao was criticized 

for the first time, and his methods and "thoughts" questioned. 

Some observers suggested that he might have felt insecure at 

this time about his political power; he might have wanted to 

insure that his "revolutionary contributions" would at least 

outlive himself.3 Hence, he was quick to seize the opportuni

ty to discredit his political rivals and critics. Simply 

stated, he wanted a strong reaffirmation of the "political 

correctness" of Maoism. 

Since the fiasco of the Great Leap in 1960, some 

"extraordinary" measures were sanctioned by the CCP leader

ship in order to speed 'UP economic recovery. Noticeably, 

2Robert Jay Lifton, Revolutionar Immortalit: Mao 
Tse-tung and the Chinese Cultural Revolution New York: 
Vintage Books, 1968), p. 20. 

3 Ibid., p. 27. 
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"political considerations had been relaxed; material incen

tives and private plots were encouraged, free markets 

flourished. 114 As Edgar Snow observed, "It was a time for 

the pragmatist (or opportunist) and a trend toward Liber

manism--in China called 'economism•--with newly rich peasants 

reaching for Kulak status. 11 .5 Many Party bureaucrats and some 

CCP leaders began to argue that the socialist revolution had 

been won, and that the remaining task was to proceed with 

economic development. The leader of this group was Liu 

Shao-ch'i, a powerful figure in the Central Committee and an 

old comrade-in-arms of Mao. They advocated adopting the 

Soviet or the Western model in industrialization with heavy 

emphasis on technology and specialization. 

Mao, however, was shocked by this attitude. He 

strongly disapproved their advocacy of instituting material 

incentive, the bonus system, and of modelling after Soviet 

and Western schemes as the road to economic recovery. He 

denounced their approach as the "capitalist road"--a return 

to bourgeois economy. The Liu line was totally repugnant to 

Mao's "_spirit of Yenan"--the concept of "uninterrupted 

revolution." Mao believes that the "revolution" is never 

really fini~hed; there is always the danger of reverting to 

Lhrhe Committee of Concerned Asian Scholars, China! 
Inside the People's Republic (New York: Bantam Books, 1972), 
p. 73 • 

.5Edgar Snow, The Long Revolution (New York: Random 
House, Inc., 1972), p. 80. 
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capitalism. Hence, he has vigorously pushed for continuous 

political campaigns "to combat tendencies toward retreat or 

backsliding, and to sustain revolutionary momentum." 6 To 

many critics, Mao was a radical ideologue. And in the early 

196o•s, his fervor for an ideological approach to China's 

problems seemed to have reached a new height. He stressed 

the "mass line" approach which theoretically placed the 

country in the hands of the peasants and workers instead of 

the party cadres and the administrative elites. It is 

evident that he was displeased with Liu's "economist" line, 

which, in Mao's view, would bring about a "capitalist 

restoration" in the country. He was also concerned that the 

post-Liberation generation lacked first-hand experience of 

revolutionary struggle. All these factors could have 

inspired Mao to launch the SEM and the Cultural Revolution 

so that the masses could "learn revolution by making 

revolution. n7 

The Socialist Education Movement 

Mao Tse-tung's esteem and power reached a low point 

after the failure of the Great Leap Forward. The Socialist 

Education Movement (SE~) initiated in the fall of 1962 was a 

6A. Doak Barnett, Uncertain Passa e: 
sition to the Post-Mao Era Washington, D.C.: 
Inst it u t 1 on , 19 7 4) , p • 9 

China's Tran
The Brookings 

7John Bryon Starr, Ideology and Culture: An Intro
duction to the Dialectic of Contemporary Chinese Politics 
TNew York: Harper & Row, Publishers, 1973), P• 162. 
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comeback effort by Mao. Officially, the goal of SEM was to 

eradicate "the spontaneous desire to become capitalist" 

among the masses and within the CCP. 8 It was Mao's scheme 

to "preach" the fundamental importance of "ideological 

correctness," that is, of the principle of "uninterrupted 

revolution." · By such indoctrination, he hoped to ascertain 

that Maoism alone would continue to represent the true 

heritage of Chinese communism. It was also an attempt to 

restore public confidence in his leadership.9 But it is also 

possible that Mao simply used the occasion to ferret out 

opposition and to arouse mass support for his policies and 

programs.lo 

In a speech made at the CCP Central Committee's 

Tenth Plenum in September 1962, Mao stressed the importance 

of heightening Party members' ideological vigilance: 

We must recognize the possibility of .the 
restoration of the reactionary classes. It 
is necessary to heighten our vigilance as 
well as to educate the youth, the masses, 
the middle-level and basic-level cadres, 
and even the veteran cadres. Otherwise, a 
country like ours may head in the L-wrong_7 

8Edgar Snow, The Long Revolution, P• 149. 

9At the Lushen Central Committee Plenum in mid-1959, 
Mao's foreign and domestic policies were attacked by Minis
ter of National Defense P'eng Teh-huai. Public confidence 
in Mao's leadership had steadily eroded since then. 

10Philip Bridgham, "On Mao's 'Cultural Revolution•: 
Origin and Development," in Richard Baum, ed., China In 
Ferment: Perspectives On The Cultural Revolution (Engle
wood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1971), P• 17. 
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direction •••• From this moment on, we 
must talk about this every year, every 
month, every day; at conferences, at Party 
congresses, at plenary sessions, and at 
each and every meeting.11 

With that address, Mao set the tone for the SEM soon to be 

launched. It has been pointed out that the concept of 

"socialist education" was nothing really new. It dates back 

to CCP's first major Party rectification movement in the 

hills of Yenan in the early 1940's. Such campaigns have 

since been routinely used to rectify "problems of ideological 

backsliding and lack of polltical sophistication among-Party 

members and cadres. 11 12 

The specific targets for Mao's socialist education 

campaign this time were the 11 rightist deviation of 1962 11 and 

the "erroneous tend ency of 196l}." The former denoted the 

"economist" practices promoted by Liu Shao-ch' i and Teng 

Hsiao-p'ing: material incentives, free market, and private 

plots in agriculture which resulted in a "permissiveness" 

among the rural peasants. The latter pointed to the 

administrative corruption among basic-level cadres in the 

countryside. "Left in form but right in essence 11 was the 

charge against these cadres. 13 Between 1962-65, various 

11Quoted in Richard Baum, Prelude To Revolution: 
Mao The Part and the Peasant uestion 1 62-66 (New York: 
Columbia University Press, 1975 , P• 12. 

12Ib1d., p. 16. 

13Ibid., p. 160. 
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rectification campaigns were launched: the "First Ten Points" 

in 1962-63, followed by the "Second Ten Points," the 

"Small Four Cleanups" and the 11 Big Four Cleanups" in 1964, 

and the "Twenty-three Points" in 1965. Some refugees from 

China reported that at the height of SEM, many rural cadres 

"were justified in feeling terroriz·ed": 

Corruptions of all kinds, from the petty mis
appropriation of work-points to more serious 
acts of extortion or embezzlement, was quite 
widespread in the countryside •••• Never 
before, however, had such a thoroughgoing 
attempt been made to fully expose and criti
cize such corruption •••• The rural 
Party apparatus was clearly on trial, and 
the cadres knew that their day of reclroning 
had come .14 

Though the SEM at one point seemed to have scored 

some success, it received unenthusiastic response from 

basic- and middle-level cadres. If corruption was as wide

spread as it was reported, cadres were understandably reluc

tant to purge themselves out of existence. Mao was irate 

over the increasing tendencies toward routinization and 

goal-displacement in the implementation of the SEM. He 

acknowledged that "although the Movement has been launched, 

class struggle is still imperfectly grasped." He blamed 

Party officials in the provinces for not taking the campaign 

seriously enc.ugh .15 By 1966, Mao was convinced that the 

14Richard Baum, Prelude to Revolution: Mao, The 
Party, and the Peasant Question 1962-66, P• 111. 

15Ib1d., P• 19. 
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SEM should be replaced by a vastly heightened rectification 

campaign and a thorough political purge. 

Mao's criticism of "economism" by implication was a 

verbal attack against "modern revisionism" abroad--notably 

in the Soviet Union.16 Mao attributed the CCP's growing 

tendency toward "liberalism, bureaucratism, and instrumen

talism" to erroneous Soviet influence. He was determined to 

keep Soviet influence out of China to preserve the "integrity" 

of Maoism in guiding China's socialist revolution. The 

Soviet Union, and not the United States, became the "arch

enemy" in China's domestic and foreign policies in the 1960 1 s. 

The Two Lines 

Some scholars view the SEM as the "great mass mobil

ization" phase of the Cultural Revolution--a sort of prelude. 

The "Cultural Revolution proper," launched in 1966, was an 

"intensified cultural-ideological campaign for a nationwide 

suppression of ideological dissidence and promotion of the 

thought of Mao Tse-tung. 11 17 In May 1966, Liu Shao-ch'i and· 

Teng Hsia.o-p' ing dispatched "work teams" to campuses and 

factorles to investigate, protect and defend the Party 

officials and cadres criticized by the "young rebels" of the 

16Richard Baum, Prelude to Revolution: Mao, The 
Party, and the Peasant Question, 1962-66, P• 4. 

17winberg Chai The New Politics of Communist China: 
Modernization Process ~fa Developing Nation (Pacific Pali
sades, California: Goodyear Publishing Company, Inc., 1972 ), 
pp. 62-63. 



- 100 -

SEM. This infuriated Mao, and upon his return to Peking, he 

denounced the action as "attacking the many to protect the 

few. 111 8 But it was unmistakable that the SEM had failed as 

early as the summer of 1965: 

Many bureaucrats in many provinces were 
placing not politics but production in 
command; and a number of Mao's own colleagues 
at the Party center were beginning to openly 
challenge the appropriateness of the Chairman's 
prescriptions for escalating the "struggle 
between the two roads. 11 19 

This "struggle" was at the center of the Cultural Revolution. 

On the Mao side were those who still had great faith in the 

effectiveness of ideological and political mobilization of 

the sort that served the Party well in earlier years. On 

the side of Liu Shao-ch'i were those Party cadres and 

leaders who were, after years of struggling with the practical 

problems of administration and development, inclined toward 

a more pragmatic, less dogmatic and less ideological 

approach to these problems. 20 Mao observed and feared what 

he called tta serious deterioration of revolutionary morale" 

since the death of the Great Leap. 

In issue in the Cultural Revolution was the power 

struggle between two contenders--Mao and Liu. Liu represented 

18Richard Baum, Prelude to Revolution: Mao, The 
Party, and the Peasant Question 1962-66, P• 161. 

19Ibid. , p. 142. 

20A. Doak Barnett, China After Mao, With Selected 
Q.ocu~ents {Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1967), 
p. 22. 
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a "pragmatic, rational communism moving toward or retreating 

within the confines of stages of development as hitherto 

understood by most communist leaderships." Mao represented 

a "radical, utopian communism, which preaches the attain

ment of the same Communist goals by means of a short cut 

replacing economic and political rationality with blind 

belief in doctrine and reliance on force and the power of 

human will. 112 1 In terms of policy and ad.ministration, the 

difference between the two men was outlined as follows: 

••• where Liu stressed the importance of 
knowledge in education, Mao was more con
cerned with the development of a revolu
tionary attitude, and ••• as far as indus
try and agriculture were concerned, Liu 
favored steady growth whilst Mao chose to 
proceed by a series of sudden bursts •••• 
For Nao personal and communal interests are 
antithetical •••• By contrast, Liu con
sidered--like Hu Feng--that the interests 
of the community were simply the sum total 
of the interests of all the individuals in 
that community and that, consequently, the 
one could not exist without the other.22 

But the Cultural Revolution was more than a personality and 

ideological conflict between Mao and Liu. It was Mao's 

"grand design" to eradicate the Liu-type "revisionism" from 

the Chinese socialist revolution on which his personal 

prestige and poli t ice.l power rested. The "thought of Mao," 

21Fr~z Michael, "The Struggle For Power," in 
Richard Baum, ed., China in Ferment: Perspectives on the 
Cultural Revolution, p. 52. 

22Adrian Hsia, The Chinese Cultural Revolution (New 
York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1972), PP• 137-39. 
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which was conscientiously propagandized during the Cultural 

Revolution, in fact had very little theoretical or doctrinal 

value in contrast to those of Marx, Lenin, or even Stalin. 23 

It served primarily to "popularize Communist tenets, or to 

direct policy in any given situation." According to one 

critic, the Selected Works of Mao Tse-tung widely circulated 

at the height of the Cultural Revolution was published in 

order to "establish the claim that Mao was correct at all 

times, and that from the beginning he was the true leader of 

the Chinese Communist movement. 1124 

The "Cultural Revolution proper" 

As early as in spring 1963, Mao had mustered enough 

support to launch an attack on the "Party elite." That was 

a major objective of the SEM which eventually was replaced by 

the fervent Cultural Revolution three years later. In 1966, 

Mao bypassed the "established institutionalized structure of 

the regime"--the Liu-controlled Party hierarchy--and relied 

heavily instead on the youth and the students to carry out 

his goals. He also had the support of key figures in the 

People•·s Liberation Army (PLA) • 25 Lin Piao, then Minister of 

23Fra.nz Michael, "Ideology and the Cult of Mao," in 
Frank N. Trager and William Henderson, eds., Communist China, 
1 49-1 6: A Twent -Year A uriasal (New York: New York. 
University Press, 1970 , p. 28. 

24 Ibid., P• 33. 
25A. Doak Barnett, Uncertain Passage: China's Tran

§,ition to the Post-Mao Era, P• 39. 
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Defense, made his famous speech "Long Live the Victory of 

the People's War" in September 1965 o Lin lauded Mao's 

political and ideological emphasis in maintaining the 

country's defenses and the armed forces. With Mao, he 

rejected the "Liu line" of modernization of the army with 

advanced weapon and military technology; Lin vowed to 

preserve the "guerrilla tradition" of the army.26 

In the summer of 1966, Mao began publishing articles 

attacking "anti-Party, anti-Socialist elements." He called 

for an "open struggle with higher officials," and urged the 

masses to "criticize all power holders." The students and 

youth, who organized themselves as Red Guards, were the 

first to respond: 

They were ardent--they did not hesitate to 
attack anyone and everyone they considered 
an enemy, heckling them, embarrassing them, 
even ••• dragging people out of their 
houses to face criticism from their neigh
bors. Impetuous and determined, the Red 
Guards were the first shock troops of the 
new revolution.27 

The Red Guards received the sanction and support of Mao who 

told them to "learn revolution by making revolution."
28 

They were instructed by Mao to revolt against the "four 

26The Committee of Concerned Asian Scholars, China! 
Inside the Pe·oule' s Republic, P• 76. 

27Ibid., P• 77. 

28John King Fairbank, The United States and China 
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1975), P• 396. 
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olds": old thought, old culture, old custom, and old habits. 

They were encouraged to "exchange revolutionary experiences," 

and to become "revolutionary successors. n 29 I-1ao' s wife, 

Chiang Ch'ing, was also a leading radical during the Cultural 

Re vol ut ion. 

Liu Shao-ch'i was removed from the Party leadership 

in November 1966, and was sent to "thought reform school." 

Many of Liu's supporters in the Party hierarchy were also 

purged in the course of the "revolution." In January 1967, 

the Red Guards and the workers "seized power" in Shanghai. 

Mao then ordered Lin Piao and the FLA to support the "revo

lutionary rebels." Soon after, the first "revolutionary 

committee" was set up in Heilungkiang province, composed of 

veteran cadres, rebel leaders, and FLA representatives. The 

criticrism campaign was at its climax during this time, 

spreading from major cities to rural villages.JO In February 

1967, Shanghai's government established its own revolutionary 

committee, and became the model for the rest of the country. 

These revolutionary committees and congresses sprang up 

around _the nation. An official statement on "Cultural 

Revolutionary Groups, Committees, and Congresses" indicated 

that candidates for these committees "should be put forward 

29winberg Chai The New Politics of Communist China: 
Modernization Process ~fa Developing Nation, P• 80. 

30Jan Myrdal and Gun Kessle, China: The Revolution 
£.ontinued (New York: Random House, Inc., 1970), P• 26. 
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by the revolutionary masses after full discussion. Further-

more: 

The masses are entitled at any time to cri
ticize members of the cultural revolutionary 
groups and committees and delegates elected 
to the cultural revolutionary congresses. 
If these members or delegates prove incom
petent, they can be replaced through elec- _ 
tion or recalled by the masses after dis
cussion.31 

These committees became the center of activities. Daizibao 

("big character posters") were posted listing the "crimes" 

committed by certain Party cadres--condemned as "people's 

enemies." 

As the revolution--and chaos--roared on, may Party 

institutions disintegrated as many Party officials were being 

criticized, disgraced, and purged. Virtually all governmental 

operations were in a state of flux. By the end of June 1968, 

Mao had to concede that the Red Guards had misunderstood him. 

Mao announced that they had become too conceited in their 

"revolutionary wisdom," and had disregarded the "revolu

tionary spirit" of the workers, the peasants, and the PLA. 

In August 1968, Mao began publishing articles that faulted 

the Red Guards for constant infighting and factionalism. 

Mao found them "guilty" of propagating the trend toward 

anarchy and "many centers." As students, Mao stated, the 

Red Guards were "bourgeois;" they should learn from the 

31Jan Myrdal and Gun Kessle, China: The Revolution 
£.ontinued, p. 25. 
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workers and the army who, according to Mao's new directives, 

were the "true leaders" of the revolution.32 

Mao then called in the FLA to restore order and to 

mend the physical destruction incurred during the Cultural 

Revolution. The Maoists seemed to have scored a victory 

over their "revisionists" opponents. Many powerful regional 

Party members were ousted; of the 28 provincial first 

secretaries in 1960, only 8 remained in 1969, and 186 out of 

247 provincial-level Party secretaries lost their jobs at 

the conclusion of the Revolution.33 On the other hand ·, Lin 

Piao emerged as Mao's heir-apparent, and· Chou En-lai's clout 

in the Party leadership remained largely intact. 

The Cultural Revolution and Chinese Foreign Policy 
I 

The PRC detonated its first nuclear device on October 

16, 1964, on the eve of the Cultural Revolution. The message 

· to the world was clearly that China attached a very high 

priority to becoming a militarily effective nuclear power-

regardless of political upheavals at home. The Chinese had 

apparently devoted substantial resources to their nuclear 

program in the 196o•s. The reasons were many. One was 

probably that the Chinese wanted to show the Soviet Union 

~ 32Harold c. Hinton, An Introduction to Chinese 
Politics (New York: Praeger Publishers, Inc., 1973), P• 68. 

33A. Doak Barnett, Uncertain Passage: China's 
l,ransition to the Post-Mao Era, PP• 239-40. 
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that the PRC could achieve militarily and economically even 

without its assistance. Another expert also pointed out 

that: 

In the absence of Soviet support, the Chinese 
are likely to seek to deter the u.s. by 
making nuclear retaliatory threats directed 
at Asian countries •••• The Chinese could 
expect such a capability to serve as a power
ful deterrent against an American attack on 
China as the result of the expansion of a 
Sino-American conflict on the Chinese peri
phery.J4 

The Cultural Revolution had an indirect link to the 

PRC's foreign policy. Differences over domestic policy, in 

Mao's ideology-oriented China, naturally implicate differ

ences in foreign policy. As one critic observed: "recent 

Chinese foreign policy has in many respects been essentially 

a projection of domestic policy. 11 35 There were many foreign 

policy issues the provoked internal, ideological conflicts 

whose resolution could be found only in a political struggle 

as devastating as the Cultural Revolution. "Anti-revision

ism" was not just a rectification slogan for China's domestic 

policy; it stemmed from China's foreign relations.36 Hence, 

34t1 orton H. Halperin, "China and the Bomb--Chinese 
Nuclear Strategy," in Roderick MacFarquhar, ed., China Under 
Mao: Politics Takes Command (Cambridge: The M.I.T. Press, 
1966), p. 453. . 

.. 35Robert A. Scalapino, "The Cultural Revolution and 
Chinese Foreign Policy," in Michel Oksenberg; Carl Riskin; 
Robert A. Scalapino; and Ezra F. Vogel, The Cultural Revolu
tion: 1967 In Review (Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan, 
1968) , p. 90. 

36Theodore H. E. Chen, ed., The Chinese Communist 
Regime: Documents and Commentary (London: Frederick A. 
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the Cultural Revolution was also an attempt to seek a 

future direction in solving China's foreign policy problems. 

Some of these problems were: the rising threat of "American 

imperialism,u the growing collaboration between America and 

the USSR; the sharpening quarrel with the USSR over border 

problems and world policy; differences over how to develop 

modern defensive armaments; and differences over support for 

"national liberation struggles. n37 Thus, the Cultural Revo

lution was as much a result of CCP leadership's dispute over 

China's economic and ideological development as a dispute 

over foreign policy decisions. 

While China's future foreign policy was pending the 

outcome of the Cultural Revolution, the country retreated 

into a self-imposed isolation during much of the •6o•s. In 

fact, the PRC had taken some of the internal stress of that 

era out on foreign relations: "the mobilization techniques 

cultivated so ardently in the domestic sphere had to have 

Praeger, Inc., 1967), p. 6: 
"The Sino-So~iet dispute produced serious problems 

not only in the economic and political realms, but also in 
the ideological struggle. Antirevisionism injected a new 
stimulant into the campaign for ideological orthodoxy and 
led to a witch hunt for any indicators of thought or 
attitude that might be at variance with the Party line•" 

37w1111am Hinton, Turning Point in China: An 
Essay On the Cultural Revolution (New York: Monthly Review 
Press; 1972), p. 12. 
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an outlet • • ~ in the foreign arena. tt 38 That was perhaps 

why during 1966 and 1967 Communist China managed to initiate 

conflict with practically every nation on her borders, and 

"in what seems an almost systematic fashion alienated her 

few remaining 'neutral' or socialist friends through an 

aggressive diplomacy and subversive intervention in their 

internal affairs."39 By alienating her neighbors, China 

could in turn concentrate upon her internal scene, and "blot 

from the public mind as much of the unpleasantness of China's 

global position as possible." 

The hostility toward foreign countries during the 

Cultural Revolution resulted in the recall of most foreign 

service officers, and "their rustication in the villages •• • 

in order to teach them the peasant-proletarian outlook." 

By early 1969, Peking had only one ambassador stationed 

abroad--in Cairo. In 1965, some 52 foreign governments 

recognized the Chinese Communist regime, and maintained some 

sort of diplomatic relations with the PRC. But at the end 

of the Cultural Revolution, the Mao leadership had anta

gonized many of these friendly neutrals; its polemics with 

38Robert A. Scalapino, "The Cultural Revolution and 
Chinese Fore.ign Policy'," in Michel Oksen berg; Carl Riskin; 
Robert A. Scalapino; and Ezra F. Vogel, The Cultural Revo-
lution~ 1867 In Review, p. 90. 

39Richard H. Solomon, "Mao's Linking of Foreign 
Relations with China's Domestic Political Process," in Ho 
Ping-ti and Tsou Tang, eds., China In Crisis, Vol. 1: 
Qhina• s Heritage and the Communist Political System (Chicago: 
The University of Chicago Press, 1968), PP• 570-71. 
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the Soviet Union reached new extremes. 40 However, the PRC 

position on Taiwan, though unrelenting, has taken a milder 

tone. At a press conference on September 29, 1965, Chinese 

Foreign Minister Ch'en Yi expressed receptiveness to the 

"return of Taiwan": 

Taiwan Province and any individual or group 
in Taiwan are welcomed to come back to the 
embrace of the motherland and join us in 
this cooperation. To break away from U.S. 
imperialist control and be loyal to the 
motherland--there are no other conditions.41 

That was probably the most "generous" stance on Taiwan ever 

issued by the PRC. But it smacked of "paternalism," and is 

based on their presumption that Taiwan is a "province" of 

mainland China. Although the Soviet Union and its "revi

sionism" appeared to be the chief culprit attacked in the . 

Cultural Revolution, the U.S. remained a prime target of 

Chinese propaganda attacks. In particular, U.S. role in 

Vietnam was vehemently condemned.42 On the other hand, the 

activities of the American academic left in the •6o•s were 

hailed in the Chinese press as "portending some major sociai 

revolution." Apparently, the Chinese Communists had far too 

unrealistic hopes for the "cultural revolution" in the U.S. 

40Richard L. Walker, "Peking's Approach To The Out
side World," in Frank N. Trager and William Henderson, eds., 
Communist China, 1949-1969: A Twenty-Year Appraisal, PP• 
295-96. 

41Theodore H. E. Chen, ed., The Chinese Communist 
Regime: Documents and Commentary, P• 331. 

42Harold c. Hinton, Peking-Washington: Chinese 
foreign Policy and the United States (Beverly Hills: Sage 
Publications, 1976), p. 24. 
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Post-Cultural Revolution Foreign Relations 

In the spring of 1968, Chiang Ch' ing and some lef•tist 

radicals pitched a last attempt to regenerate the Cultural 

Revolution. Their fanatic radicalism was held back by an 

overwhelming desire among CCP leaders for normalcy and en 

end to political upheaval~ With the convocation of the 

Twelfth Central Committee Plenum in October 1968, and the 

subsequent Ninth Party Congress (April 1-24, 1969), the 

Cultural Revolution came to a formal end. The remaining Red 

Guards were disbanded and sent dovm to the countryside to 

be "reeducated by the peasants"; conservative mill tary leaders 

were in firm control of the provinces.4J It was a time for 

"Party building" and "consolidation," to reimpose law and 

order, to revitalize the economy, and to arrive at new 

foreign and domestic policies acceptable to the new coalition 

leadership. 

The CCP leadership line-up in the post-Cultural 

Revolution era had a heavy moderate to conservative compo

sition. At the Ninth Party Congress, Mao was reelected 

Chairma~, and Lin Piao was designated Vice Chairman and 

successor to Mao. Chou En-lai was the Secretary-General of 

--·--------
43Richa·rd Baum, ed. Chi~a in Ferment: Persnecti ves 

~n th_e Cultural Revolution, pp. 96-97. 
44An Tai-sung, ~rao Tse-turni:' s Cultural Revolution 

(Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill Co., Inc., 1972), P• 87 
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the Presidium Secretariat. Among the 176 members elected to 

the Presidium was a significant number of law~and-order- -

oriented military men. Eight of the 14 top Presidium 

members were definitely Maoists. 50, or 30%, of the other 

members were "proletarian revolutionaries": workers, peasants, 

a very few Red Guards, and representatives of pro-Mao mass 

organizations. However, 55-60% of the membership were 

moderate-minded delegates from the provinces, with an 

astounding 36% army officers. The rest were old-lind Party 

bureaucrats who survived the Cultural Revolution. 45 

With this moderate-conservative congress, in the 

realm of foreign relations, the consensus seemed to be a 

"partial return to flexibility and pragmatism." 46 Under the 

directorship of Premier Chou En-lai, a noted pragmatist in 

foreign policy, Communist China caut .iously proceeded to 

repair its damaged reputation abroad. Main emphasis was on 

restoring economic relations as the country sorely needed 

foreign trade and possibly economic assistance to boost its 

depressed economy. To mend some of the diplomatic fences 

damaged during those tumultuous years, Peking ended its 

isolation by redeploying ambassadors and senior diplomats 

to foreign countries. The first to be dispatched was Keng 

·45An Tai-sung, Mao Tse-tung's Cultural Revolution, 
pp. 71-72. 

46 Ibid., p. 88. 
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TABLE 10 

Communist China's Estimated Foreign Trade 
Between 196b and 1969 

(in millions of U.S. dollars) 

1966 1967 1968 

Chinese 
Exports 2,170 1,915 1,890 

Chinese 
Imports 2,035 1,945 1,820 

Total 
Trade: 4.205 3,860 3,710 

Trade with 
Non-
Communist 3,105 3,060 2,910 
Countries 

Trade with 1,100 800 800 
Communist 
Countries 

1969 

2,060 

1,825 

3,885 

3,100 

785 

Source: An Tai-sung, Mao Tse-tung' s Cultural Revolution 
(Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill Co., Inc., 1972), 
p. 122. 
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Piao, sent to Albania on May 16, 1969, as PRC's new ambas

sador. By the spring of 1971, 29 more foreign service 

officials had been assigned abroad. 47 It is evident that 

the PRC was anxious to reassert its influence in world 

affairs. Relations with the Soviet Union, however, remained 

as belligerent as ever. China's policy toward the U.S. was 

generally cautious. There were signs that the PRC desired 

a normalization of relations--a rapprochement--with the 

U.S., largely for economic and strategic reasons which will 

be discussed in the following chapter. But on the other 

hand, the Vietnam War remained an extremely sensitive issue 

and one of the obstacles to the Sino-American rapprochement. 

Sino-American Relations and Vietnam in the 1950 1 s 

U .s. involvement in Vietnam, and in other .Southeast 

Asian countries, is part of its containment policy--a part 

.that is based on the theory of "domino effect." After the 

CCP crune to full power in 1949, East and South Asia suddenly 

appeared to be under the imminent threat of Chinese Communist 

infiltration. Post-World War II Japan, disarmed and preoc

cupied with reconstruction, could not serve as U.S. counter

Weight to Red China.48 The U.S. therefore felt that it was 

in its national interest to prevent these militarily 

47An Tai-sung, Mao Tse-tung's Cultural Revolution, 
p. 90. 

48Hans J. Morgenthau, "The United States and China," 
in Tsou Tang, ed., China In Crisis, Vol. 2: China's Polit~cs 
ln Asia and America's Alternatives (Chicago: The University 
of Chicago Press, 1968), P• 98. 
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vulnerable countries from falling into the hands of Chinese 

Communism. Since the early 1950's, the U.S. has been wary 

of the political developments in Vietnam. The left-leaning 

and activistic elements in North Vietnam, led by Ho Chi

minh, convinced U.S. policy-makers that Vietnam was a 

potential "trouble spot." A Chinese Communist intervention 

in Vietnam, they were convinced, was highly likely. Hence, 

the U.S. has since maintained a high level of vigilance in 

that area. 

Events in Vietnam did not play a major role in.Sino

American relations in the 1950 1 s. It was kept from the 

foreground as a major contending issue until 1960 1 s. By 

then, the focal point of Taiwan and Korea was shifted to 

Vietnam. But both the PRC and the U.S. have played central 

roles in the earlier issues over Vietnam in the 1950's. It 

was pointed out that China had great influence ih engineering 

the compromise on Vietnam in the 1954 Geneva Conference. 49 

The compromise involved the creation of two Vietnams 

(divided along the 17th Parallel) and separate settlemtns 

for Laos and Cambodia. China wanted this compromise probably 

because she could not afford to militarily confront the U.S. 

over the Vietnam questi·on then. She had suffered heavy 

losses from the Korean War, and had pressing economic problems. 
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It was the Chinese, not the Vietnamese, who made 

the decision at the Geneva Conference. The PRC was the 

first to recognize Ho Chi-minh's Democratic Republic of 

Vietnam (DRV) when it was founded on January 18, 19.50. 

The Chinese Communists then began supplying the DRV with 

limited military and economic aid. The PRC has henceforth 

showed interest in the Vietnam question, and in particular, 

its support for Ho Chi-minh. 50 In early 1951, the Chinese 

played an instrumental role in the formation of the Vietnam 

Workers (Communist) Party. During the Korean War, Chinese 

aid to the DRV was restricted. But as soon as the Korean 

War was over, the PRC embarked on a more active policy 

toward the "struggle" in Vietnam. Chinese military aid to 

the DRV increased sharply. The substantial Chinese aid was 

critical in DRV's siege and capture of Dien Bien Phu. Hence, 

in April 1954, American Secretary of State John Foster Dulles 

openly warned the PRC against further aid to the DRV and 

involvement in Vietnam. He threatened that the U.S. would 

"retaliate" if the Peking regime continued its activities in 

North Vietnam. But his verbal threats did not result in any 

concrete action against the Chinese Communists. When the 

Vietnam question was brought to the Geneva Conference, the 

Chinese took a surprisingly compromising stance. The PRC 

50Harold c. Hinton, "China and Vietnam," in Tsou 
Tang, ed., China In Crisis, Vol. 2: China's Policies in 
Asia and America's Alternatives, P• 202. 
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withdrew its initial support for the DRV's demand for a 

package settlement for Vietnam, Laos, and Cambodia, in 

mid-June. Instead, it opted for the compromise discussed 

earlier. As a condition to accepting the compromise agree

ment, head of the Chinese delegation Chou En-lai insisted 

that the agreement prohibit any American military presence 

in Indochina. Although the U.S. was not a signatory to the 

agreement, it gave the PRC a verbal assurance that the U.S. 

would not "disturb" the provisions of the agreement by 

force. 

Since 1958, tension has greatly heightened between 

the U.S. and the PRC over the situation in Indochina. 

Peking was increasingly turning its attention to Indochina 

as it failed to shake the American stronghold in Taiwan. In 

the spring of 1959, the Laotian Crisis broke out. The PRC 

was alarmed and claimed that it saw "an American effort, 

with the collaboration of the newly installed Sarit govern

ment in Thailand, to establish a network of bases in South 

Vietnam and Laos, with the aim, among others, of ultimately 

puttin~ military pressure on the Chinese People's Republic." 51 

Since the signing of the Geneva Agreements, the Chinese 

Communists had advocated a "peaceful reunification" in 

Vietnam; it·relied more on a "political" approach to 

51Harold C. Hinton, "China and Vietnam," in Tsou 
Tang, ed., China In Crisis, Vol. 2: China's Policies in 
A,sia and America's Alternatives, P• 203. 
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reunification. But by 1959, it claimed that "American 

aggression" in the area had necessitated a more direct and 

active Chinese policy in Indochina. When the Laotian Crisis 

was settled in 1962, Vietnam emerged at the forefront of 

the Sino-American contest in Indochina. 

However, the PRC was greatly restricted by internal 

economic and political crises in its involvement in Vietnam. 

Since the collapse of the Great Leap Forward in 1960, PRC 

aid to North Vietnam was drastically curtailed. Moreover, 

although the CCP leadership felt a commitment to the "revo

lutionary victory" in Vietnam, it had other interests in 

mind. The newly decolonized sub-Sahara Africa was an 

attractive target for the PRC. These developing African 

countries held better "revolutionary prospects," and in case 

of an American counter-involvement, China's own security 

would not be directly threatened.52 But by September 1960, 

Hanoi decided to support and direct the insurgency in South 

Vietnam. The PRC had maintained diplomatic relations with 

both the Hanoi government and the National Liberation Front 

(NLF)--the communist insurgents--in South Vietnam. Its 

chief motivation was to gain dominant influence vis-a-vis the 

Soviet Union in the Vietnamese "revolutionary ,struggle." At 

this stage, 'the Chinese Communists largely refrained from 

52Harold C. Hinton, "China and Vietnam," in Tsou 
Tang, ed., China In Crisis, Vol. 2: China's Policies in 
~ia and America's Alternatives, P• 204. 
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direct military involvement in Vietnam because of preoccu

pation with economic and political problems at home. 

When the U.S. dispatched more civilians and military advisors 

to South Vietnam in 1961, the PRC was summarily alarmed and 

sent a mission to Hanoi at the end of the year. But for the 

following three years, Chinese aid to the DRV gradually 

slackened as Mao's political campaigns intensified. Until 

the summer of 1964, the PRC espoused the uncharacteristically 

"dovish" position of reconvening the Geneva Conference to 

solve the Vietnamese conflict. 

The American War in Vietnam 

The professed objectives of the DRV were the neu

trality of South Vietnam, the reunification of Vietnam, and 

the confederation of a neutral South Vietnam with Cambodia 

and Laos.53 These were unacceptable to the U.S. because a 

"neutral" South Vietnam would certainly mean an "open 

in vat at ion" to Hanoi and Peking, or even Moscow, to invade 

the country. If South Vietnam fell to the Communists, the 

Americans believed, the entire Indochina would follow suit 

according to the "domino theory." If this happened, U.S. 

interests in Taiwan, south Korea, and Japan would be gravely 

endangered. The communist bloc would then be dominating 

Virtually the entire Asia. President Kennedy was once 

53Harold c. Hinton, "China and Vietnam," in Tsou 
Tang, ed., China In Crisis, Vol. 2: China's Policies in 
Asia and America's Alternatives, P• 204. 
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asked if he had any reason to doubt the domino theory; the 

President replied: 

No, I believe it. I believe it. I think 
the struggle is close enough. China is so 
large, looms so high just behind the front
iers, that if South Vietnam went, it would 
not only give them an improved geographic 
position for guerrilla assault on Malaya 
but would also give the impression that the 
wave of the future in Southeast Asia was 
China and the Communists.54 

Hence, even though the Kennedy administration found 

itself supporting the weak, inept, and corrupt Saigon regime, 

it had no alternative if communist expansion was to be con

tained in this area.55 When the DRV indicated its intention 

to join the insurgents in South Vietnam, America responded 

with an expanded military-assistance effort in late 1961 and 

early 1962. The size of the American assistance group 

increased from 500 men to 10,000 by the end of 1962. More-

over, 

It was then that U.S. troops began edging 
into combat under instructions to shoot when 
shot at; it was then that U.S. pilots began 
conducting air operations in South Vietnam, 
with Vietnamese airmen along very largely 
for appearance's sake.56 

The U.S. justified its actions by alleging that North 

54c1aude A. Buss, China: The People's Republic of 
China and Richard Nixon (San Francisco: W. H. Freeman & 
Company, 1972), p. 86. 

55Foster Rhea Dulles, American Policy Toward Com
munist China 1949-1969, p. 199. 

56Philip L. Geyelin, Lyndon B. Johnson and the 
li.0 rld (New York:: Praeger Publishers, 1966), P• 183. 
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Vietnamese and NLF insurgents staged attacks on South 

Vietnamese civilians. On May 9, 1962, Secretary of State 

Dean Rusk denounced the Hanoi's aggression as "a gangster 

war of horror and assassination. n57 This "crisis" did not 

provoke any overt response from the Chinese Communists.58 

But it signified the beginning of active U.S. involvement 

in South Vietnam. 

By 1963, the U.S. was for all purposes involved 

in a war in South Vietnam. In a radio~television interview 

on September 9, 1963, President Kennedy expressed under

standing for those Americans who did not like the Saigon 

government and urged an American withdrawal from South Viet

nam. But he asserted: "That only makes it easy for the 

Communists. I think we should stay. We should use our 

influence in as effective a way as we can, but we should 

not withdraw. n59 Earlier on, Kennedy reiterated his belief 

that Communist China--a "great, powerful force" surrounded 

by 11 weaker countries"--posed a very menacing threat to the 

u.s.60 

57Ernest K. Lindley, ed., The Winds of Freedom: 
Selections From the Sneeches and Statements of Secretar of 
State Dean Rusk, January 19 1-August 19 2 Boston: Beacon 
Press, 1963), p. 202 • . 

58a~rold c. Hinton, Communist China in World 
Politics, pp. 42-43. 

59Harold w. Chase and Allen H. Lerman, eds., Kennedy 
and the Press: The News Conferences, P• 488. 

60News Conference, August 1, 1963, in ibid., P• 470. 
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As the U.S. was increasing its military involvement 

in South Vietnam, in the spring of 1963, the NLF and Hanoi 

both decided that more intense military pressures, including 

"some exerted directly by DRV, 0 were required. They had 

came to realize that the old "myth" of a seizure of power in 

South Vietnam through a "spontaneous general uprising" was 

an unrealistic hope.61 Hence, the DRV and NLF struck a 

bargain with the Chinese Communists. The bargain was formal

ized when Liu Shao-ch'i visited Hanoi between May 10 and 16, 

1963. In exchange for PRC's support for their "full-scale 

military struggle" in South Vietnam, the Vietcong and the DRV 

would back the Peking regime in the Sino-Soviet dispute. 

Chinese-made semiautomatic weapons began to appear in South 

Vietnam by July 1963. The Americans, on the other hand, 

were debating on the proper strategic approach to counter 

the communist guerrillas and insurgents in South Vietnam. 

President Kennedy believed that large-scale military opera

tions were useless against guerrilla tactics. Other than 

adopting guerrilla tactics themselves, Kennedy argued that 

it was important not to alienate the local people. His 

"political" approach contended that a "successful counter

insurgency program depended on winning popular support." 62 

61H·arold C. Hinton, "China and Vietnam," in Tsou 
Tang, ed., China In Crisis, Vol. 2: China's Policies in 
Asia and America's Alternatives, P• 205. 

62Roger Hilsman "Two American Counstrategies to 
Guerrilla Wa~fares The' Case of Vietnam," in ibid., PP• 
279-80. 
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Public discontent with the ruling government would only aid 

the enemies' insurgence efforts. It was on this premise 

that the Americans began applying more pressure on the 

corrupt Diem regime in autumn 1963. 

On June 23, 1964, General ~1axwell D. Taylor was 

appointed U.S. ambassador to South Vietnam. An all-out 

American escalation of the Vietnam War was soon to follow. 

On July 24, the PRC Foreign Minister Chen Yi discussed the 

official Chinese position in an interview with Dr. Hugo 

Portisch, chief editor of Vienna Kurier. Chen stated that 

the Chinese desired "peace and neutrality" for North and 

South Vietnam and Laos, and the withdrawal of all foreign 

troops in Vietnam. He denied any "aggressive intent" on the 

part of China, but asserted that the PRC would intervene 

with its own forces if the U.S. invaded North Vietnam or 

northern Laos.63 On August 5, 1964, America seemed to 

have done just what it was warned against. In what is 

known as the Tonkin Gulf incident, U.S. bombers air-raided 

DRV. 

The Chinese response was verbally severe, but there 

Was no immediate military retaliation. The Chinese simply 

sent a limited number of jet fighters and anti-aircraft 

guns to DRV .• · Even when the DRV and NLF decided in December 

6JHarold C Hinton "China and Vietnam," in Tsou 
Tang, ed., China I; Crisis: Vol. 2: China's Policies in 
A,_sia and America•s Alternati-ves, P• 206. 
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1964 on a substantial escalation of the military effort in 

South Vietnam, the Peking leadership in turn advised them 

not to "escalate prematurely" but to wait until the Americans 

withdrew. This is the well-known guerrilla tactic of "mobile 

warfare"--attack when the enemy retreats. For some reason, 

Peking believed that the Americans would withdraw from 

Vietnam. Mao himself indicated to Edgar Snow on January 9, 

1965, that he believed the U.S. would not attack DRV but 

would withdraw in one or two years.64 A supply of Soviet 

arms arrived DRV for the first time by rail on February 25, 

1965, but was rejected. This undoubtedly signified a 

triumph for the Chinese Communists over the Soviets in 

Vietnam. The PRC was verbally aggressive and hostile after 

the Tonkin Gulf incident. Peking came out with a strong 

statement in support of the DRV just as it was beginning to 

feel uncertain whether it should continue to involve itself 

in the struggle in the south. With the Tonkin Gulf incident, 

the U.S. offensive had expanded to DRV's own territory, and 

with the limited military assistance it got from the PRC, 

it began to feel more concerned about its own survival. But 

Peking boldly announced at this time: since the Americans 

had broken up the Vietnamese demarcation line, the DRV was 

now free to .invade the south in force. The Chinese Communists 

backed its statements with a "show of force" on May 14, 1965, 

64narold C Hinton "China and Vietnam,lf in Tsou 
Tang, ed., China I~ Crisis: Vol. 2: China's Policies in 
A_sia and America's Alternatives, P• 207. 
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when a second nuclear test was successfully conducted. The 

test was clearly politically timed; between May 12 and 18, 

the U.S. paused its escalation of war efforts momentarily. 

By this show of force, the PRC hoped to encourage the DRV to 

ignore the American "peace overtures. 11 65 

The DRV did not need much coercion .from the Chinese 

to stay on and fight. When American troops started bombing 

the outskirts of Hanoi and Haiphong on June 29, 1966, the 

DRV had no choice but to retaliate in full force. It was 

pointed out that North Vietnam had only 35 or so industrial 

plants and power installations. The security of these 

installations in the past had stopped the DRV from sending 

its 250,000 regular troops into South Vietnam. But since 

these industrial areas were destroyed, North Vietnam had 

nothing to lose by launching a full-scale military operation 

in the south. 66 

The Role of the PRC in Vietnam 

Mao warned in January 1965 that if U.S. continued to 

bomb North Vietnam, the PRC would then intervene even though 

her own territory was not violated. But as Dr. Alexander 

Eckstein of the University of Michigan noted, "China is 

6~arold c. Hinton, "China and Vietnam," in Tsou 
Tang, ed., China In Crisis, Vol. 2: China's Policies in 
Asia and America's Alternatives, P• 212. 

66Roger Hilsman "Two American Counterstrategies 
to Guerrilla Warfare: The Case of Vietnam," in ibid., 
p. 293. 
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expansionist at the verbal level, but cautious at the action 

leve1. 06? This remark succinctly describes Peking's atti

tude toward the Vietnam War in the 1960 1 s. Highly propa

gandistic pronouncements in support of Vietminh and Vietcong 

would periodically come out of the PRC. Other than the 

rather steady flow of arms supplies to the DRV, the Chinese 

Communists played no direct military role in the war in the 

•6o•s. Some analysts suggest that China was, at least in 

the early years of the war, also apprehensive about becoming 

"embroiled in a military conflict" with the U.S. in Iridochina. 

It did not want to suffer an American retaliation in the 

case of an escalation of war provoked by the Vietminh. 68 

Hence, in the early 1 60 1 s, the PRC provided the DRV with 

mainly verbal support and very little military aid in an 

attempt to limit the extent of war. 

The escalation of Vietnam War coincided with the 

intensification of political struggles within the Chinese 

Communist state. Vietnam therefore was a major issue in 

the dispute within the CCP leadership as well. The Liu 

faction argued that the Vietnam situation called for a 

"unity of action" with the other communist power--the Soviet 

67y. T. Hsiung, Red China's Cultural Revolution 
(New York: Vintage Press, Inc., 1968), P• 161. 

68Harold c. Hinton, Communist China in World 
p O 1 it i CS , p • 48 • 
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Union. Hence, they advocated a "rapprochement" with the 

Soviets. 69 But the Maoists rejected such views, insisting 

that: 

the fight against the West be relegated to a 
much lower place on the agenda, and that 
China should first carry the struggle against 
the Soviets "to the end" ••• ;-They 7 
rejected out of hand all proposals for 
additional Chinese commitments in Vietnam 
••• and replaced the concrete plans for 
action with vague guerilla concepts commit
ting China to no particular measures at -·· 70 all. 

Some critics noted that although the PRC was unwill-, 

ing--and unable--to dire~tly involve itself in the war, it 

did not want the war to end for several reasons. From Mao's 

point of view, the "foreign war of aggression" in Vietnam 

could be used to divert people's attention and to calm down 

the internal strife which in the early 1 60's had not been 

favorable to his faction.71 From the point of view of PRC's 

national interest, a prolonged war in Vietnam would afford 

the country an opportunity to expand influence through 

North Vietnam to the rest of Indochina. Moreover, once 

rapport was established with Hanoi and the Vietnamese 

insurgents, China would have scored a victory over the 

69uri Ra'anan, "Peking's Foreign Policy 'Debate,' 
1965-1966," in Tsou Tang, ed., China In Crisis, Vol. 2: 
China's Policies in Asia and America's Alternatives, P• 68. 

70ibid. , p. 66. 
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Soviets who also had the intention of exerting influence 

in that region. In fact, there is good reason to believe 

that the PRC, while refusing to directly participate in the 

war, maintained its presence in Vietnam in order to keep out 

Soviet influence. 

If the PRC was not so burdened by internal political 

strife or the power struggle with the Soviet Union, it 1s 

likely that Peking would have assumed a more aggressive and 

direct role in Vietnam. The PRC had some very real stakes 

in that country and in the outcome of the war·. First of all, 

the PRC considers Vietnam as an area to its mm security. 

The Indichinese countries, including Vietnam, to the south 

of the Chinese border are particularly susceptible to foreign 

infiltration. In the last days of imperial China, the French 

were able to penetrate southwest China·rrom Indochina and 

made that region a French sphere of influence. Hence, any 

"potentially hostile military forces and bases" in Indochina 

would pose a direct threat to China's security. Moreover, 

the PRC "unquestionably regards" Southeast Asia as "its own 

proper sphere of influence."72 A friendly communist regime 

in Vietnam would facilitate its expansion in that region; 

the North Vietnamese rail net in effect constituted a link 

in the Chinese rail net. 

72Harold C. Hint on, "China and Vietnam," in Tsou 
Tang, ed., China In Crisis, Vol. 2: China's Policies in 
Asia and America's Alternat-ives, P• 201. 
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But as one critic noted, the CCP leadership has 

always managed to place foreign relations in the service 

of China's domestic political process. Even though the 

many intricate reasons discussed above precluded an aggres

sive Chinese policy on Vietnam, the Mao-Lin faction rea

lized the necessity--and the benefits--of maintaining a 

pro-DRV stance. A calculated cultivation of "enemies" at 

home and abroad would provide "contradictions" and tension, 

which in turn served to "energize popular participation in 

the revolutionary tasks" at home.73 But Mao and Lin were 

careful not to over-involve the country in a foreign war 

at that particular time when the Chinese economy itself was 

fragile. They had to be cautious also in not diverting too 

much public attention to foreign affairs and thus neglecting 

the "revolutionary struggles" at home. Therefore, the best 

approach was to join the war on a verbal level. There were 

many "strong" statements issued by Peking during the 196o•s 

in support of the "people's war" in Vietnam. Soon after the 

escalation of war in 1964, PRC's Chief of Staff Lo Jiu-

ch' ing reiterated the "threat" of mobilizing Chinese Communist . 

troops when "the Vietnamese need them." He further stated: 

"we will go on supporting and aiding the Vietnamese people, 
, · 

whether or not U.S. imperialism bombs our country and whether 

73Richard H Solomon "Mao's Linking of Foreign 
R • ' "i H elations with China's Domestic Political Process, n ° 
Ping-ti and Tsou Tang, eds., China In Crisis, Vol. 1: 
£,hina' s Heritage and the Communist Political System, P• 578. 
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or not it enlarges the war." 74 On September 2, 1965, in his 

speech "Long Live the Victory of People's War," Lin Piao 

lauded the North Vietnamese for bringing "the power of 

people's war into full play in their struggle against the 

U.S. aggressors." He then issued a stern warning to the 

United States: 

We want to tell the U.S. imperialists once 
again that the vast ocean of several hundred 
million Chinese people in arms will be more 
than enough to submerge your few million 
aggressor troops. If you dare to impose 
war on us, we shall gain freedom of action.75 

A few weeks later, on September 29, the Chinese Foreign 

Minister Chen Yi repeated the same theme at a press confer-

ence: 

The Chinese people are ready to make all 
necessary sacrifice in the fight against 
imperialism •••• We cherish no illu
sions about U.S. imperialism. We ~re fully 
prepared against U.S. aggression.76 

These verbal threats are obviously mere propaganda 

rather than any real resolve on the PRC's part to commit 

itself militarily in the Vietnam War. In fact, there were 

indications that the CCP leadership did not believe that 

the war, though substantially escalated by 1965, would 

74Harold C. Hint on, "China and Vietnam," in Tsou 
Tang, ed., China In Crisis, Vol. 2: China's Policies in 
Asia and·America's Alternatives, P• 211. 

7_SRoderick MacFarquhar, Sino-American Relations 
1949-71 (New York: Praeger Publishers, Inc., 1972), PP• 
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76rbid., pp. 221-22. 
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spread to China.77 Even if it did, they believed that it 

would be the responsibility of the Army and not the Party. 

Hence, the CCP leadership felt that as long as it continued 

to issue threatening statements, it would be left in relative 

"peace and security." Henceforth, full attention was given 

to resolving the leadership power struggle. Once the 

Cultural Revolution was unleashed, China was far too involved 

in its own problems to play any active role in the Vietnam 

War. 

U.S. Vietnam Policy Backfired 

When the U.S. started sending civilian and military 

advisors to South Vietnam in 1961, the ad.ministration proba

bly felt that it was a proper move in pursuance of its 

containment policy in Asia. The State Department in the 

Kennedy administration was dominated by the so-called 

Cold War veterans who were strongly in favor of containment 

of communism. Secretary of State Dean Rusk, according to 

one critic, was the "very embodiment of the embattled Cold 

Warrior with convictions rooted in the Stalinist period." 

Rusk w~s convinced that "Communist China was actively 

promoting and supporting aggression in Vietnam, that aggres

sion in Vietnam was not different from Hitler's aggression 

77Franz Schurmann "The Attack of the Cultural 
Revolution on Ideology and Organization," in Ho Ping-ti and 
Tsou Tang, eds., China In Crisis, Vol. 1: China's Heritage 
and the Communist ~olitical System, P• 559. 
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in Europe. n?B Those at the Pentagon °naturally11 saw the 

Vietnam question "as a war--something to be won or lost. 0 79 

Once U.S. troops were sent, there was no alternative for 

the administration but to escalate the war. Otherwise, 

Republican critics would charge it with "failing to take the 

steps necessary to safeguard the American troops then being 

sent into the south."80 

But the constant excalation in Vietnam, by 1966, 

became increasingly difficult for the administration to 

justify. Yet it was just as difficult for the U.S. to 

"de-escalate." It would be damaging to U.S. international 

prestige as well as to its credibility among allies. The 

U.S. had anticipated that the Chinese Communists would 

actively intervene in Vietnam. But by 1966, Peking had still 

showed no sign of active participation in the war. Washington 

therefore found it increasingly difficult to explain its 

policy in Vietnam while Peking so studiously refrained from 

hostilities. Hardpressed, U.S. policy-makers came up with 

this rather nebulous reasoning: 

York: 

••• the U.S. had to keep faith with its 
obligations under the South Asia Collective 

78Townsend Hoopes, The Limits of Intervention (New 
David Mckay Company, Inc., 1969), PP• 16-17. 

79Philip L. Geyelin, Lyndon B. Johnson and the 
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Defense Treaty and could not honorably 
retreat from the responsibility it had 
assumed to defend Vietnamese freedom and 
democracy •••• We were in Vietnam 
because we had promises to keep. Having 
once undertaken to protect Vietnam, and 
pledged our prestige and honor to this 
undertaking, the U.S., whatever its 01,m 
interests, could not honorably draw back.81 

It has been said that "anti-communism • • • has been 

less a motive explaining American foreign policy than a tool 

used by American leaders for mobilizing public sup-port." 82 

But public support seemed to be dwindling for the adminis

tration's Vietnam policy in the mid-sixties. It is as- if 

the public came to a realization and refused to be "mani

pulated." Anti-communist sentiment may or may not have 

lessened in this regard, but the American public found many 

pragmatic reasons to criticize U.S. involvement in the Vietnam 

War. Firstly, there were some "dynamic" changes, or trans

formations, taking place within the United States in the 

196o•s. A wave of liberalism and activism swept through the 

college campuses and major cities in the U.S. In many 

respects, it was an era of rebelliousness and radicalism, 

particularly among students, young people, and ethnic 

minorities. In a country that was "seethed with unrest, 

With the fervor of teach-ins and demonstrations," very few 

81Foster Rhea Dulles, American Policy Toward 
Communist China 1949-1969, p. 215. 

82John w. Spanier, American Foreign Policy Since 
liorld War II (New York: Praeger Publishers, 1971 , P• 286. 
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were willing to "remain silent while young people were 

called into service to die, if necessary, for a 'cause' that 

was questionable. 11 83 

Lest anyone be mistaken that opposition to the 

Vietnam War came mainly from the "young rebels," there was 

clear evidence that public discontent over Vietnam was a 

widespread phenomenon by the late 1960 1 s. As a democratic 

society, America is "ruled" by consensus. And as one critic 

pointed out, in a democracy, 

public support for military action requires 
the presence of widely understood impera
tives. The most important of these is the 
existenc.e of a "cle~r and present" danger to 
American security.84 

The Vietnam War was fought on foreign soil that seemed so far 

away. To the American public, the imminent danger to America's 

own security seemed too remote to justify the sacrifice of 

American lives and money. Soon after the American escalation 

in 1965, President Johnson skillfully concealed the fiscal 

burdens of the war by "avoiding a tax hike and publicly 

minimizing the extent to which the war would increase defense 

expenditures. 11 85 These could be very effective tactics to 

maintain domestic support for a brief war effort. Johnson 

China 

World 
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succeeded in evading public scrutiny in the early stages 

of Vietnam War; but as the war dragged on, the fiscal 

burden on the country could no longer be masqueraded. 

At this time, a coalition group was organized to 

oppose the escalation of war in Vietnam and the escalating 

defense budget: 

This coalition has a strong interest in 
cutting back the level of defense expendi
tures so to make it possible to allocate 
additional funds to domestic purposes, espec
ially in the inner-city areas ••• , to 
eliminate poverty at home and the domestic 
tension to which it gives rise.86 

The group perhaps had a legitimate claim. Since the escalation 

of war, many Federal agencies in the domestic sphere had 

their appropriations scaled down so that more funds could be 

channelled into the defense budget. There was significant 

cutback in expenditures for urban-oriented activities. Among 

those agencies whose budgets were slashed: the Department of 

Health, Education and Welfare; the Disarmament Agency; the 

Department of Housing and Urban Development; the Office of 

Economic Opportunity; the National Science Foundation; and 

the National Institutes of Health. 87 

A democratic government cannot pursue an unpopular 

war for long; "unless public concern can be deflected • • • 

86Francis E. Rourke, "The Domestic 
E. Osgood, et al., America and the World: 
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there will be protest, disaffection, and resistance. Either 

the war will have to go, or the democracy.n88 This was 

certainly the case with U.S. involvement in Vietnam. At the 

Senate Committee on Foreign Relations hearings on Vietnam 

in March 1966, none of the "expert witnesses 0 suggested an 

unconditional retreat from South Vietnam. Most advocated a 

"limited policy" in Vietnam. Only George Kennen, a disting- _ 

uished American diplomat and expert in foreign affairs, 

suggested a "dignified withdrawaln from Vietnam, though it 

was difficult to define what a dignified withdrawal would 

be. 89 The consensus at that hearing was that since the U .s. 

had become involved in South Vietnam, there was no easy way 

out of the impasse. 

But U.S. policy-makers soon realized that they had to 

somehow find a solution--and an end--to U.S. military involve

ment in Vietnam. Any further escalation would raise the war 

to a level that might provoke a Chinese Communist or Soviet 

retaliation with all its attendant nuclear risks. Yet the 

U.S. could not remain in South Vietnam indefinitely without 

launching any meaningful offensives. But the American economy 

had already showed signs of strain by the late 1960's. It 

88Noam Chomsky, At War With Asia (New York: Pan
theon Books, 1970), p. 63. 

89nexter Perkins Di lomac of a New Age: Ma or 
Issues in U.S. Polle Si~ce 1 (Bloomington: Indiana 
University Press, 19 7 , pp. 11 -17. 
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was public pressure that ultimately succeeded in initiating 

the long painful process of withdrawal. Since 1968, 

Presidents Johnson and Nixon had been influenced by the 

"strong desire of many Americans to withdraw from South 

Vietnam.u90 An increasing number of Americans felt that 

U.S. intervention in Vietnam was politically and strategic

ally unwarranted, unjustified from the point of view of 

national interest, and morally indefensible. But when 

President Johnson finally acknowledged in 1968 that "a 

military victory was impossible" in Vietnam and began his 

desperate efforts to extricate the American forces, many 

more came to realize that ''it was no easy task to reverse the 

train of events and discover an 'honorable' path to peace. 11 91 

Imulications For U.S. China Policy 

U.S. involvement in South Vietnam did not end with 

Johnson's concession in 1968. President Nixon began the 

process of "Vietnamization" which denoted the gradual 

Withdrawal of American troops from South Vietnam. But as 

the PRC emerged from the Cultural Revolution in the early 

1970's ·and took a more active role in Indochina, the "com

munist threat" appeared as menacing as ever. President Nixon 

renewed the .bombing of North Vietnam and Cambodia, but could 

90Morton H. Halperin, Defense Strategies for the 
Seventies (Boston~ Little, Brown & Coo, 1971), P• 94. 

91Foster Rhea Dulles, American Policy Toward Com
munist China 1949-1969, pp. 216-170 
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not halt the growing momentum of the communist insurgents. 

South Vietnam "fell" to the Communist in May 1975. There was 

very little that the U.S. could do to prevent the inevitable 

from happening short of declaring an all-out general war on 

the Communists. 

•rhe U .s. experience in Vietnam should point out 

that its containment policy in Asia is at best futile and 

meaningless, and in fact counterproductive. Firstly, in 

trying to isolate the Peking regime, the U.S. ended up 

isolating itself. Particularly in the late 1960's, the PRC 

had reestablished diplomatic, cultural, and commercial 

relations with many nations including some U.S. allies. As 

for U.S. policy of containment of China, it failed to recog

nize the political and cultural predominance of China on the 

Asian mainland.92 America has tried to "contain" Chinese 

communism by transforming certain Indochinese states into 

its outposts and military bases. Prime examples are Laos 

in the late 1950's, and South Vietnam and Thailand in the 

1960•s. But we have witnessed these American military out

posts becoming the actual or prospective victims of Chinese 

Communist aggression and subversion. Hence, it is obvious 

that this U.S. policy of "peripheral military containment" 

is actually co.unterproductive 0 It has been argued that if 

92Hans J. Morgenthau, "The United States and China," 
in Tsou Tang, ed., China In Crisis, Vol. 2: China's Policies 
1n Asia and America's Alternatives, P• 102. 
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the policy is continued, the U.S. would sooner or later find 

itself at war with China. Such a war would certainly be 

undesirable. Moreover, the U.S. would probably have nothing 

to gain in such a war: 

China is today protected from the full mea
sures of American nuclear retaliation by 
her own technological backwardness; for she 
does not possess the number of industrial 
and population centers whose nuclear des
truction would spell her defeat.93 

Therefore, the U.S. would stand to lose no matter how she 

pursues the containment policy. If the U.S. is determined 

to contain China and yet an all-out military offensive against 

China is not feasible, the policy is self-defeating. The 

U.S. should either bring the means it is willing to employ 

into line with its objectives, or cut down its objectives to 

the measure of the means that it is willing to employ.94 

Perhaps, U.S. policy-makers in the past few years have .· 

finally come to realize the counterproductiveness of its 

containment policy. A rapprochement with the PRC appeared, 

for the first time, a plausible and more constructive alter~ 

native to the maintenance of the power balance in Asia. It 

seems that the U.S. is beginning to bring the objectives into 

line with the means. 

93Han~ J. Morg~nthau, "The United States a~d China,'' 
in Tsou Tang, ed., China In Crisis, Vol. 2: Chinas 
Policies in Asia and America's Alternatives, P• 102. 

9 4r bid • , p • 10 5 • 



Chapter 5 

RAPPROCHEMENT AND BEYOND 

The Setting For Rapprochement 

The dramatic turn in Sino-American relations came 

at the ·beginning of the 1970 1 s. But it was events in the 

late 1960 1 s that eventually made a rapprochement between 

Communist China and the United States possible. A necessity 

for a realignment of powers was a. major factor in the 

rapprochement decision. However, there were more compelling 

factors of a. domestic nature. 

The American economy, by the end of the '60-.! s, was 

considerably taxed by the skyrocketing defense budget, for 

which the Vietnam War and the necessity to maintain the 

nuclear balance with the Soviet Union were responsible. To 

sustain the war effort in Vietnam, Americans were more 

heavily taxed. Many public welfare programs and non-military 

research projects were deprived of adequate funding while 

the Pentagon continued to enjoy high priority in funding. 

But after 1968, it was apparent that the American public 

Was wearied of · the war ,in Vietnam, and growing impatience 

With U.S. involvement in the Far East in general was clearly 

discernible. Public opinion regarding Communist China has 

gradual.ly and significantly changed. Hostility toward the 

Communist regime in China showed signs of dissipating 1n 
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the late 1960 1 s. Perhaps, it was a realization of the 

destructiveness and futility of "the political blood that 

had been spilled in the United States in years past over 

the quest ion of who was responsible for China• s 'going 

Communist.•" 1 Sensing the shift in public sentiment, 

Presidential candidate Richard M. Nixon, the long-time foe 

of communism, took a surprisingly "soft" stance on the PRC 

during his campaign in 1968: 

Any American policy toward Asia must come 
urgently to grips with the reality of 
China •••• The world cannot be safe 
until China changes. Thus, our aim, to 
the extent that we can influence events, 
should be to induce change.2 

Nixon•s remarks still reflected the assumption that the 

Chinese Communists were "wrong," and that they should change 

their policies; but the rhetorical belligerency was noticeably 

gone. Hence, his position of "inducing change" implied a 

peaceful approach to the future of Sino-American relations. 

At this time, many in Washington also began to 

question the wisdom of U.S. containment policy in Asia. After 

almost a decade of military involvement in Vietnam, and with 

no "victory" in sight, it was only natural that Congressional 

leaders and State Department officials began to reassess the 

Practicability of this ~olicy. The Vietnam War showed 

1China and U.S. Foreign Policy (Washington, D.C.: 
Congressional Quarterly, Inc., 1971), P• 4. 

2 Ibid., p. 82. 
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clearly that the Communist insurgents could take on a 

country of U.S. military and economic might. As discussed 

earlier, since it was undesirable for the U.S. to provoke 

China into war, America was greatly restricted in the level 

of combat in Vietnam. After the U.S. had escalated the war 

to a certain level, any further intensification would incur 

a high risk of engaging in a general war with Communist China. 

This is the gist of Professor Morgenthau' s argument 

of "bringing the objectives into line with the means that 

one 1s willing to employ" discussed in the previous chapter. 

From the Vietnam experience, it is clear that u.s. military 

engagements in Asia cannot serve to "contain" China or 

Chinese communism. The concept of containment is unsound, 

or at least not functional as far as the Chinese Communist 

regime is concerned. U.S. policy-makers finally realized 

that an alternative to containment was necessary and more 

desirable in dealing with Communist China. A lessened anti

communist public sentiment enabled policy-makers to experi~ 

ment with a more amicable approach to relations with .the 

PRC. Moreover, as the U.S. was intent on withdrawing its 

forces from Vietnam, steps had to be taken to minimize the 

after-effects of the withdrawal.3 Hence, it was felt that 

a ••multilaterai balance, , of power in Asia," replacing the 

hitherto "Sino-American confrontation," was a desirable 

3Harold c. Hinton, Peking-Washington: Chinese 
E_oreign Policy and the United States (Beverly Hills: Sage 
Publications, 1976), p. 66. 
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alternative. At the close of the •60 1 s, a tentative con

sensus seemed to be for the U .s. -~ to establish some kind of 

diplomatic relations with the PRC. Communist China "will be 

a power to be reckoned with in the 1970s," commented former 

Secretary of Defense Roberts. McNamara in 1968.4 And in 

his opinion, in relating to the Peking government, "the U.S. 

must emphasize the common interest L-both countries_? share 

in avoiding war and hope that a dialogue can be started." 

Many U.S. policy-makers evidently shared this view in paving 

the way to rapprochement with the PRC. 

The Chinese Persnectives and Motives 

The Cultural Revolution era has seen Chinese foreign 

policy frozen "in a sterile posture of ideological militancy 

and hostility to nearly everyone."5 But the PRC emerged 

from the decade of internal political strife with an unusually 

enthusiastic and eager effort to mend those diplomatic fences. 

A prime reason was economics. China could ill-afford at 

this time hostility and potential military confrontations 

with any foreign nation. Its economy was in a shambles, 

largely neglected in the •6o•s as continuous political 

turmoil took the place of any coherent economic scheme. 

4Robert . S. ~1cNamara, The Essence of Security: 
Reflections in Office (New York: Harper and Row, 1968), 
p. 20. 

~arold c. Hinton, Peking-Washingt9n: Chinese 
foreign Policy and the United States, P• 26. 
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Another major objective in reestablishing friendly relations 

with these countries was to expand China's foreign trade. 

A healthy trade relations with friendly foreign nations 

could contribute significantly to China's economic recons

truction. 

A "stablilizing" and "moderating" force 1n PRC's 

foreign policy 1n the post-Cultural Revolution era was the 

emergence of the Army. Many high ranking military officers 

were elected at the Ninth Party Congress to hold key 

positions in the central and provisional organs of pow~r. 6 

In the much factionalized CCP leadership after the Cultural 

Revolutton, the army represented a unified and disciplined 

force which provided much stability for the country's 

foreign and domestic policies. The PRC soon found its 

friendly overtures rewarding. Foreign trade was steadily 

gaining momentum. Moreover, it earned a few more friends 

in the international arena. Canada recognized the Peking 

regime on October 25, 1970, soon followed by Japan and West 

Germany. Hm•rnver, the biggest boost to PRC' s international 

prestige and diplomatic position came in October 1971 when 

the United Nations voted to admit the PRC into its General 

Assembly membership. The seating of the PRC marked a minor 

defeat for the u~s. bec~use it had opposed the admission of 

6An Tai-sung, Nao Tse-tung' s Cultural Revolution 
(Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill Company, Inc., 1972), P• 103. 
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the PRC at the expense of the expulsion of Taiwan. The 

PRC's admission to the UN signified a.n impressive diplomatic 

"come back" on the part of the CCP leadership. The PRC not 

only has succeeded in mending diploma.tic fences damaged 

during the Cultural Revolution, it has gained the support 

of many Third World nations in the United Nations. · It has 

demonstrated once again its resolve to become a major world 

power. The new Chinese foreign policy was one step beyond 

"peaceful coexistence." It was one of actively courting 

friendly relationships with foreign powers, largely for 

economic reasons. But strategic and security considerations 

were also a major factor. It needed allies to counter

balance the increasing threat of a hostile Soviet Union. 

Encouraged by the apparent success of its new foreign 

policy, the CCP leadership began to consider extending its 

rapprochement policy to its relations with the United States. 

The PRC' s decision to . "befriend" the U .s. stemmed mainly 

from its growing anxiety over the Soviet Union's belliger

ency. Border "incidents" have steadily increased and wors·ened 

since the beginning of the Sino-Soviet rift. In light of 

this Soviet threat, the PRC viewed the Soviet-American 

detente with great unease. If the "collusion" between the 

Soviets and the Americans continued, the balance of power 

would tilt perilously against the PRC. 

Hence, it was mainly for national security reasons 

that the CCP leadership decided to attempt a peacefµl 
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overture toward the U.S. But as noted earlier, it was the 

changes in China's domestic scene after the Cultural Revolu

tion--chiefly in the more pragmatic and moderate new 

leadership--that ultimately made this shift in foreign policy 

possible. Moreover, some observers pointed out that the 

Chinese Communists also sensed the change in American public 

sentiment and domestic political climate: ".American policy 

statements a.re studied very carefully L-by Peking_7 and 

apparent changes in American strategy are quickly noted."7 

Hence, the CCP leadership decided to proceed with the daring 

rapprochement policy when it was convinced that the U.S. also 

had the desire to normalize relations with the PRC. 

The Chinese Communists' rapprochement decision came 

at a time when it was felt that the Soviet Union presented a 

greater danger to the Chinese Communist state than the U.S. 

did. The Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968 confirmed 

the PRC's worst fears about "the nature of Soviet leadership"-

the "socialist imperialists" as the Chinese called them. 8 

Therefore, the Chinese Communists were worried that the · 

Soviet Union might launch a preemptive nuclear strike against 

the Chinese mainland and especially their nuclear establish

ments in Sinkiang.9 Even if the Soviets refrained from a 

?Arthur Huck~ The Securit of China: Chinese A oroach 
to Problems of War and Strategy New Yorkt Columbia Univer-
sity Press, 1970), p. 89. 

8 
Ibid., P• 88. 

9An Tai-sung, M9.o Tse-tung' s Cultural Revolution, P• 91. 
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nuclear strike, their military superiority and strategic 

position in relation to China were too real a threat for 

the Chinese to comfortably live with. Partly to diminish 

the likelihood of a Soviet attack and to improve its 

maneuvering bargaining position with respect to the Soviet 

Union, and partly to thwart the Soviet-American "collusion," 

the PRC decided to seek a detente relationship with the U.S. 

In so doing, the PRC has hoped to play off the Soviet Union 

against the u.s. within this emerging international political 

framework of the Moscow-Washington-Peking-triangle. 

President Nixon's Visit to PRC 

Beginning ih 1969, the U.S. has made "friendly" 

gestures and initiatives in many areas with regards to 

Communist China (see Appendix A). In November 1969, patrol 

by the U.S. Navy's Seventh Fleet in the Taiwan Strait was 

suspended. On March 15, 1971, the state Department termin

ated all restrictions on the use of American passports for 

travel to the PRC. And on April 14, 1971, the U.S. lifted 

its trade embargo on China. On April 6, 1971, the PRC 

in turn invited an American table tennis team, then in 

Japan, to visit mainland China. These Americans were the 

first to visit the PRC ~fter the Nixon administration 

lifted all travel restrictions to the Communist state. 

The invitation was highly "symbolic." It was PRC's subtle 

indication of its desire to improve relations with the U.S. 

The overture to Sino-American rapprochement was aptly 
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dubbed "ping-pong diplomacy." President Nixon first 

indicated his hope to visit the People's Republic "sometime 

in some capacity" in April 1971. His position on the new 

direction in Sino-American relations was a cautious but 

positive one: 

We are prepared to establish a dialogue 
with Peking. We cannot accept its ideolo
gical precepts, or the notion that Communist 
China must exercise hegemony over Asia. But 
neither do we wish to imuose on China an 
international position that denies its legi
timate national interests.10 

Certain risks were involved for both nations in 

pursuing this rapprochement policy. For the PRC, there was 

the fear of a "backlash"--that the policy might provoke some 

sort of Soviet retaliation. For the Americans, a normaliza

tion of relations with the PRC might jeopardize u.s. detente 

with the Soviet Union~as well as its relations with Je.pan. 11 

But apparently both decided that the necessity for and the 

benefits of a Sino-American rapprochement ou~weighed those 

apprehensions. Presidential Assistant Henry A. Kissinger 

began the first of several visits to the PRC on July 9-15, 

1971. His talks with Premier Chou En-lai were said· to be 

essentially "exploratory." There was no discussion on the 

Soviet Union nor the issue of UN representation for the PRC. 

lO"Nixon • s Foreign Policy Message to Congress, · 
February 25, 1971, ~• in Roderick MacFarquhar, S1no-A.mer1can 
Relations 1949-1971 (New Yorlc: Praeger Publishers, Inc., 
1972), p. 252. · 

' ' 

11Harold C. Hinton, Peking-Washinffton: 
Foreign Pol icy and the United Stat es, P • . 1 • 

Chinese 
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The main single topic was the possibility of a visit to the 

PRC by President Nixnn.12 The talks resulted in an agree

ment that President Nixon would visit China before May 1972. 

In late October 1971, Kissinger left for China again to 

further discuss the details of the President's official 

visit. It was later announced that President Nixon would 

go to the PRC in early 1972. The announcement would have 

sent "shock waves" over Congress if it was made a decade ago, 

Senate Minority Leader Hugh Scott observed. But most 

Americans received the news with equanimity, a sure sign that 

public opinion had changed--the American people had generally 

accepted the prospect of a reconciliation with Communist 

China.13 John Stewart Service, a former foreign service 

officer, perhaps represented the generally supportive and 

optimistic public opinion in his testimony before the 

Senate Committee on Foreign Relations on February 7, 1972: 

Just the mere fact of talking is very impor
tant. If ••• President Nixon's visit 
doesn't really achieve anything, it has 
already accomplished a great deal ••• • We 
are looking at China in a new way, not 
treating it as merely to be excluded and 
contained and so on.14 

12Harold c. Hinton, Peking-Washington: Chinese 
Foreign Policy and the United States, P• 37 • 

13China and United States Foreign Policy, 
p. 4. 

14u.s., Congress, Senate, Committee on Foreign 
Relations China and the United States: Today and Yester
day, Hearin,'CS, before the Committee on Foreign Relations 
on "China Today and the Course of Sino-u.s. Relations Over 
Past Few Decades" 92nd Cong., 2d sess., February 7 & 8, 
1 ' 972, p. JJ. 
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Raymond P. Ludden, also a foremer foreign service agent, 

added: "I don't believe that anything is going to happen on 

the morning after President Nixon departs China that is 

going to be earth-shattering, but the very fact that it is 

being done after this long period is most encouraging." 

The American people generally expressed approval of Nixon's 

rapprochement policy with Communist China. 

On the other hand, the CCP leadership found it neces

sary to justify its latest foreign policy to its people, and 

especially to the radical factions within the Party hierarchy. 

It branded the shift in Sino-American relations a "great 

triumph for Mao's 'revolutionary diplomatic line. 11115 The 

rationale being that Nixon had admitted "the failure of the 

American policy of containing the PRC" by relaxing restric- · 

tions on trade and travel, by expressing an interest in 

visiting the PRC, and most importantly, by beginning to 

withdraw from Vietnam (American troops were totally with

draltm from Vietnam by early 197.3). It therefore follows that 

by allowing the Americans to peaceably approach China, it 

would "throw the Soviet Union off balance, aggravate the 

'contradictions' between the U.S. on the one hand and its 

Asian 'lackeys' and the Soviet Union on the other, and 

promote the 'liberation•' of Taiwan in the long run." 16 This 

15Harold c. Hinton, Peking-Washington: Chinese 
Forei~ Policy and the United States, P• JO. 

16Ibid., PP• JO-J1. 
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was one of the few occasions where the CCP leadership had 

to modify the thrust of its domestic policy so that it would 

be 1n line with its current goals in foreign policy. Anti

Soviet revisionism was stressed while anti-American imper

ialism was do~mplayed in the PRC's internal political and 

economic policies. Because of the importance of the rapproche

ment to its national security, the PRC had to make certain 

concessions with regards to its "ideological principles" and 

indirectly its economic policies. 

President Nixon's official visit to the PRC from 

February 21 to February 28, 1972, was a landmark in the 

history of PRC-u.s. relations. The cordiality on both sides 

during the visit marked the initial success of the rapproche

ment policy. The Nixon party arrived at Peking's Hung Chiao 

Airport on February 21. A meet 1ng was arranged for President 

Nixon and Mao Tse-tung that same afternoon. Some observed 

that this showed the importance the Chinese gave to the 

Nixon visit. Their meeting was described as 11 frank and 

serious.n17 At the banquet that evening in the Great Hall 

of the _People, Chou En-lai proposed a toast to the Nixon 

party, saying that the visit was a "positive move." President 

in turn remarked that "more people are seeing and hearing 

what we say than on any other occasion in the whole history 

of the world." That was perhaps an overstatement. On 

n.c.: 
17china and u .s. Foreign Policy (2nd ed.; Washington, 

Congressional Quarterly, Inc., 1973), P• 1. 
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February 22, Nixon and Chou met for four hours of policy 

discussions. · Secretary of State William P. Rogers held 

separate conference with the Chinese Foreign Minister Chi 

Peng-fei. That evening the Americans attended a special 

performance of "The Red Detachment of Women," a revolutionary 

ballet produced by Chiang Ch'ing. The following day Nixon 

and Chou met for four more hours of talks. The First Lady 

visited an agricultural cooperative near Peking and the 

Peking Glassware Factory. In the evening, they attended an 

exhibition of gymnastics and table tennis. On February 24, · 

the Americans were led on a tour to the Great Wall of China. 

President Nixon, atop the Great Wall, exclaimed: nAs we 

look at this wall, we do not want walls of any kind between 

peoples." The party then visited the Ming Tombs. Nixon 

and Chou then met for another three hours of talks. On 

February 25, the American visitors toured the Forbidden 

City. In the afternoon, Nixon and Chou had an hour-long 

private talks. At the banquet that evening, President Nixon 

again alluded to the Great Wall imagery; he noted that the 

two countries had "begun the long process of removing that 

wall between us. 0 18 On February 26, the Americans were 

flown to Hangchow where they were guests of Nan Ping, chair

man of the Revolutionary Committee of Chekiang Province. On 

February 27, the last full day of the visit, the Nixon party 

18China and U.S. Foreign Policy, 2nd ed., P• J. 
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was accompanied by Chou En-lai to Shanghai. There they 

issued a joint communique. The historic visit ended on 

February 28 when the Nixon's and accompanying American 

officials returned to Andrews Air Force Base in Maryland. 

The Shanghai Communique and Immediate Impact 
Of the Nixon Visit 

Presidential Assistant Henry A. Kissinger, who was 

instrumental in arranging the Nixon visit, held a press 

conference in Shanghai on February 27, mainly to answer 

questions regarding the Shanghai Communique ("The Joint Com

munique Issued at Shanghai") and the Nixon visit in general. 

When asked what features of the Communique indicated signifi

cant steps by China toward rapprochement since the beginning 

of the "ping-pong diplomacy," Kissinger replied and listed 

the following: "The formalization of exchanges encouraged by 

the two governments, the opening of trade encouraged by the 

two governments, the establishment of a diplomatic mechanism 

for continued contact, the joint statement of some general 

principles of international relations, the joint statement of 

some basic approaches to the view of the world with respect 

to, for instance, the section which includes the reference to 

hegemony. • • • n 19 

The Shanghai Communique is more than a mere statement 

of formality. It reveals substantively and comprehensively 

19Chin~ and U.S. Foreign Policy, 2nd ed., P• 3. 
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the position of the two former rivals in relation to ea.ch 

other, and in relation to the world community: their res

pective stance on major foreign policy issues such as Korea, 

Indochina, Vietnam, Taiwan, and Japan. It is important to 

note how these positions had changed or not changed as a 

result of the Sino-American rapprochement. One may thereby 

gain insight to the possible future trends in Sino-American 

relations. 

Notably missing in the Shanghai Communique is any 

reference to the sensitive issue of Sino-Soviet-Americ•an 

relations. But the U .s., in the Communique, baslcally 

reaffirmed its emphasis on mutual understanding and goodwill . 

among nations. The U.S. stated its stance regarding the 

rapprochement as follows: 

The United States believes that the effort 
to reduce tensions is served by improving 
communication between countries that have 
different ideologies so as to lessen the 
risks of confrontation through accident, 
miscalculation or misunderstanding •••• 
No country should claim infallibility and 
each country should be prepared to re-exam20 ine its own attitudes for the common good. 

The PRC on the other hand stated its position in more poli

tical terms. It conceded that "China will never be a super

power and it opposes hegemony and power politics of any kind." 

20u .s., Congress, House, Committee on International 
Relations, United States-China Relations: The Process of . 
Normalization of Relations, Hearings, before the Special 
Subcommittee on Investigations of the Committee on Inter
national Relations, 94th Cong., November 18, December 8, 17, 
1975, and February 2, 1976, P• 182. 
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But it asserted that "1t firmly supports the struggle of all 

the oppressed people and nations for freedom and liberation." 

Moreover, it expressed the view that all nations have the 

right "to safeguard L-their _7 independence, sovereignty and · 
territorial integrity" against "foreign aggression, inter

ference, control and subversion. 1121 Although the PRC seemed 

to be adhering to the propagandistic so characteristic of its 

foreign relations conduct, there were ample signs in the 

Communique that indicated its genuine interest in normaliz

ing relations with the U.S. The two countries came to an 

agreement on the following points: 

Progress tmvard the normalization of 
relations between China and the U.S. is in 
the interests of all countries; 

Both wish to reduce the danger of inter
national military confiict; 

Neither should seek hegemony in the Asia
Pacific region and each is opposed to efforts 
by any other country or group of countries to 
establish such hegemony •••• 22 

The major achievement perhaps was the agreement regarding 

non-interference and non-aggression in the Asia-Pacific 

area. It implied an official end to the U.S. containment 

policy in Asia, as well as a promise from the Peking regime 

that it would not seek to exert undue influence on its 

neighboring cou.-ritries. However, this does not mean that we 

21u.s., Congress, House, Committee on International 
Relations, United States-China Relations: The Process of 
Normalization of Relations, Hearings, before the Special 
Subcommittee on Investigations of the Committee on Inter
national Relations, 94th Cong., November 18, December 8, 17, 
1975, and February 2, 1976, P• 18J. 

22Ibid. 
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can expect political stability in the East and South Asian 

region as a result of the rapprochement. The PRC has also 

indicated in the Communique that it firmly supports "the 

peoples of Vietnam, Laos and Cambodia in their efforts for 

the attainment of their goal." This can be interpreted to 

mean that the PRC would still take a vested interest in 

ensuring that settlements in these countries be acceptable 

to the Chinese Communist regime. 

The question of Taiwan remained a focal point in 

this phase of the rapprochement policy. As the Chinese put 

it: "The Taiwan question is the crucial question obstructing 

the normalization of relations between China and the United 

States." But the Shanghai Communique reflected a much more 

flexible and conciliatory U.S. position on this question. 

It suggested U.S. willingness to compromise on this ussue in 

return for "normalized relations" with Communist China. 

Incidentally, this position was subsequently criticized by 

many Congressional leaders, and proved to be an extremely 

unpopular stance with the American public. The PRC demanded 

that it be recognized as the sole legal government of China, 

and that Taiwan was "a prbvince of China." Therefore, it 

demanded the withdrawal of all u.s. forces and military 

installations from Taiw'an as the U.S. had no right in inter

fering with "China's internal affair." The U.S. has almost 

conceded to all of these demands, judging from its state

ments in the Communique. In sum, it stated that "the U .s. 
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Government does not challenge" the position that "there is 

but one China and that Taiwan is a part of China. 11 2J It 

advocated the "peaceful settlement of the Taiwan question 

by the Chinese themselves." Hence, the "ultimate objective" 

of the U.S. in this regard would be "the withdrawal of all 

U.S. forces and military installations from Taiwan." But 

meanwhile, the U.S. would "progressively reduce its forces 

and military installations on Taiwan as the tension in the 

area diminishes." Judging from the Nixon visit and the 

Shanghai Communique, the U.S. seemed to be eager to normalize 

relations with China. The American position on rapprochement, 

compared with the Chinese, seemed to be much more concilia

tory and compromising. Therefore, it is a small personal 

and political victory for Mao and his "revolutionary people." 

But the fact that the Chinese even conceded to opening a 

dialogue with the U.S. was itself a very amicable gesture. 

In the last analysis, it was the two countries' changing 

internal political climate and international strategic 

considerations that ultimately brought them to a rapproche

ment. 

Among the measures proposed in the Shanghai Communique 

for furthering mutual understanding and continuing contacts 

23u.s., Congress, House, Committee on International 
Relations, United Sta.tes-China Relations: The Process of 
Normalization of Relations, Hearings, before the Special 
1rubcommittee on Investigations of tfie Committee on Inter
national Relations, 94th Cong., November 18, December 8, 17, 
1975, and February 2, 1976, P• 18J. 
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were the exchange of senior diplomatic representatives and 

the "progressive development of trade" between the two 

countries. The first goal was attained soon after Kissinger's 

fifth visit to the PRC on February 15, 1973. He discussed 

with the Chinese the establishment of a "liason office" in 

each capital in the interest of "accelerating the normaliza

tion of relations.'' An agreement was reached on February 22. 

The 1 iason offices were set up a few months thereafter; they 

a.re embassies 1n everything but name. The significance of 

the liason offices, as Harold Hinton pointed out, 

was not the bus1.ness they transacted, which 
was generally routine, but the simple fact 
that they existed, both in case of urgent 
need and as symbols of the improving state 
of Sino-American relations.24 

In the area of Sino-American trade relations, pro

gress has been impressive since the Nixon visit. The U.S. 

began relaxing trade restrictions on the PRC as early as 

in 1969 (see Appendix A). By 1972 when President Nixon 

visited the country, "the PRC was placed on the same level 

as the Soviet Union for export control purposes ••• goods 

exportable to the Soviet Union without explicit approval of 

the Department of Commerce could also be exported to China 

under general license."25 As a result, total volume of 

24J!a.rold c~ Hinton, Peking-Washin~ton: Chinese 
Foreign Policy and the United States, P• J3• 

25u S Department of Commerce, Domestic and Inter
national Bu;i~~ss Administration, Overseas Business Re orts: 
Doing Business With China, ___ OBR 74- 9 October 197 , P• 1. 
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Sino-American trade has expanded from $5 million in 1971 and 

$96 million in 1972, to $804 million in 1973. According to 

a more recent source,26 trade volume was $933.8 million in 

1974, and it fell to $400 million in 1975 because of an -

international payment deficit that the PRC has incurred of 

about $1 billion. But in 1975, Chinese cotton textile 

exports to the U.S. rose sharply, to a position among foreign 

suppliers of the American market second only to that of 

Hong Kong. The drastic increase in trade volume between 1972 

and 1973 is indicative of the improved relationship since 

President Nixon's visit. 

The U.S. official report cited also pointed out 

that "economic independence" is the PRC's principle in 

foreign trade. Hence, China has avoided long-term foreign 

credit; its commercial indebtedness to non-Communist countries 

has been very low while its reserves of gold are apparently 

adequate in view of·1 its total trade volume. 27 The Chinese 

do believe that development of foreign and economic relations 

with most nations 1s important to China's new policy of 

"maximizing the potential contribution of foreign trade to 

economic development." China now has trade relations with 

over 100 countries. But the PRC is wary of depending on any 

2~arold c. Hinton, Peking-Washington: Chinese 
Forei~n Policy and the United States, PP• 54-55. 

27u S Departm~nt of Commerce, Domestic and Inter
national Bu;i~;ss Administration, Overseas Business Re ort: 
Doing Business With China, OBR 74- 9 October 197 , P• 2 • 
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one country for this potential contribution. The PRC 

government has stressed, instead, the necessity of becoming 

self-sufficient through development of its own production 

capabilities and .through adoption of foreign technology. 

However, it has allowed very few foreign engineers and 

experts to participe.te in its construction and industriali

zation programs. It is therefore conceivable that China 

still has misgivings about the role of Soviet aid in the 

ill-fated Great Leap Forward. That unpleasant experience 

may serve as a reminder of the unreliability of foreign 

aid--econom1c or otherwise, direct assistance or through tlte 

medium of international trade. But the vastly flourishing 

trade between the U.S. and the PRC since rapprochement 

indeed symbolizes the steady progress in normalization of 

overall relations. 

The Status of Taiwan and Other Issues in the 
Future of Rapprochement Policy 

The Sino-American rapprochement, in a political sense, 

has attained a certain degree of success. But there is still 

plenty of room for improvement in mutual trust and understand

ing on certain sensitive and crucial issues. The status of 

Taiwan has remained one of these potential threat to the 

success of the rapprochement policy. Moreover, between 1973 

and 1976, both the PRC and the U.S. have experienced rather 

extraordinary turmoil in their top leadership. But the new 

Sino-American "detentett seemed to have survived the critical 
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test reasonably well. The basic approaches outlined in the 

Shanghai Commmrique have been consistently adhered to. The 

Chinese apparem~ly agreed with the Americans that the 

resignation of President Nixon in August 1974, would not. 

affect the principles of rapprochement between the two 

countries. On the other hand, the recent turnover in the 

CCP leadership may have more profound effects on the future 

of Sino-American relations. The death of Chiang Kai-shek, 

Chou En-lai, and Mao Tse-tung may very well signify the 

beginning of a new era in Sino-American relations. These 

three Chinese political leaders were largely responsible for 

the shaping of Sino-American relations since World War II. 

Their passing away may unveil an entirely different approach 

to the relationship and to foreign policy in general. Since 

the death of Chou and Mao, the expected power struggle in 

CCP's top leadership seems to be intensifying. The pu~ge of 

Teng Hsiao-ping and Chiang Ch'ing, many observers believe, 

is only the beginning of a long and rugged transition to 

China's post-Mao era. We can expect an extended period of 

uncertainty where a dramatic turnabout 1n China's U.S. policy 

is not entirely improbable. 

The question of Taiwan has always been a major issue 

for contention, both militarily and politically, in past 

Sino-American relations. Even after the 1972 Nixon visit and 

the subsequent relative cordiality between the two countries, 

there remained a great deal of resentment over the Taiwan 
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issue. Before the rapprochement policy, the U.S. has 

regarded Taiwan (the Republic of China) as part of its 

military defense zone in Asia. Taiwan was a crucial strong- · 

hold and military base for the U.S. policy of eontainment of 

China. There was little hope that the U.S. would give up 

its "defensive" defense of Taiwan. The U .s. ,regarded 

Taiwan as an ally and trading partner; the security and 

defense of Taiwan was regarded as paramount to protecting 

U.S. interests in the Far East. The two are also bound by 

a mutual defense treaty. On the other hand, the Chinese 

Communists were unrelenting in their claim and military 

efforts to "liberate" Taiwan. Hence, in those days of 

containment policy, a peaceful compromise or negotiation to 

resolve the issue was all but a whimsical thought. But some 

critics have suggested that if China were to acquire 

sufficient nuclear capabllity--the capability to deliver 

nuclear weapons on the u.s.--a solution might be feasible. 

Their rationale was that under those circumstances, the 

Nationalist regime might come to "regard American support 

for Taiwan as somewhat less than certain,. and seek an 

accommodation with the mainland government."28 But of course, 

this . is only a theoretical speculation. 

The Shanghai Communique, however, might as well have 

put serious doubts in the Taiwan regime regarding the 

28Geoffray Jukes, quoted in Arthur Huck, The Securi
ty of China: Chinese Apnroaches To Problems of War and 
St rat e gy , p • 8 7 • 
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reliability of American support. Sympathizers and supporters 

of Taiwan on Capitol Hill have registered vehement protests 

to the Nixon position on Taiwan as stated in the Communiqueca 

Congressman Earl Landgrebe of Indiana remfnded other u.s. 
policy-makers that Taiwan "was key to control of the 

Phillippines, Japan, and Korea," while Representative James 

Martin of North Carolina. expressed that "an American commit- · 

ment to continued friendship with the Republic of China • • • 

may entice both the Republic of China and the People's 

Republic of China to coexist without resort to hostilities. 029 

Congressman Robin Beard's view is perhaps the most represen

tative of the objections to the Shanghai Communique: 

Although the administration has been criti
cized for excessive ardor in making conces
sions to Peking, its basic goal of seeking 
accommodation as a step toward peace is one 
in which the vast majority of Americans 
concur. H owevcr, it makes no more sense to 
abandon relations with or commitments to 
Taiwan than it would to suddenly reverse 
our policy of negotiating with Peking.JO 

There were others who were simply outraged by the rapproche

ment policy as far as it affected the Taiwan regime. They 

considered the U.S. position on Taiwan in the Shanghai 

Communique a "sell out" to the people of Taiwan. As Senator 

Barry Goldwater put it: 

29congress1onal Record, "Why the U .s • Should Stand 
Fast in Support of Free China," 9Jrd Cong., 1st sess., 
1973, p. 6. 

30ib1d. , p. 10 • 
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How we could sacrifice our many years of 
successful aid to a developing nation which 
has lived up to our expectations in every 
respect and supported the U.S. on all inter
national issues of major importance is ••• 
beyond me.31 · 

The support for Ta.iwan--"free China''--in the U.S. is likely 

to remain steady and powerfu1.32 Even if the administration 

has the long-term goal of letting the Chinese themselves 

settle the issue, as it has so indicated in the Communique, 

the U.S. will not "abandon" Taiwan in the foreseeablo future. 

It will be a cautious, calculated, and gradual withdrawal of 

troops and military inst~llations that takes into account 

PRC's reciprocal good-will in this matter. 

Recent trends indicate that the positions of the two 

sides are basically unchanged since the Shanghai Communique. 

In an address to the cadres of Tientsin Municipal Garrison 

Command on May 20, 1975, Chinese Foreign Minister Ch'iao 

Kuan-hua said: "The subject of my talk today is the inter

national situation. Taiwan is a part of Chinese territory, 

31Quoted in The Price of Detente: Should Free China 
Be Sacrificed? (Washington, D.C.: Capital Publishers, Inc., 
n.d.), p. 6. 

32Harold Hinton cited a recent Gallup Poll indicat
ing that 70 percent of the American public is unwilling to 
see American recognition withdra~m from the Republic of 
China even if that is n~cessary to the establishment of 
diplomatic relations with the PRC. He added that "the 
conservatives in the U.S. a.re obviously going to remain a 
significant, although not necessarily dominant, political 
force." But he also believes that the conservatives are 
"less likely to take or command action directly calculated 
to complicate the Sino-American detente." (Harold c. Hinton, 
Pekin~-Washington: Chinese Forei n Polic and the United 
States, p. 3 • 
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and therefore, it has no place in my talk."33 This remark 

serves well to reflect the persistent and uncompromising . 

position of the PRC on Taiwan. It is still insisting that 

Taiwan is part of China. and that the eventual and inevitable 

"liberation" of Taiwan 1s China's "internal affair." On the 

other hand, the recent u.s. view is a categorical reaffirma

tion of its stance--on Taiwan, diplomatic, cultural and 

scientific exchanges, and bilateral trade relations--as 

stated in the Shanghai Communique.34 The Department of State 

statement acknowledged that there are "a number of unresolved 

bilateria.l issues, including the problem of Taiwan." But it 

expressed a positive attitude toward an eventual resolution 

of these issues, stressing that 0 the fundamental geopolitical 

considerations that caused us to work out the present rela

tionship remain valid and lend it a degree of stability it 

might otherwise laclr." Preserving global equilibrium, 

reducing dangers of conflict in Asia, and promoting possibi

lities for cooperation or compatible action on global issues 

were cited by the U.S. as the major benefits of the Sino

American rapprochement. These are perhaps the major 

"geopoli tica.l considerations" referred to. The U .s • seemed 

33warren K~o, ed., Foreign-policy Speeches by 
Qhincrne Com..rnunist Leaders 1963-1975 (Republic of China: 
Institute of International Relations Press, 1976), P• J4. 

34statement of Philin c. Habib, Assistant Secretary 
of State for East Asian and ~ac1f1c Affairs, before the 
Subcommittee on Investigations of the House Committee on 
International Relations, December 17, 1975, in U.S., Depart
ment of State, Bureau of Public Affairs, Office of Media 
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committed to the process of normalization of relations with 

the PRC. As a State Department spokesman pointed out, the 

U.S. has rather unceremoniously reduced its forces on Taiwan 

from 10,000 at the time of the Shanghai Communique to 2,500 

in early 1976.35 

The other important aspect of the Sino-American 

rapprochement is the emergence of the Peking-Noscow-Washington 

triangle as a. result of the realignment. The future of this 

triangular relationship will be increasingly intricate, as 

complex as it already is now. The Chinese have argued that 

the U.S. should "pay mor~ attention to where the foucs of 

the Soviet threat is located." It has tried to convince the 

U.S. that the Soviet threat is now greater in Europe than 

in Asia, and therefore, U.S. ·defense must focus on Europe.36 

The Chinese seem to be trying to play the u.s. and the Soviet 

Union one against tho other. The PRC has also hinted a . 

possibility of joint Sino-American cooperation on military 

Services, News Release: U .s. Policy Tewa.rd the People's 
Republic of China (December 1975), P• J. 

35statement of Winston Lord, Director of the Policy 
Planning Staff, Department of State, before the Subcommittee 
on Future Foreign Policy Research and Development of the 
House Committee on International Relations, in U.S., Depart
ment of State, Bureau of Public Affairs, Office of Media 
Services, News Release:, The United States( 'the Soviet 
Union, and the People's Republic of ChinaMarch 23, 1976), 
p. J. 

J6u.s., Congress, House, Committee on International 
Relations, u.s.-China: Future Foreign Policy Directions, 
Renart of a Stud~ Mission to the People's Republic of China 
Anr11 17-23, 197, 94th Cong., 2d sess., August 10, 1976, 
p. 4. 
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matters. This latest Chinese maneuvre may not be motivated 

by avarice or expansionist intentions, but rather out of a 

genuine fear of a Soviet attack on China. A Department of . 

State spokesman in turn ~~cknowledged that the U .s. would 

not want to see the Sino-Soviet rivalry escalate into 

"large-scale clashes" as that would be dangerous for global 

stability. He conceded that with regards to the Soviet 

Union and the PRC, it would be advantageous for the U.S. · 

"to have better relations with each of the other two actors 

than they have with one another. 11 But he asserted that: 

Our interests compel us to pursue our well
established policies of seeking improved 
relations with both the u.s.s.n. and China. 
Both courses are essential for maintaining 
a global equilibrium and shaping a more 
peaceful and positive international struc
ture •••• The progress of our policies 
toward both the Soviets and the Chinese 
requires a solid domestic foundation--our 
material strength, our unity of purpose, 
our appreciation of the realities around 
us.37 _ 

When South Vietnam "fell" to the communists in May 

1975, there was a notable absence of 1nd1gnance or shock in 

the u.s. that may be expected of in the 1950's and 1960 1 s. 

Instead·, the U .s. reaction was resignation and perhaps even 

relief. This may indicate how drastically the U.S. position 

37statement of Winston Lord, Director of the Policy 
Planning staff, Department of State, before the Subcommittee 
on Future Foreign Policy Research and Development of the 
House Committee on International Relations, in U.S., Depart
ment of State, Bureau of Public Affairs, Office of Media 
Services, News Release: The United States, the Soviet 
Union, and the People's Republic of China (March 23, 1976), 
pp. J-4. 
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regarding the Chinese Communists has changed over the last 

few years. The U.S. has indeed indicated a determination 

to completely withdraw its troops from South Vietnam in 

the Shanghai Communique. In fact, .that anticipated with

drawal was one of the reasons why U.S. decided to restore 

relations with the PRC in the hope of preventing a lop

sided dominance of that region by a power--Communist China-

hostile to the U .s. The mild U .s. :·reaction to the Vietnam 

"defeat" shows that the U.S. has been true to the spirit 

of the rapprochement as it conceived it. The continued 

warmth and support toward the rapprochement policy was shown 

in President Ford's comment on December 7, 1975; Ford 

described the new U.S. relations with the PRC as "becoming 

a permanent feature of the international political land

scape.n.38 

But the PRC, on the other hand, has shown certain 

lack of enthusiasm in the Sino-American detente in the past 

two years. President Ford's visit to the PRC in December 

1975, was disappointingly lacking in substance. Ford was 

being "lectured" by Mao and Teng Hsiao-ping, according to 

one author, and the "degree of cordiality was little more 

38~uoted 1n the · statement of Philip C. Habib, 
Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian Affairs, before 
the Subcommittee on Investigations of the House Committee 
on International Relations, December 17, 1975, in U.S., 
Department of State, Bureau of Public Affairs, Office of 
Media Services, News Release: U .s. Policy Toward the 
People's Republic of China, December 197.5, P• 4. 
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than was required by the laws of hospitality. 11 39 No new 

agreements were made on the unresolved issues involving 

Taiwan and Indochina, and no new grounds were uncovered for 

further improvement of Sino-American relations. A mere 

reaffirmation of the 1972 aggrements were uttered by both 

sides. That may be considered a minor setback in itself. 

One of the reasons for this "coolness" could be found in the 

international political scene of the past four years. The 

two countries have disagreed on several major international , 

issues such as the Middle East settlement, the Korea ques

tion, Indochina and Cambodia, nuclear development, and more 

importantly, the PRC's military presence in and assistance to 

Black Africa. Both sides felt the increasing pressure from 

the Soviet Union. The U.S. is committed to the Soviet-American 

detente and the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks and does not 

wish these to be jeopardized by its detente with the PRC. It 

feels compelled to strike a balance between its detente with 

the Soviets on the one hand and with the Chinese on the 

other. The PRC has expected more from the U.S. in the 

detente relationship to counter the Soviet threat; but it 

has apparently been disappointed. But an overwhelming 

reason for China's recent "withdrawal" may be internal. The 
I 

CCP leadership has been undergoing a not-so-peaceful period 

3%arold C. Hinton, PekinP:"-Washin~ton: 
Foreign Policy and the United States, P• 4. 

Chinese 
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of transition since the death of Chou En-lai. And now with 

the departure of Hao, the·1nternal strife is beginning to 

surface. It has the potential of a struggle even more 

virulent than the Cultural Revolution. Perhaps for the 

first time since the Cultural Revolution, the Chinese are 

once again embroiled with internal political problems. The 

impact of these internal .crises on China's future foreign 

policy can be expansive. It is possible that the Sino

American detente will have to be stalemated from now on. 

Whatever the outcome of the current power struggle in the 

CCP leadership, the Sino-American detente will be facing its 

fiercest test yet. 

Conclusion: A Glimpse Of the Future 

The recent signs of : "coolness" in the Sino-American 

detente can be dangerous. If the relationship is not 

"reactivated" or is allowed to deteriorate, it would mean a 

potential disruption of the global equilibriwn. Yet the 

possibility may not be too remote if renewed initiatives 

from both sides are not made in the near future. There are 

many external factors that could have stalled progress in 

the detente in recent months. Chiefly, the Soviet Union 

stands hauntingly in the way of a progressive Sino-American 

detente. Recent tensions between the U.S. and the Soviet 

Union have forced the U.S. to direct the focus of its 

foreign policy to the various "trouble areas 0 --mainly the 
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Middle East a.mi southern Africa. · The Soviet-American detente 

seems to be om shaky grounds recently. Hence, the U.S. is 

compelled to ;}1)roceed more cautiously with the Sino-American 

detente. It is unwise to provoke further Soviet hostility 

toward the U.S. cons~dering the present unsettling situation. 

But there als~ may be internal factors contributing to the 

recent stalemate in Sino-American relations. A shift in the 

public reconciliatory sentiment toward the Communists could 

substantially affect future U.S. directions in Sino-American 

relations. Harold Hinton explains that some Americans may 

now feel that: 

the People's Republic of China remains essen
tially an adversary and even a threat, that 
therefore no concessions to it are justified 
except to the extent that they clearly serve 
American interests, and that now that the 
U.S. is no longer involved significantly in 
Indochina no further need for concessions to 
the PRC exists.~O 

The fear that the Chinese Communists are basically 

incompatible with or even belligerent toward the U.S. is 

perhaps justified. A U.S. assessment of Sino-American 

relations must take into consideration China's domestic 

policy·. Domestic policy in this case includes the compon

ents of China•s social and political system, its ideological 

tenets, certain cultural and national characteristics, its 

historical and economic developments, and current internal 

40Harold c. Hinton, Pekinp.:-Washinp;ton: Chinese 
Foreign Policy and the United States, P• 81. 
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state of affairs. A sense of Chinese culture and history 

is necessary in comprehending the CCP leadership's foreign 

policy decisions. One critic pointed out that the seemingly 

inconsistent, mercurial foreign policy of Communist China 

has its roots in the principle of contradiction--the constant 

interaction of opposites--of Chinese philosophy. 41· Therefore, 

an understanding of Chinese foreign policy today "requires 

an appreciation of those twin forces" that are constantly 

changing in form and relative weight. It would also help, in 

understanding the Chinese basic attitudes toward foreign 

relations, to recognize that China's leaders, by virtue of 

their Chinese heritage and communist past, are trained to 

think in historical terras,42 The Chinese Communist interpre

tation of history has cast America as a reincarnation of 

Germany and Japanese imperialism that were responsible for 

writing a most oppressive page in recent Chinese history·. 

Hence, the Chinese has a very fundamental sense of suspicion 

and hatred toward the Americans. On the more pragmatic 

level, there are other internal factors that affect the 

process of Chinese foreign policy formulation. Vanity, 

expediency, the worl{1ng out of personal and ideological 

41Robert A. Scala.pine, "The Cultural Revolution and 
Chinese Foreign Policy," in Michel Olcsenberg; Carl Riskin; 
Robert A. Scalapino; and Ezra F. Vogel, The Cultura~ Revo
lution: 1967 In Review (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan, 
1968), p. 91. 

42pranz Schurman "The Attack of the Cultural 
Revolution On Ideology a.~d Organization,., 1n Ho Ping-ti and 
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differences among rival domestic leaders, and efforts to 

reduce domestic disequilibrium by deflecting unrest onto a 

foreign adversary, all contribute to the outcome of that 

process.43 Moreover, personality, style, and personal 

philosophy of the ranking CCP leaders have controlling 

influence in the shaping of Chinese foreign policy~-much more 

so than in the case of the U.S. 

In the post-Cultural Revolution era, Chou En-lai 

has skillfully directed Chinese foreign policy along a 

pragmatic and moderate course, in the interest of securing 

China's international position as well as facilitating its 

economic reconstruction. It was during those years of 

China•s relative domestic tranquillity and moderation that a 

Sino-American rapprochement was made possible. Chinese 

politics, domestic or foreign, is very leader-oriented; it 

is politics based on personality cult much more than poli

tical clout. And the cult of Mao and his leadership is 

without dispute a most powerful force in China• s political 

scene. In the past half-century, Mao has been able to 

score resounding victories over rivals who might have had 

greater support--political clout--among the rank and file of 

Tsou Tang, ~ds., China In Crisis, Vol. 1: Chinese Heritage 
and the Corn.munist Political S stem (Chicago: rrhe University 
of Chicago Press, 19 8 , p. 5 3. 

43Albert Feuerwerker, "Relating to the International 
Community," in Michel Oksenberg, ed., China's Developmental 
Exnerience (New York: The Academy of Political Science and 
Columbia University Press, 1973), P• 42. 
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the CCP. Although Chou En-lai was by fa~ not as charis

matic a leader as Mao was, he was the sole architect of 

China's foreign policy in recent years and had significantly 

contributed to stabilizing the post-Cultural Revolution 

China. His death left behind an immensely powerful and 

influential office tha.t many in the top leadership ·were 

eager to control. The power struggle that ensued suggests 

the lcind of unrest and infighting that will surely break out 

after the death of Mao--only that it will be on a much more 

extensive and dynamic scale. Chou's successor would have a 

direct and central role t'n conducting China's future foreign 

policy. Hence, the U.S. also had vested interest and concern 

in the development of Chou's succession. Mao designated Hua 

Kuo-feng, and not Chou's "heir-apparent" Teng Hslao-ping, to 

fill the vacancy as acting premier. This appointment is 

significant in that ~1a.o apparently still held uncontested 

power within the Party hierarchy. Moreover, Hua is generally 

regarded as more "radical" than Teng, who is a moderate along 

Chou's lines. Therefore, Chinese foreign policy under the 

direction of Hua may be expected to return to the more 

political- and ideological-oriented approach that is typified 

by the "Mao line" of the Cultural Revolution. 

Teng and the moderate factions suffered a definite 

setback in the ttTien An Man Square incident" in early 

April 1976: 
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With the pretense of paying homage to Chou 
En-lai on the occasion of Ching Ming or 
tomb sweeping festival, the crowds daringly 
mounted activities to oppose Mao Tse-tung 
in a series of uprising that lasted for days 
on end.L~4 

However, Teng was accused of instigating the riots. Observers 

noted that the incident could not be "entirely spontaneous 

protests" considering the "controlled nature of Chinese 

society. n45 It is reasonable to assume that the Mao "radi

cal" faction used the incident to discredit Teng and thus 

consolidate their power--and that of Hua--in the post-Chou 

strife. On April 17, Mao used his influence in obtaining a 

Politburo resolution appointing Hua as the first chairman 

of the CCP and premier of the State Council. The Tien An 

Man Square incident was in fact a purge of the moderate 

power-holders in the CCP. 

The struggle between the moderates and radicals was 

by no means settled after the Tien An Man Square incident. 

The apparent dominance of the radicals proved short-lived. 

After Mao's death on September 9, 1976, the long-anticipated 

and feared power struggle began. No one can really replace 

Mao; that is the consensus inside and outside of China. So 

far, the succession struggle has not brought about a~~ 

44Yao Meng-hsien Chinese Communist Political 
Situation After the Death of Chou En-lai (Republic of China: 
Asian People's Anti-Communist League, 1976), P• 27. 

45"The Peking Puzzles," New York Times, April 11, 
1976 (Commentary Section). 
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facto fragmentation of the country" as such--as some critics 

believed it would--at least not yet. 46 These critics noted 

that in the past, China has more than once been plagued by 

regionalism and factionism in periods of great political 

and economic stress. But Hua, elevated to the Chairmanship, 

has not shown that he is in firm control of the Party or the 

country. Barely one month after Mao's death, Mao's widow 

Chiang Ch'ing, Wang Hung-wen, Party vice chairman, Chang 

Chung-chiao, member of the Politburo Standing Committee, and 

Yao Wen-yuan, Politburo member, ·were arrested and accused of 

plotting a coup d'etat.41 The arrest of the "Four Big 

Brigands" was followed by a 11 all poster campaign;" the masses 

were encouraged to criticize the "anti-Party clique" and 

other "traitorsn and "bandits." The exact role of Hua in 

this purge is hard to determine. Some observed that the 

military played a leading role in the purge. 48 There are 

evidently many contending factions in the post-Mao power 

struggle. Outside observers have little reliable infonnation 

on which to make a meaningful assessment of the current 

turmoil. Further~ d'etat, political purges, and general 

unrest are almost certain to erupt in the next few months, 

or even years. Even if Hua survives the challenges to his 

46Arthur Huck, The Security of China: Chinese 
Aporoaches to Problems of War and Strategy, P• 85. 

47what I s Hanpenin~ on the Chinese Mainland (Republic 
of China: Chung Hwa Information Service), Vol. 3, No. 19 
(October 15, 1976), p. 1. · 

48 Ibid., p. 2. 



- 177 -

leadership from the many different sectors of the hierarchy, 

stability and constancy in China 9 s foreign policy can hardly 

be expected. One reason is that Hua will have to rule under 

a sort of coalition leadership in which unity in policy

formulation and decision-making will be difficult to attain. 

But how the PRC intends to survive this critical tiansition 

period remains to be ~een. 

A. Doak Barnett noted that in the post-Mao era, the 

competition of varied forces within the regime is likely to 

intensify, consequently, "there will ~lmost certainly be 

a greater fluidity of both leadership and policies than in 

the past."49 In view of China's conduct of foreign policy 

in the past, one has to agree with his view. Chinese foreign 

policy in the past 25 years has to a great extent been deter

mined by political or economic expediency at home. There 

were of course other factors, such as geopolitical consider

ations, affecting its foreign policy decision. But overall, 

the major consideration has been whether a certain foreign 

policy would help alleviate certain domestic problems or 

promote certain programs at the time. And the ultimate 

decision in any policy has been made by Mao--the "Great 

Helmsman." , Hence, even though China's foreign policy has 

been rather fickle--as it basically followed the ebb and 

49A. Doak ,Barnett, China After Mao, With Selected 
Documents (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1967), 
P • 113. 
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flow of domestic tides--it had a certain unity and constancy. 

In the post-Mao China one can expect more frequent and 

drastic changes in foreign policy as its domestic scene iB 

lilrely to remain highly unsettled for a considerable period 

of time. The Chinese Communists have indicated to a group 

of visiting U.S. Congressmen recently that the internal 

struggle in the leadersh1p--which they referred to simply as 

"personnel changesn--would have no effect on the continuity 

of foreign pol1cy.50 But that certainly cannot be interpreted 

literally, or be taken too seriously as a firm assurance of 

the PRC's continued commitment to the Sino-American detente. 

One possibility is that China would be too enmeshed in res

toring domestic stability and resolving the leadership problem 

to actively pursue the goals of the detente. The current 

Chinese domestic scene is to some extent reminiscent of the 

chaos and upheaval of . the Cultural Revolution years. During 

those years, the PRC has severed diplomatic relations and 

alienated many foreign governments in her self-imposed. 

isolation. There is every evident that the PRC might decide 

to absent herself from the international political scene 

While its leadership attempts to consolidate power, restore 

order, and realign its policy priorities. However, one has 

50u .S., Congress, House, Committee on International 
Helations, U .S .-ChinA.: Future Forei .s:m Policy Direct~on

1
s, 

Reoort of a Studl Mission to the Peonle's Reoublic DI Cnina 
Anril 17-23, 197 , 94th Cong., 2d sess., August 10, 1976, 
p. 5. 
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reason to believe that future Chinese foreign policy, in 

regard to the United States and to the rest of the world, 

will probably rely less uniquely on domestic considerations. 

The increasing threat of Soviet Union to its security may 

be a constant consideration for the- PRC to maintain its 

detente with the U.S. at an effective level. A cordial 

detente relationship between the u.s. and the Soviet Union 

will also be a similar threat that wiJ.l compel the PRC to 

pursue detente with the United States. In other words, 

international strategic considerations, the maintenance of 

power equilibrium in the.Peking-Moscow-Washington triangle, 

will play an increasingly important role in China's formu

lation of foreign policy. But the traditional Chinese 

concepts of self-sufficiency and self-centeredness will 

certainly continue to underlie China-~ s foreign policy in the 

future. The PRC is likely to continue to place strong 

emphasis on attaining domestic political stability and 

economic development; and foreign policy will therefore 

remain, to a great extent, to be placed in the service of 

domestic policy. 



APPENDIX A 

Highli~hts of U.S. Initiatives Aimed At Raoprochement 
With China, 1969-1971 

Feb. 18. Secretary of State William P. Rogers 
implied that the U.S. was prepared to accept a Chinese 
recommendation that the two countries a.gree to principles 
of peaceful coexistence. ; He indicated that the Nixon 
Administration intended to extend previous offers for cul
tural and scientific exchanges. Rogers also said that a 
U.S. diplomat had been directed to propose the re-estab
lishment of telecommunication links severed November 18, 
1968. .· 

July 21. Eased restrictions on American .travei to 
China and permitted tourists to buy Chinese goods up to $100 
in value. Scholars, journalists, students, scientists and 
members of Congress v1ould automatically have their passports 
validated for travel to Communist China. 

July 25. 'l'he President--in what was to become known 
as the Nixon Doctrine--announced the United States would seek 
to reduce its military presence on the Asian mainland, while 
providing Asian countries with the economic and military 
assistance for 11 self-help." 

Aug. 8. Rogers, dur1ng his Asian tour, expressed 
the desire for the U.S. to renew diplomatic talks with Com
munist China. 

Novem.ber. Suspension of patrol by the Navy's 
Seventh Fleet in Taiwan Strait. 

Dec. 11. U.S. Ambassador to Poland, Walter J. 
Stoessel, Jr., met with Chinese charge d'affaires Lei Yang 
Chen in Warsaw, paving the way for resumption of U.S.-Chinese 
bilateral talks-~begun in 1955--which had collapsed January 
8, 1968. 

Dec. l~• U.S. announced that all nuclear weapons 
on Okinawa would be removed by the end of 1969. They 
reportedly had been installed as a nuclear deterrent against 
Commun i st China.. 

Dec. 19. Lifted the $100 limit on purchases of 
Chinese goods and permitted foreign subsidiaries of American 
companies to trade in nonstrategic goods with China. 

- 180 -



- 181 -

Jan. 2e Vice President Agnew, during his Asian 
tour, said the U.S. should seek 11 meaningful dialogue" with 
mainland China. He said he favored "initiatives to develop 
an atmosphere that will allow us to reduce the amount of 
military spending. • • • 11 

Jan. 20. U.S.-Chinese ambassadorial talks resumed 
in Warsaw after a two-year lapse. A second meeting was 
held February 20, and a third scheduled for May 20. The 
Chinese government canceled the ri1ay 20 talk due, they said, 
to the U.S. invasion of Cambodia. No future talks were 
held. 

Feb. 18. Stated in the President's foreign policy 
report to Congress: 11It is certainly to our interest ••• 
th8.t we take what steps we can . toward improved relations 
with Peking." 

March 16. State Department continued relaxation of 
travel ban to Communist China. 

April 29. The United States authorized the selec
tive licensing of goods for export to the People's Republic. 

Aup;. 26. Restrictions prohibiting American oil 
companies abroad from permitting foreign ships to use re
fueling facilities to and from mainland China were lifted. 

Oct. 2$. White House Press Secretary Ronald L. 
Ziegler indicated first softening of the U.S. position on UN 
membership for Communist China. Ziegler said: "The U.S. 
opposes the admission of the Peking regime into the UN at 
the expense of the expulsion of the Republic of China." The 
phrasing hinted at a U.S. "two-China" policy. 

Jan. 26. State Department revealed that the United 
States had been exchanging r;cientific information with China 
since before 1949 and had continued to do so. 

Feb. 1z. The President, during a White House news 
conference emuhasized that the Laotian operation mounted by 
the U.S. p:esented "no threat" to Communist China and "should 
not be interpreted by Communist China as being a threat 
against them." 
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Feb. 25. President Nixon referred, for the first 
time, to CoITu.u11rnist China by its formal name, the People's 
Republic of China, in his foreign policy report to Congress. 

March 15,. State Department terminated all restric
tions on the mse of American passports for travel to China. 

Anril 14. United States terminated 21-year-old 
embargo on trade with Communist China and announced that a 
long list of goods eligible for export to China would be 
released soon.. The decision, announced by President Nixon, 
coincided with a Chinese invitation Anril 6 to a U.S. table 
tenni3 team to visit the mainland and .. with the team's friendly 
reception in Peking. 

Aoril 21. President Nixon assured the U.S. Table 
Tennis Association that he "certainly will cooperaten with 
the association's invitation to the Chinese team to visit 
the U.S. 

April 26. A special presidential commission headed 
by Henry Cabot Lodge, former chief U .s. delegate to the UN, 
recommended in a 100-page report that the U.S. try to obtain 
the admission of Conmunist China to the UN without the 
expulsion of Nationalist China. But, the report said, "under 
no circumstancesn should Taiwan be expelled. 

Aoril 29. President Nixon expressed the hope that he 
could visit Communist China ''sometime in some capacity." 

June 1. President Nixon announced that "a signifi
cant change has taken place among the members of the United 
Nations on the issue of admission of mainland China," and 
the U .s. was "analyzing that situation." The Administration, 
he said, would announce its position at the fall session of 
the UN. 

July 9. President Nixon sent Assistant for National 
Securiti Affairs, Dr. Henry Kissinger, to Peking to talk with 
Premier Chou En-lai, announced July 15. 

July 15. President Nixon announced that he will 
visit Communist China before May, 1972, rtto seek normaliza
tion of realtions between the two countries and also to 
exchange views on questions of concern to the two sides. n 

July 17. In view of President Nixon's effort to 
improve relations with Peking, the nuclear weapons that were 
to be removed from Okinawa would not be placed closer to 
Communist China, U.S. government officials announced. 
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July 28. The U.S. government suspended American 
intelligence-gathering missions over Communist China by 
manned reconnaissance planes and unmanned drones. 

Aug. 2. The U .s. ended 20 years of opposition to 
Communist China's presence in the United Nations by announc
ing that it would "support action ••• calling for seating 
the Peop1-e's Republic of China." The U.S. emphasized its 
continued resistance to any move to expel Nationalist 
China from the UN. 

Aug. 17. U.S. representative to the UN George 
Bush, submitted U.S. resolution supporting a "two-China" 
policy to the UN General Assembly agenda. 

Oct. 5. Kissinger announced he would make a second 
trip to China in late October to prepare Mr. Nixon's visit. 

Oct. 25. The UN General Assembly voted to seat 
Communist China and expel Taiwan. 

Cct. 26. Kissinger returned from a six-day visit 
to China. He said on October 27 that Mr. Nixon's trip to 
China would occur in early 1972. 

Source: China and U.S. Foreign Policy (2nd ed.; Washington, 
n.c.: Congressional Quarterly, Inc., 1973), PP• 
7-8. 
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