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FOREWORD

This study by Morton H. Halperin of Sino-Soviet Relations

and Arms Control is the focal noint of a project undertaken

_jointly .by the Center for International Affairs and the East

Asian Research Center, Harvard University, under contract with
the United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency.

. The study benefits from work on a similar project in

1964-1965 which culminated in a book by Morton H. Halperin and

Dwight H. Perkins, Communist China and Arms Control (Cambridge:

Harvard University and New York: Praeger, 1965) and an earlier

conference in 1963 which led to the publication of a réport

written by Alexander Dallin and others, The Soviet Union, Axrms

‘Control and Disarmament {New York: Columbia University and

Praeger,i1964)}' It also reflects_and distills ideas and
studies by those who participated in two cohferenées-sbonsoréd
by the project. The first of'these was-a six-dar conférencel‘
(Augﬁéﬁ 30;September 4, 1965) at Airlie House in Warrenﬁon,
Virginia} the Seéond'was a two«day confefence héld in Cambridge,'
Massachusetts, on March 18 andH19, 1966, at which the'first
éfaft of this study wes reviewed and discussed and its arnalysis
and conclusions assessed. (For participants in theseICanerencés.'
see the appendix). This study is, however, the work of.thé
author, both in form and content; it is not a'group-report.

The turbulent course of the dispute and conflict which
seems to have modified, if not torn apart, the Sino-Soviet ailiance

has had major impact on international affairs. This report seeks
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to assess some of the implications of this development for
United States security policies in general and specifically
for present and future arms control measures and prospects.

7Jolume XX of this report contains 8 papers prepared for

- the Airlie House Conference of 1965. Some of these papers

will be included in a volume to be published by the MIT Press.

Another'paper'prepared for this conference has since been

~expanded by its author, william Griffith, into a separate book

length study, The Sino-Soviet Dispute (Cambridge: M.I.T., 1966).

As an additional feature of this project a series of meetings

were held in Tokyo and Kyoto, Japan between April 5 and 11, 1966,

'at_which'eiqht American specialists met with about fifty

‘Japanese scholars, journalists and government officials.- The

American participants in these ﬁeetings were jointly sponsored
by the two Centers at Harvard and the Carnegie Endowment for
International Peace. -In Japan Shigeharu Matsumoto, Chairman
of the Board of The International Houée-of.Japan;'and Michio
Royama..Pfogram Director of Internationai House served with
admirable tact and courtesy as'the conveners of the meetings,

and in a few cases facilitators.

Wwithout the help of those who prepared for the Airlie House

Conference and the participants who gave depth and pertinence to-

our &iscussions of Sino-Soviet relations and arms control the
project could not have gone foreword. It likewise benefited

from the invaluable help of Xent K, Parrot, the liaison officer

o
A
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of the Arms Control and Disarmamént Agency, whose constant
understanding facilitated the work on each part of the project.
chever,.credit_for the work performed under this project
belongs primafily to”Mdrtdh H. Halperin, Assistant_érofessor
of Government and Research Assoc1ate at the Harvard UanErSlty
Centér'fOr-international Affairs. In addition to provxdlng
intellectual leadership and'assuming reSpon51b111ty for preparing
the study and the other papers for the project, he also handled
the day-to-day administration and organxzatlon of the project
with the able assistance of Mrs. Ann Mostoller. Both at Harvard
and in the hroaderx field of security and arms control studies
we are indebted to Morton H. Halperin for helping to bfing

‘Chinese and Asian problems to attention and focus.

John M. H. Lindbeck, Chaxrnan

Prcject on Sino-Soviet Relations
nd Arms Control

Harvard University
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CHAPTER I

APPROACHES TO ARMS CONT™OL

Most studies of arms control and disarmament in the

postwar period have focused on the military and political

relations between the United-states and the Soviet Union,

or between the NATO powers and the Warsaw Pact countries,

Howewver, events of the last few yeérs have made it

increasingly clear that if arms control is going to continue

to be relevant, it will be necessary to develop an approach

which takes account of the fact that the West is no longer

~confronted with a monolithic Communist bloc. This Chapter

presents such an'approach-tO'arms control which is applied
in the remainder of this report and which might be useful
in future analysis of arms control problems.

: 1
THE SOVIET APPROACH

_'In attempting to specify the Soviet approach to arms
control, it is useful to consider the Soviet approach prior

to 1956 and then the approach of Khrushchev and his successors.

For a more extended discussion see Alexander Dallin and
others, The Soviet Union, Arms Control and Disarmament, (New York:
Columbia University, 1964), cited as "Soviet Attitudes Study":

and Lincoln Bloomfield, et.al., Soviet Interests in Arms Control

‘and Disarmament (Cambridge, Mass.: M.I.T,, February l, 19651,
.C/65-1. : :

.w;_nJ
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In the earlier period, particulafly under Stalin, the emphaéis
appeared té be on the attainment of 6bjectives without expecting
or even necessarily desifing any formal arms control agfeements;
The objcctives most consistently puréued'in‘this peribd-wére 
‘specifiu p&litica] objéctives"and specific unila£eral militaﬁy
ob;ectives.vis-é-vis the West concerned primarily with
préventing the cchesion and stfengthening of the NATOIalliance.
'In particular thé SOVQets tried for example tngrevent the
establishment 6f American bases in Europe and the rearmament
of Germany.r The Soviets appear also to have been ﬂé some
extent concerned with their political posture vis-a-vis other
éduntries; | | |

In the pefiod since 1956 Sovieﬁ arms control objectives
appear to have undergone a4 major change. For one thing the
Soviets have Eécqme interested in the signing of arms control
agreemengs.- Moreover their objectives have become more
diversified._ During the periods when the Soviet leadefship'haa

been geeking détente with the West their arms cohtfol policy

2 . : :
As with all periodizations certain exceptions must be
noted, The change in Soviet policy may have begun as earl

as 1954, . _ I



‘Massachusetts: Harvard Unzverszty, 1965
_Attitudes Study."
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has been subordinated to this obiective and focuséd on reduciﬁg
the level of tension. The Kremlin has continued to be concerned
with specific political objectives, particularly concerned with,
weakening the NATO alliance and also with specific military

objectives concerned with preventing the transfer of nuclear

- weapons to Germany. KHowever an interest in short run military

cooPerétion. as reflected in hot line and the benning of weapons
in space, has not been absent nor has a concern with the impact

of arms control negotiations and agreements on third countries

both Communist and non-Communist.

- 3
THE -CHINESE APPROACH

: Prior to 1956, as the Chinese have Stated Soviet and
Chinese arms contrcl ob39ct1ves appuar to have heen quite
similar. Since then the Soviet approach has, as noted. changed
wlth a broadenlng of objectlves and also an 1ncreased interest

in the signing of formal agreements. The Chinese on the other

hand continued with a.posﬁure similar to that of the Soviet

Union in the early postwar period. That is, they have not

been interested in the signing of‘formal.agreeménts fwith the
exception of a no-first-use agreement) and have focused on their
political posture vis-3-vis third parties and speéific'politicél

and unilateral military objectives designed to reduce the

3
for more extensive discussion-see Morton H, Halperin and
Dwight H. Perkins, Communist China and Arms Control (Cambridge,
. cited as "Chinese
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American presence in Asia and to reduce the likelihood that
the United States would use nuclear wea@ons agains£ China. The
Chinese assert that efforts for disarmament should be
subordinated- to the promotion of wars of liberation. However,
"as will be indicated below, the Chinese apparently were

prepared to accept a test ban treaty in the period 1957-59.

THE "ARMS CONTROL" APPROACH

'~ Around the tuin of the decade a number of strategic
analysts who had not previously concérned themselves with
problems of disarmament began to take an interest in what
they chbse-to call "arms control."4The approach taken by
these analysts émphasized the short run.military implications
of arms control and disarmament agreements aé well ds unilateral
measures. The emphasis on short run military_implications,
on arms ccntfoi_pursuing the sane objectives as those of
unilatera; military pelicy, took three forms. The first-and_
most modest arguéd'simply that the short-fun military
impiications of any arms control prdpésals had freguently
been_ﬁrawn up in a.vacgum independent.of-the real miliﬁary
situation énd that unless short run military implications

of an agreement were taken into account, such agreements were

See for example Donald G, Brennan, Arms Control, Disarmament
and National Security, (New Yerk: Braziller, 1961): Hedley Bull
Control of the Arms Race (New York:  Praeger, 196'); Thomas C.
Schelling and Morton H, Halperin, Strategy and Arms Contreol, (New
York: 20th Century . Eund,AlQSL), Lewis Henkin, ed. Arms Control
Issues for the Public (Englewood Cllffs. N.J.: Prentlce Hall,
1961). :
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unlikelf to win support within 3 goverhment ohd'ﬁight be
detrimental.if actually negotiated.

Those taking the-second approach argued that shorﬁ run
military goals could be obtained via formal or informal arms
control arrangements. They suggested that military
corisiderations should not only be used as a check to indicate
whether an agreement was satlofactory or not, but that m;lltary
goals should provide the impetus for'at least some arms
control arrangements. This approacl suggooted that the
military should be interested in arms control as a means of
fulfllllng their narrow objectlves.

The final and most encompa551ng'approach.argued that.short
run military goals which embodied coOpérative interests
between the major protagonxsts should be the dom;nant aim
of arms'control agreements. This approach emphasized the
coopefative agpects of the strategic arms race and suggested
'thot from those aspects could come a-new_approach to arms
control which should emphasize short run military objectiVes;

The short run mllitary approach fo arms control made
two assumptlons which need to be re-examined., The fxrst |
was that it would be possible fcr the United States to foeus
on short run military ObjeCtLVES in drafting 1ts arms control
proposals and to ‘actually sign arms control agreements which
emphasize such ‘objectives, The. second assumption was that

there were some short an nilitary goals whloh could be, or
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in a more extreme form, had to be, satisfied by tacit or formal
arms control arfangeménts. There was asomething about the nature
- of the ﬁolitical, strategic snd technological situation, it

was argued, which produced critical goals which could only bé
satisfied by cooperation of a formal or tacit sort,

- There were a number of special ractors in the late 1950's
aﬁd early 1960's which stimulated development of the. strategic
approachltb_arms control and made such an approach seem
particularly relevant and urgent.

The strategic arms race betﬁeen the United Stateé ahd the
Soviet Union appeared to most analysts to be at a particulﬁrly
daﬁgerous Eéchnological'ppint at around the turn of Ehe.decade.
.A number of evénts‘in the late 1950's, including theasoviet'
launcﬁing of Sputnik aﬁd their testing of an ICEM as.well asg .

2 number of technical studies of the problem of defending
atrategxc forces, had produced what might be termed the_ 
vulnerability revolutlon in the approach to strategic queations.
This attitudg,epitomxzed by Alber; Wohlstetter's article,

"The Delicate Balance of Terror,” led to widespread acceptance
of the belief that the-str#tegic bélance betwéen the United

States and the Soviet Unioh was inherently unstable. Hard work

5 ' '
From Foreign Affairs. Vol. 37, No. 2 {January, 1959),"

211-34,
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on both sidas'(or at least on one side) was necessary to §revent
a gituation in which one side or both could cafry out a
successful first strike which would destroy most if not all of
the strategic forces of one's opponent. This concexn with
preiénting the balance of terror from leading to a nuclear
war reflected itself not only in efforts te change the unilateral
military policy of the United States to reflect greater concern
with problems of vulnerabillty, but alseo 89111ed over into
analyses of arms control problems. The 1957 Experts Conference'
on surprise attack brought a number of strategic analysts,
inclu@ing Albert Wohlstetter. Thomas Schelling and Heﬁry'Rowen
face to face with arms control problems berhaps for the first
time. A concern aﬁout the strategic balance led these analysts
and.others to ask what contributions formal or tacit arms
control arrangements could make to reduéing-the vulnerability
of the forces on both sides to_surpriée Attack_and hence
coﬁtribute to the stability of the'aﬁrategic'balanc§; 
- From the perspéctive of a concern with strategic stability

and the vulnerability of forces, the period of the early 1960's

appeared from a technological point of view to be an extremely
dangercus one. During the early sixties both sides could be
expedted to have a force which includéd-some missiles_but a
large numbea of airplanes. In such a situation the missiles

.of each side could be targeted at the air bases of the other,



-1l

producing a gituation in which there would be a s;rong.incentive
to pre-amption since the damage done in a first strike would

‘. much greater than that done in retaliation, The recognition
of this technological ipstability which could yxeld great
incentive to first strike, gave greater urgency to the effort
to find.international arms control arrangements which could
undo the evils of technology.

Moreover, there was a. growing feeling on. the part of

analysts OutsidP the government that the Unxted States had

very badly handled its unilateral military policy. Those
responsxble for the ghape and size of the American strategic
.forco oid not-appear._at least from the outside, to be paying
.adequate attention to the need to design forces which:could-
survive a fzrst strlke. *Arms contfol“-was viewed os anothor
poasible way in which to influence government decisions, either
by torcing policymakers to take account of "arms control“
con31derations or by accomplishlng through forﬁal international
agreements what one could not accompllsh unxlaterally because
decxs;on—makers concerned with unxlateral defense policy were'
‘not sensitive to or were not prepared to spend the money to
deal with problems posed by the vulnerability of-etratejic
forces. ' ' . ' |

Finaliy there was a Qidely held belief at this time that .
rhe Soviet Union was about to establxsh o substantiai lead in

the deployment of intercontinental ballistic missxles. “The
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misaile gap c0ntrovefsy_stimulated interest in.afms'control in
several ways. It muted objections to arms control which would
come from those who believed that the.United”States shouldrnot
agree by international treaty to anyﬁhing which resembled
parity of strategic forces. If the Russians were expected

to be superior this argument would not carry great weight.
Moreover the danger that the Soviets would be in a position

to carry on a successful preemptxve :1rst strike increased
incentives to try to deal with the problem by any possible
means. Formal arms control agreements cou;d provxde an answer
without necessitating substantial 1ncreases in spending for |
strategic forces.

All these factors combined to produce increased'interes;_
in the short run military role of formal and tacit arms
control arrangements. It focused arms coutrol d;scussxons on
the strategic problem, on the need and prospects for dealing
with the dangexs of the vulnerability of strateg:zc forces and
the 1ncent1ves to a f;rst strike.

Since 1960 a number of charges have occurred which make
the shert run mllltary approach to formal arms. control appear
1ess relevant and less necessary. Despite the beiief of scme
that the problems posed by the vulne:abeLty of strateglc
forces could not be solved by unxlateral actlon. it became
clear durxng the 1960_5 that ;he probiems which were seen Lo

require action in the arms control tield could be dealt witin
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un1latera11y. Part of the problem disappeared when it became
cleaxr that there would not be a missile gap--that the United
States would continue to have preponderance of strategic
nuclear power as far ahoad into the future as one could see.
In addiﬁion, a number of unilateral steps were taken Ey the
United States to reduce the vulnerabliity of its strategic
forces and the incentive to the Soviet Union to strike first.
Emphasis was placed on forces, such as Minuteman, which were
hardened below ground and the éolarls which obta1ned 1ts
relative.invulnerabllzty by mobilaity beneath the seas.

Moreover emphasis was put on development of command and

control systems which would insure the survival of the.

capabllity of political leaders to control and communicate
with strategic forces.' These steps went a long way to reducxng
the possibility that an acc1dent would trigger a general nuclear

war or that war would be started because of a spiraling fear

_of surprise attack.

If the need for arms contrcl agreements to deal with short
run military iséues seemed to fede in the 1960's, =0 did the
prospect that arms control aore~ment= wity miliﬁary motivations
could in fact be neqotxated and sxgned For man, reasons ihe.
early 1960's was from a short-rnn_m;lltary perspective as.
ideal a pericd for necotiation cr arms control agreements ao'
is likely to occur. Phﬂ_xntellec:ual homework for this

position had been dong by a number of strategic analysts,
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many of whom entered the Government committed to an intérest
in arms control and a search for ways in which arms contr§1
agreements could be made relevant_to strategic problems.
Moreover, as was indicated above, the situation was in a
position of maximum technological instability, which seemed
to lend itself to formal agreements o contribute to the
stability of the balance. The technological.basis for
étrategic arms contrbl and the intellectual preparationé were
complimented, at least after £he_Cuban missile crisis, by
favorable political c¢onditions, i,e., the beginnings of a
détente in which it seemed possible to conceive of negotiations
leading to arﬁs cén:rol agfeements. Khrushchev seemed to be
committed to seeking agreements for their own sake and seemed
to believe that substantial disarmament was desirable and
pOséible. In fact this was the pefiod in which the test bén,
tﬁe hot line, and the égreement barning nuclear weqpoﬁs in
space were successfully negotiated., However no formal arms
control agreementé conﬁr;buting directly to the.stabili£y of
the strategic military balance were negotiated during this peridd.e

This suggests that the Uniﬁed States and the Soviet Union
-are unwilling, or unable to sign agreements'whose primary
motivations are short run military interests. There is a. -
strong incentive in the United States to try to handle: these
_problems on a unilateral basis—aincluding unilateral or

reciprocal arms control-~and not to have the security of the

6Thé'partial test ban treaty could be considered to have made
a contribution to the stability of the military balance inscfaor as
the preventing of the testing of certain types of weapons made such
a contribution.

..... S —

ot it e
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United States'appear to depend on negotiations with the

Seviet Union, Moreover the complexities of the issues,

problems of inspection and verification..problems of determining

what in fact is a “"reasenable” solution, all suggest that in

-the absence of very substantial changes in the international

political climate, we are unlikely to see the negotiation nf

arms control agreements substantially affecting the strategic

balance between the United States and the Soviet Union. -

If bilaterallstrategic arms control has appeared less
urgent and less feasible, other changes in tﬁe interﬁatiénai
situation have produced a continued interest in arhs control
and disarmament measures but for different purpOses'and'with
a different emphasis. The interest on both sides in improving

political relations has led to an interest in arms control

for its contribution to improving the climate of relations.

between the United States and the Soviet Unibn. :This has led
to attention to the symbolic rather than,td the strategic
sigﬁificance of possible agreemeqts. Méreover'thé Sino;So§1e£
dispute itself has‘increased the r&nge of posésible arns

control arrangements.,

A Political Effects--Security Approach

Events of the past'five years would seem to‘sﬁggest_that
the military aépect of ééssible'formal arms control agresments
has béen creatly over-emphasized. In fact it is cleaf that

short run security problems can be'dealt wigh.by uniiateral




~16-

meana-of tacit arrangements and that this is the way that

the superpowers prefer to deal with such problems. This does

not mean that one should stop trying'to assess the short run

security. implications of any agreement. On the contrary it is

clear that those concerned with security problems must and will

continue to exercise a veto over any proposed arrangement.

Thus. agreements must at best have a neutral impact on the

stabllity of the strategic balance and should where posaible

| maké a positive contribution restlng on the mutual interest

_of both sides in tvoiding aceidental war or reducing destract;on

:if war'occurs._ One_needé to recognize, however, that those
concerned Qith such problems are unlikely té-ﬁé the leading

proponents of particular strategxc measures and that in fact

the pressure for arms control agreements——pressures wh;ch

make the negotxatxon, sxgnlng, and ratxfxcatLOn of such -

agreements possible--will come from a wide varzety of sources

thh differing political and strategic motivations. Neverthelesé'
it would appear that the focus of arms control agreemants'
should be on the polltlcal effects of the n-got;atxon and the

',agreement in terms of the. relatxon of the Un;ted States thh

the Soviet Un;on and Communist China, the relatxons of the

United Statec with 1ts allies and with countr;es of the_'.

third world, and finally the impact ©f possible ‘agreenents on

the evolution of the Sino-Soviet dispute.

At e s sl .

e .
S
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This approach suggests that the agreements we should desire
are those which contribute to fOStering the kind of political
relationships we want with potential enemies, allies, and
neutfal nations., It suggests that agreements will continue
to be possible only if they are in tune with the political
desires of the signatories. It suggests that even égreements
which. like the test ban, appear to bé-primarily.concerned with
telatively narrow technical issueé} in fact, hév; thei;
greatest impact in the gﬁ‘xtical sphere, It becomes possible
- to negotiute and ratify such agreements only when the .
governments concerned are strongly motmvated for pollt*cal
rather than strategic reasons. Such an approach would
concentrate on the impact of agreements on énemies,'friends
and neutrals who have divergert politicai objedtives and
attitudes. It would recdgnizé that arms contrel agreements
have their_qreatest impact on political relations between
countries rather thau.on narrow military relatiohs. In
short, this abpioach suggests looking for arms3¢ontxol'
arrangements which will contribute to desiféd pﬁliticél
objectives and focusing on lxkely polxtxcal mellcatzons
in evaluating any pOtEHtlaL agreement. The context of this
‘'study suggescs the importance of assessing the likely impact
of any arms control agreement on the Sino-Soviet dxspute '
and suggests that the possibility of negotxatlng any particular
arrangement with e;ther the Soviet Union or Communist China
will depend'in.pdrt on_that cdun;ry‘s evaluation of the efféct

of the agreement on its relations with the other Communist power,
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CHAPTER II

SINO-SOVILT XELATIONS AND ARMS CONTROL 1957-1966

Since 1957 ﬁhere has been a continuing iﬁ£eraction between
the ptogressxve worsening of 51no—Sov1et relations and the
arms control policies of the two countr;es. particularly
those of the Soviet Union. This interaction has been manifest
over a number bf issues. In this Chapter, we consider in
general the interaction between Sino-Sovieﬁ relations -and .
arms control up to the preéent: the fcllqwing Chapfer examiﬁes

the interaction between the test ban and Slno—sdviet nuélear

relations, This Chapter flrst examines the extent to which-

arms control issues have been a real source of dlsagreement
between Communist China and the Soviet Union. Next the ro;e 
of differences about arms control in . Sino-Soviet polemxcs B
in publxc statements and at international front meetxngs

is examined. Finally the impact of Sino~-Soviet relatxons-

.on the disarmament policy of the Soviet Union and Communist

chxna is consxdered

Since this Chapter focuses on the 1nteractxon between
arms control and the-sino—Sov1et dispute, it may xmply_a
greatexr causal xelatlon between the two sets of events than
in fact ekists. ‘It is, therefore, worth emphasxzing that
differences about arms control matters are only one gf a

very 1arge number of factcrs which have exacer%ateu
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Sino-Soviet relations over the years, and are not the most
important. It is equally the case that the Sino-Soviet
dispute has been only one of many factors determining Soviet
and Chinese pelicy on disarmament issues. Nevertheless it does
appear to be the case. that the Soviet Union has taken its
dispute with China into account in determining its arms contrel
policy; As will be indicated in the Chapter, at certain
times the Soviet Union has been reluctant to conclude
agreements or take positions which might come under attack by
China, at other times it has sought agreements despite
Chinese opposition and has on seﬁéral of these occasions
used the agreements in its pélitical competition with China.
The Chinese arms control position has in turn been iﬁfluenced
by their political struggle with the Soviet Union. .It will
aiao be suggested ﬁexe that arms control, and in.particular
the nuclear test ban, have served to exacerbate Sino-Soviet
relaﬁions. .Thus, while it is.neceséary'to_put the_interactiop
of the test ban and the Sino-Soviet dispute in the perspective

of the broader and deeper causes of Szno~Sov1et confllct and

‘of the dlsarmamert policy of the two countrxes, the interactions

are rea] and worth explorlng.

ARMS 'CONTROL'AS AN _ISSUE IN THE_ SINO-SOVIET Drspm.

It is possible to d;st:ngulsh three dlfferent issues. in
relatlon to the desirability and the feasxblllty ‘of formal

arms.contxol agreements which have;ﬂagued-Sino*Soviet



- 20~

relations. First of all the two countries have clashed on
the desirability of specific agreements, primafily the test
ban but also others-including a'non~proliferatibn't;eaty..
Second they have disagreed about the value of'agreements for
+heir own sake with the Soviets tending Eo.bE1icve that even
modest agreements, such as the ban on weapons in orbit and
the llmultaneous aﬁnouncements of cutback in fissionable
material productlon, are per se desxrable. Flnally. there
has been disagreement about General and Complete-Disarmament.
Each of these will be examined briefly in turn.

As will be indicated in Chapter III, the test Lan has
been the most lmportant specific arms control agreement on -
which the Sovxet Union and Communxst China have presented .
differing pos;tlons. However, partxcularly in the period
since the signing of the test ban treaty, the value of a
non-prollferatlon agreement has become the focus of
Sino-Soviet dzsagreement about the desirability of partlcular
-measures. _

The first Soviet pr0posal for non-prol;feratlon came in
a Scviet memorandum “to the United National General Assembly
in Sep.ember of 1957. The substance of the ch;et proposal
suggésts that $oviqt concerns‘at.that time were very similar
to their present interests; Thé Soviet draft liﬁe-of partial

measures includes the following:
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The Soviet Government draws attention to the fact
that the handing over of atomic weapons to States
which do not manufacture such weapons at the present
time and the stationing of foreigw» atomic military
units in various parts of the world are intensifying
the threat of atomic war and creating an atmosphere
which'is dangerous to the cause of peace., Such
actions may provoke measures of retaliation on the
part of the States whose security is thus threatened.
The  Soviet Government therefore considers it necessary
for States possessing nuclear weapons to assume the
obligation, under an appropriate agreement, not to
allow the installation of any atomic military units
or any types of atomic or hydrogen weapons beyond
their national frontiers and not to place these
weapons at the disposal of ?ny other States or
-commands of military blocs, '

The Soviets have céntinued to prgpose'various measures to
deal with the proliferation éroblem, but up untii_l963 they
'appeared to haye g;ben emphasis to the test ban as a.meahs of
dealing with the spread of nuclear weapons. Since 1963 the
Soviets have tended to focus on‘a comprehensivé test bah_ahd
‘on a non—tfansfer non-acguisition treaty as the most important
next steps in the disarmament area., However, proliferation
for the Russians has always meant'Gefmany mﬁre than‘éountries .
in the third world or the neutral nations of Europe. The
- Russiaﬁs éppear to continue to be inﬁerested in non-proliferation_
beéause of the'value ih would have in preventing the Federal
Republic of Germany from obtaining nuclear weapons. For this

reason the Russians have linked non~transfer agreements with

Memorandum by the Soviet Government on Partial Measures

in the Field of Disarmament, September 20, 1957, in Documents .
on Disarmament 1945-~1059, (vashington, D.C.: .Government Printing
Office, 1960}, vol. IL, 1957-1959, p. 8768. ({Hereafter cited as
Documents on Disarmament 1945-1959.) '
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agreements aimed at barring the stationing of nuclear weapons
on foreign territory ér the shérinq of nucléar weapons'
through alliances. |
The Russians' expectation of the impact on the Chinese of

their proposing or signing a proliferation agreeMent appears
to have differed over tinme, Perhaps as late as 1959 the Chlnese
.were apparent1§ persuaded that the Russian efforts were directed
at the Federal Republic of Germany and were not going to be a
threat to the Chinese nuclear program. This‘would bé SO
elther because a proliferatiocn agreement would not be signed or
pecause the Russians would aid the Chinese program de5p1te
tl.e agreement. However, beginning in late 1959 during his.
tr;p to Peking Khrushchev. began to try to convince the Chznese
that they should forego development of nuclear weapons and '
depend on the Soviet nuclear umbrella.é From that time forward,
prollferatlon has for the ChlnESG comge tOo mean an agreement
aimed at them and not necessarmly at Germany.: The Chinese now
attack the proPosed non—nrollferatlon as being part. of the
soviet-American effort to dominate the world and prevent the

spread of nuclear weapons to other anti-imperialist countr;es.

8 : Co

~ “"Statement by the Spokesman’ of the Chinese Government,"
August 15, 1963, in william E. Griffith, The Sino-Soviet Rift,
(Cambnldge— M.I. T, Press, 1964). pp. 35, 1-52. .
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Thus whatever its effects on halting the spread of nuclear
_weapons, a non-prollferat;on treaty would exacerbate San—SOVLEt

relatxons. unless the Chinese in the meantlme change thezr view

P

of the treaty.

In the past the Chinese may have been unhappy abbut
Soviet proposals for conventional disarmaacnt. Various schemes
for disarmament presented by the Western powers énd-thé_Soviet
Union during Ehe 1950°'s included limits on the manﬁo@er of
Commuﬁist.china: tﬁé tacit assumpﬁibn seemed to be that the
Scviets were authorized to negotiate for China. The Soviet
'treaty for General and Complete Disarmament, presented in 1959, = | .
included a limit on the armed forces of the United States, the
Soviet Unicn, and Communist China of 1.7 million men. This
proposal in particular must have annoyed the Chlnese since
-Peking had just made it unmlstakably clear to Moscow
that it would not permzt the Soviets to negot;ate for them..
The Chinese may have been_even more unhappy about the Soviet
progosal for a nuclear umbrella in the various stages on the

way to General and Complete Disarmament. The Soviet proposal
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presented in Septembef of 1962 indicated that the United
States and the Soviet Union might keep small nuclear forces
for deterrence purposes while all of the conventional and
nuclear power of éli the other countrieé of the world were
being dismantled, This propocal calling for the dismantling
of any existing Chinese nuclear force while the United States
and the Soviet Union maintained some capability could only
have been viewed with disapproval by Peking.

The extent to which the Chinese were upset aboﬁt the
Soviets proposals in the conventional weapons field and in
relation to the nucleér umbrella depend$ on the degree ﬁo
which they believed that Khrushchev loocked upon his pr0posals
for General and Complete Disarmament as more than mere
-pr0pagahda_activities.. It appears extremely doubtful that -
'Khrushchév éver_expected to negotiate an agreement lea&ing
to Genefai and Complete Disarmament. Howevef. it-ié.péésible
that he did not rule out exténsive disarmament méasures.
Moreover, it'appears.likely that the Chinese were ultimately
lad to the ceonclusion that Khrushchev dld believe in GCD 2
Thus at least from the Chinese. perspertmve. the value of an

agreement on General and Complete Discomament appears to have

IThe Sowiet Attitudes Study. comes to the conclusion that
the Chinese did become convinced that Khrushchev was really
seeklng a GCD agreement.
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beeén a real issue befween the twe countries. Moreo#ér the
Chinese hdve indicated their oppositicn to any form of
conventional disarmament. Khrushchev may well have conciuded
that in terms of his polemics with the Chinese 1& would be-
useful to expose them as being against GCD while the Soviets
‘were for it. For the Cﬁinese the dispute apparently went |
beyond that to the belief that Khrushchev was really trying
to negotiatgrsuch an agreement-which,if forced on the ChineSg
would have serious consequences for‘China's_secufity;

Apart from the disagreement'about the éolitical and
security implicaﬁions of particular agréements, Peking and
Moscow have clashed.over the extent to which agreements were
'éesirable for their own sake, The Soviet Union, particularly
in the last yearé of Khrushchev'é dominarice, sbughﬁ'the forﬁ
if not the substance of détente with the United States. As
part of this. the Soviets became interested in disarmament |
agreements as a means of demonstrating the possxbilitysof
agreementé,with the West and'thefeby reinforcing the:sense of_
détente, The Soviet leadership may well ha&e locked upon ﬁhe
| ﬁot line agreement, the agreémént not to station nuclear
weapons in space, and the parallei statements on cutback in
thé productioh of fissionable material, as pfxmarily valu;ble
because they demonstrated thé.possibility of peaceful

coexistence.
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The Chinese viewed these agreements and others proposed
by the Russians as undesirable for precisely these reasons.
The'thnese view détente between the Uniheémgﬁateé énd the
Soviet Union as an efforc by the two suéerpowers to dominate
the world, and see this as the most déngerdﬁs £rend:65-the
current'international.scene. For this reason they have

opposed any arms control agreements which seem to solidify

the possibilities for Soviet-American cooperation,

ARMS CONTROL IN THE STNO-SOVIET POLEMICS

Issues of war and peace have played a major rcle in the
puhlic polemics_between the Soviet Union and Communist China

and have also been a very important part of the debate at

_Communist fromtorganization meetings. To. try to trace the

debates over such quéstions as the inevitability of war, the
danger of local wars escalating into general wars, and the

impact of nuclear weapons in international politics would’

require a discussion of the entire Sino-Soviet dispute and

: 10
would carry far beyond the subject of this repo~rt. We can

treat here only the issues specifically concerned with the role

- -

10 : _ o
The more recent events in the Sino-Soviet dispute are

' detailed in a paper by William E. Griffith, originally prepared

for the Conterence on Sino-Soviet Relations and Arms Control,

and to be published in the January-March issue of the China
Quarterly, and re-published with the relevant documents as
Sino-Soviet Relations 1964-65. i1Cambridge: M.I.T. Press, 1966).

‘See also Griffith, The Sino-Sov:et Rift, {Cambridge  M.I.T. Press,
'1964), and the bibliography cited therein for previous discussions
of the issues in the Sino-Soviet dispute. ' .
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of arms control and disarmament. Moreover, the increasing
separation of the Chinese from Soviet arms control positicns
has been traced in some. detail in the Ch%na Attitude Study
and that also will not be repeated here}‘ The discussion here
will bé restricted to the role of arms control in the polemics
and in speeches at Communist front meetings.l2

The first clear indication of fundamental differences
between ghe SQViet Union and Communist China on matters of arms
control and disarmamént in public statements came in late.
1959 when Khrushchev visited the United States and China.
~ The comments on the visit in the Soviet and Chinéselpress
mide clear that the two countries had very different views'
of the possibility and desirability of major arms control
agreements with the United States. The disagreement was
sharpened in a speech by the Chinese observerjto.the Warsaw
Treaty Organization, K'ang Sheng, who at the February 1960
meetiﬁg.of.the'Warsaw Treaty Organization disﬁissed any
progress made in armg control negotiations as beiny purely
on “procedural matters" and attributed even this to the

increased;military power of the Warsaw bloc countries.

— ——— e 8 - ap—

China Attitudes Study, pp. 132-40.

12, decumentary chronology of the polemics is provided in the
Soviet Attitudes Study, pp. 237-76. The discussion of front
meetings is drawn from the description in Kar® F, Spielmann, Jr.,
“Front Meetings and Sino-Soviet Dispute on Disarmament and Nuclear
Weapons," prepared for the Conference on Sino-Soviet Relations
and “Arms Control, in Vol. II, ' N
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‘Unlike Khrushchev who had seen possibilities for disarmament
in the near fuﬁu:e, K'ang chafged.that arms control could
come only after a long hard struggle with American imperialism.

The spring of 1950 marked the publication of the first
major Chinese Comaunist polemic "Long Livé Leninism." and the
first clash between the Scviet Union and Communist China at
a front ﬁeeting. In "Long Live Leninism!", the Chinese
_declared that the strategy of peace and the efforts for
dise:mament.should be used only to expose the warlike
int2ntions of the imperialists and warned of the danger of
subordiﬁatingwthe efforts to promote wars of national liberation
to the desire to negotiate disarmament agreements.

The Soviet reply came in April of 1960 in the report of
a speech by Kuusinen in which he deciared that the main task
- in the current era was to bring about disarmanent and it was
for this reason that the Scviet Union had put forward proposals
for General-ahd'Complete Disarmement.l3

The first overt Sine—Soviet clash at a front meeting came
at a meeting of the World Federatxon of Trade Unlons in Pekxng
.in Jane of 1960 The Chinese deleg?te to the conference
declared that Chxna supported the dlsarmament proposals of

the Soviet Union only on the understanding that they wexe

13
Enal:sh translatlon in Current Digest of the Soviet Press

(CDSP), 12, No. 17 (May 25, 1960), 10, gunted from Soviet
Attmtudes Study. p. 247, ' .
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put-férward to unmask tht war preparations and aggressive
intentions of the imperialists. But he warned "there are
peeple who believe that such prOposéls can be realized when
imperialism étill exists and that 'the danger of war can be
eliminated’ by relving on such proposals. This is an anealistic
illuaion.}4'Thé Soviets countered by arguing that given the |
favdrablé balance of power it was possible to force the '
imperialists to enter into serious negotiations leading to
General and Complete Disarmament. Through-the summer of
1960, Soviet statements attacked "dogmatxsm on the dxsarmament
issue and in partlcular the view that the struggle for
dxsarmament-was a departure from a HarxlstnLenLn;st position.
The Soviets argued that disarmament had become an urgent
ne.é, S : _

The Soviets continued their campaign against the Chinese
qusition at the 6th Conference Agéinst Atbmic and_ﬂydrdgen
Bombs ﬁeld'in Tokyo in AuguSt 1960. Khrushchev's message
of greeting.ttmthe conference stressed that‘"the’probieﬁ

: o : Co 15 .
of disarmament is the most important problem of the time."™

14 '
‘On the Question of Var and Peace," Liu Chang-sheng.

Pekan Rgview (June 14, 1960), p._l4

15 o .
Pravda, August 3, 1960, p. l, quoted from Spielmann, p. 19,
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ohe Chinese delegate emphasized that the United States was
unwilling to carry out disarmament agreements. He reiterated

China‘'s support for Soviet proposals but declared that they

coulé be successfully negotiated only after the people had

been strengthened

The issue of dlsarmament was apparently a major point of
centroversy at the Moscow meetxng of 81 Communlst Parties in

Novemher. 1960, as it had been at the. Bucharest meeting of

. ruling Communist parties in June of the same year. However

the only public statement to emerge from these two meetings

was the statement of the 8l Parties which called’

ambiquously for a struggle to bring about disarmament.

In their interpretations of the Moscow seeeement the.
Chinese and the Russians made clear theie continuing differences.
Khrushchev went out of his way xn his famous speech of January )
6, 1961, to empha31ze that dxsarmament was the oney way to
prevent war. He denied that disarmament should oniy be used
as a tactxcal means to expose the warlxke 1ntent10ns of the
West and asserted we sxncerely want dxsarmament. 16 Tne
Chlnese in themr commentb on the statement denied that

disarmament was necessary for world peace or even that world

@eaee could be obtained through disarmament agreements, rather

6 C B
Qucted‘frOm'quiet.Attitudes-Study, p. 254,
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they stressed that the solidarity of the socialist camp and-.
of.the.international Communist movement was the most important
guarantee of “"Victory ‘in the struggle of all people's for
'world peace, national liberation, democracy. and socxal:sm."
A rmeeting of the WFTU in Mescow in December, 1961, saw another

Sino-Soviet clash on disarmament matters, The Chlnese delegate

attacked the Sovxet posxt1on on at least two counts, argulng
that the superpowers could not be left to themselves to
settle disarmament matters, and aga.n crxtxcxzxng the Russians
for g1y1ng-prxority to disarmament over wars of national
liberation. In February 1962 ehe Russians accused the
Albanians_and by implication the Chinese of not sincerely
believing in the possibilities of disarmament and of faieifying
the Soviet dxsarmament posztzon to make zt ~appear that the
Sovxet Union was advocating unilateral dlsarmament

At the World Peace Counc11 Meeting in Moscow in July, 1962,

Khrushchev stressed a recent addxt;on to the ranoe of Soviet

arquments for disarmament, namely that it woald releaSe funds

foir support of economic deveIOpwent in the third werld. The

Chinese delayed an all-out response to this Soviet argument

at this time, but the Chinese delegate did warn_ehat the

—— i, - m——

-y

17
"Resoluticn oi the 9th Plenary Sess:ion o;’the 8th Central
Comuittee of the Communist Party of China,' NCNA, JYanuary 20, 1961,

in G.F. Hudson, et.al., The Sino-Soéviet .Dispute, rNew York: Praeger,
1961), pp. 221-23. . <
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strqulé for thé underdevelopedicountries was closely related
Lo the struggle against 1mper‘a11sm. | |
In August, 1962. at the 8th World Conference Against Atomxc.
and Hydrogen Bombs..the ano-bovxet disagreement continued
with the Chinese beginning to demonstrate £he dominance;which

wasg to lead them to take over this orqanxzatxon a year later.

The conference jdentified xmperzalxsm as the chief enemy of

peaﬁe and th- sot cause of war. The Chinese at the conference
closely iinked the test ban to a ban on the use of nuclear
weapows and declared that the testing of nuclear weapons by
soc1allst countries could only be of value as it would force
the imperialists to prohibit nuclear weapons. |
In-February, 1963, at the Afro-Asian People s Solidarity

Conference the Chinese sought ‘to undercut the Sovxet.appéal

te the third world by argquing that violence would have to kw

uyed_to-free the-area from imperialism, During the next
month. in thexr major polemical statement, "rore-on the
Differences Between Comrade Togliatti and Us.' the Chxnese
attacked the view that wars of natxonal liberation would’
he easierx after General and COmplete starmament They
declared'that this was ppttlng the cart before the horse

and that l;beration of the oppressed nations would have to

_come befora d;aarmament would be passible.

In thexr “Proposal COnce;n;ng the General Line of the

Internat;anal Communlst Hovement" in June of 1963, the
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Chinese continued to attack the Soviet position, without
identifyinq it as such, by déclaring that, “"certain persons”
helieve it is possible to bring about a world without weapoﬁs
through General and Complete Disarmament while the system
of imperialism still exists. This the Chinese said is “sheer
illusion.” The Chinese'statemeht continued:
If one regards General and Complete Disarmament
as the fundamental road to world peace, spreads
the illusion that imperialism will automatically
lay down its: arms, and tries to liquidate the
revolutionary struggles of oppressed peoples and
nations on the pretext of disarmament, then thie -
is deliberately to deceive the people of the world
and help the imperialists in their policies of.
aggression and war .18 :

Ten days later at the World COngresb of Dechraﬁic Women
held in Moscow, the Saoviets were able to launch_a'couhtérattack.
Very little effort was made at this meeting to hide the
differences between the two countries, and the Chinese openly
attacked the Soviet inspired theme of the conference which was

the aL:uggle for disarmament and péaceful coexistence as the

primary task of the Women's movement. The 50viggfstatehents

. stressed .the horrors of war, the need for disarmament,'aﬁd the
. benefits which would accrue to the-underdeveldped‘countriés.

'The conference appeal, paased'at Soviet urging, declared that =

_ A Proposal Concerning the General Line of the International
Communist Movement: The Letter of the Central Committee of the -
Communist Party of China in Reply to the Letter of the Central

. Committee of the Communist party  of the Soviet Union of March 30.

1963,"* June 14, 1963: English translation in Peking Review,

(July 26, 1963), p. 18, quoted from Soviet Attitudes Study. p. 265.
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disarmament would make possible the struggle for real
equalities among people and that the cause of disarmament
was inseparable from the cause of people struggling for
nation#l indepéndence. The Chinese in turn accused the
Russians of subordinating the national liberation struggle
to their desire for disarmament;

July, 1963.'séw initialing of the_Three—EnvirOnment Test-Ban
Treaty and the explicit naming of Russia and China by each
other in their public polemics. The Governments of the two
countries exchanged a.series of notes in which the Chinese
attacked the test ban and the Russians suppurted it. 19

Thxs dlspute over the test ban was at the center of
attention at the 9th WOrld Conference Against Atomic and
Hydrogen Boﬁbs, held in Hzroshxma in August of 1963 The
Chinese aﬁtacked the test ban at the conference and the
Soviets defended it. The same pattérn followed at the World
Peace COuncil Heet;ng in Warsaw in November and December of
1963. Followxng the test ban. polemxcs the Chlnese issued a
series-of statements commenting on the “Open Letter of the .
Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Unlon,‘
and in the fifth of these statements. on  *Two Dxfferent Lines

on the Question of War and Peace,” the Chinese discussed in

19 i L .
. These are described in detail in the Chinese Attitudes
Study. : : : .
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detail their opposition to Soviet disétmament policy and
to the nuclear Test Ban Treaty, However they added no
significant new poznus to their analysis. The main Soviet
reply came in a lengthy statement by Susliov in a report to )
the Soviet Central Committee oOn February 14, 1964, which was
not published until April of that year. Again no new points
‘were made but both statements bitterly and.explicitly attacked
" the views of the other.

The 10th World Conference Against Atomic and Hydrogen
ponbs resulted in the first public splitting of a front
organization on disarmament issues. The Soviets ended up
holding their own conference in Tokyo. The Hiroshima.
conference, dominated by the Chinese dencunced the test
ban, and the_Soviet—Support#d coﬁference'haile& iﬁ;

Since mid-1964 the Russians have refrained frqm all-out
open polemics thb the ch1nese. The Chinese'in their attacks_
on the Russxans have, in their d;scussxons of dxsarmament,
focused on the w1111ngness of the Soviet Un1on to negotiate
dzsarmamznt agreements with the West ‘while the war 1n Vzetnam‘
was be;ng fought. The Ch;nese have also continued to attack
the test ban and to warn publxcly of the danqers of. a

'-nonmproliferatzon agreement. The disputes at front meetlngs
have grown 1ncreas;nqu bitter.

Pollowxng the—fall .of Khrushchev there was a slxght pause
in Chxnese polemxcs followed by a bitter attack on the new.

regime, comlng to t0cus more more and more on the Vietnam 1ssue. :
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The absence of any attempts by the Russians to fe:ce the
Chzneee into disarmament agreemeﬂts comblned with the absence
- of additional zarms control measures in 1964 and 1965 may heve
eerved to turn the Chinese attention to more burning issues,
in paeticular Vietnam.‘ The Chiﬁese have continued to '
denounce the test ban and the general Soviet disarmament
‘posture but in le1s strident terms, and tne Russians have
refrained from attacking the Chinese nuclear tests, However,
1f arms control agreements ccome to the center of the stage
again, the Chinese can be expected to resume their'ettecka
on Soviet disarmame.: policy. | |

Disarmament has been a theme in the Sino-Soviet polemics
- right from the start, occupied the center of the stage during .
the greatest intensity of the polemxcs in 1963..and how
_ continues to be stressed. Why is this the case? '

oﬁe reason has aiready been suggested, namely that there
are_real diffexences between the Seviet Union and Communist China
.over-the aeeirability of:particular arms coﬁt:ol.meaaures._
The Sovxets have sought to justify their adherence to'the test
ban and their efforts to negot;ate other agreements, while
the Chinese have attacked the Soviet wxllxngness to sign
tﬁese agreemente. More general issues of war and peace,
such as how to react to the threat of American attack as seen
.jxem'noscoﬁ and Peking, are also reflected in debates about
disarmament. starmament is only feasible, the Russians concede,

beeause“nuclear weapons have brought about a fundamental change
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in the nature of interhational-politics:and because there
are 'reasqnablé' men in the West who recognize the stréngth
of the Soviet Union and therefore Qith whom one can negotiate.
Precisely because they reject these two hypotheses the
Chinese reject the notion that disarmament agreements axe
possible. More generally, some of the basic issues of the
Sino-Soviet dispute are refiected in debates about desirability
of disarmament. At the neart of much of the disagreement is
the question of how to treat the United States. Knrushchev
and his suCCessors have argued that Amerlcan leaders, aware
of the realxty of the chang;ng balance_of power, c<an be brought
to the conference table for successful negotxatxons,_not only
on disarmament but on more fundamental political matters, The
" Chinese, in turn, argue that the Americans w111 yleld only .
to pressure and not to efforts for negatxations.. The Sov1ets
state that because of the development of nuclear weapons which -
can destroy much of the world, it is necessary to make every
effort at peaceful settlement of disputes and ‘avoid actions’
wh;ch might provoke a nuclear war. The Chznese, in turn, have
gued that this posxtxon has led the 80v1ets to refuse to_
aupport wars of national 11beration and thereby to abandon
their oblxgat;ons as a Communxst power., All of these.fundamentai
_iéaues are reflected 1n4the'd1£armament aisagfsements. Hencé
| the dxsaruament debates are carrled out not only for their
own sake. but also as a way of argulng .more fundamental 1ssues

about the nature of the hlatorlcal epoch and the nature of the

enesy.

T g m—— N
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: Finally at differeﬁt times in the period of the.polemlcé.
'the Russians and the Chinese have each felt that their
disarmament posxtxon could win wide support in the rest of the
Communist movement and in the thlrd world and hence should be
stressed. Whatever motivatiens xhrushchev may have had for
putting forwérd préposals for General.and Complete Disarmament
he guickly realized that Chinese opposition to the proposals,
based partly on grounds that they believed'thaﬁ the Russians
took them seriously; could be turned against the Chinese
effectively in the thirad world and in Communi#t countries.
Xhrushchev could use the Chinese unwillingness. to subscribe
to GCD as "proof” of the fact that the Chinese really wanted
a nuclear war and did not understand the desﬁructive-power |
of nuclear weapons. Similarly the Chinese opposition to
the test ban, heralded by almost every other country aa a
. step toward world peace, could be used by the Russians to
show the warlxke xntentlons of the Peking Iéadership. 1n beth
of thene instances the Chxneue ‘felt themselvea on the defens;ve
and were forced to try to explain why thexr posxtzons were not
Iinﬂ0mpat1b1e w;th a deszre for world. peace. With the heating
up of the Vietﬂamzae waxr in 1965 the tables were somewhat
- turned and the Russxans were forced into the poaxtion of tryxng
to. expla;n why they were wzllxng to talk about d;sarm.ment
with the Unxted States while it was engaglng in military

actxons agaxnst'the"North‘thtnamese—Communlst regxme. The
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Pussians for a time'piayed down the desirability of agreements
with the West and stressed the need to use disarmament
conferences as a forum fér attacking the American position
in Vietnam. More recently they have returned to Geneva with
the argument that precisely because of the tensions it was
.necessary to carry on disarmament discussions, Both sides
have discovered that there are gains and iosses to be had in
attacking or supporting the disarmament‘positions of the other
side. 'Tbesé political uses combined with the genuine |
disagreements lying behind the disarmament positions of
the two countries suggest that disarmament will contihue to

play a major role in the polemics of the Sino-Soviet dispute.

THE CHINESE FACTOR _IN SOVIET DISARMAMENT POLICY

Another way of asking the'question of what impact the
Sino~Soviet diSpute has had on prosPects for arms control and

dlsarmament is to consider the degree to which the Sov1et

position on disarmament questions has been 1nfluenced by

their percept;on of the likely Chinese reactlon and the effect
20
on their relations with Peking. It is possible to examine

the ‘impact ¢f the Chinese factor on Soviet disarmament policy

in terms of Soviet conference tactics,_Soviet_disarmament

20One could agk this questlon in reverse about China, but
there is much less to say since the Chinege have not been seriously
interested in exploring disarmament gquestions. The Chinese have
been forced by Russian adherence to the Test Ban Treaty to make
much -more explicit their attitudes and views on disarmament
guestions, and to put forward specific proposals. . This is discussed’
in detail in the Chinese Attitudes Study. '



. -40-~

proposals, and;-finallyg serious Soviet interest in negotiaiing
disarmament'agreements.ﬁl

It is necessary to begin with a caveat introduced by a
number of the participants in the Sino-Soviet Arms Control
Conference, namely that Soviet positions on arms control matters
afe determined by a number af'factqrs of which the "Chinese
factof" is ouly one and not necessafily alQays an zmﬁortant
one. Nevertheless it may be possible to isélate certain
inétances in which the Chinese:faétor appeared significant.
In relation tb the test ban, it will be érqued below that
. the Soviet desi:e’for a test ban treaty, beginning in late
1957, contributed o their willingneSS'to engage.in nuclear
sharing with the Chinese and the gradual deereasé in Soviet interest
in the test ban negotiatioﬁs peginning from late 1959 or early
1960 will be related to.the fac: that the Chinese hegan to Oppoée
~the agreement. Moreover it appears likely that the conVeﬁing
of the three-power Moscow talks, which led to the signing of -
thé-Test-Ban_Treaty, Qere déliberately timed-by thushchev
to coincidezwith-Sovigt-Chinese negotiations which broke

down in disagreement and . the beginning_bf open polemics.

21 - ‘
The framework used in this section and many of the peints -
made are drawn from the discussion of this guestion at the
conference on Sino-Soviet Relations and Arms Control.
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Three pther Soviet tactical maneuvers ih terms of
cbnierence tactics midht be related to Sino-Soviet relations.
The first such move took place in Seétember, 1957, when the
Soviets, perhaps at least in-pafﬁ because of'thé ypcoming Mcsccﬁ'
conferen:e'proposed an end to the London disarmaments talks.  The
second occurred in Junc of 1960 when the Soviets declined to
set a date for a next meeting of <he Ten Nation Disarmament
‘Conference. The Soviet pull-out, 'aming on the eve of Western
proposals for which the soviets hau been pressing for some cime,
might have beéen in part at least the result of the gpcomxng |
Bucharest Meeting. Khrushchev apparently made some effort
to try to coms to a compromise agreement with the Chinese
and may have preferred not to have a:ms coﬁtrol negotiations
with the West going on at the same time. This may-havé
seemed particularly important'since durihg-the hegotiaﬁions
the Russians, in discussing pr0posals for world wide conventional
'dxsarnarent kould e ignoring the Chinese aSsertlon that they
would not be conmxtted to any agreement whlch they dld neo
negotiate and sign, _

The Soviet call for a meeting of the Uni ted Nations
Disarmarent Commission in 1965, aﬁd-ﬁheif dttenpt to have the
meetings of tﬁe Eighteen Nation Disarmament Commlssion held
up in the. meantxme could also be attributed in part (2
Chinese pressure, in this case attacks on the Russians for'thexr
willingness to participate in disarmament negotlatxons vhile

the Vietnam war was going on.
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If any general conclusion emerges from this brief
discussion of coﬁference tactics, it is tha# at least in the
past the_chiets have at least in part for this reason suspended
arms control negotiations when, as in 1957, 1960 and immediately
after the fall of Khrushchev, they were trying to improve théir
relations with the Chinese. When they have abandoned the efforts -
to improve Sino-Soviet relacions, as occurred in 1963 and in
1966, the Russiané nb longer felt any constraint from Sino-Soviet
issues from engaging in negotiaﬁions on arms COntiol matters.

The S->viet record in presenting formal armé control
proposals shows both that the Soviets are willing t6 take
positions even when they know they will be attacked by the

Chinese, and also that the SovietS'frEquehtly put forward

‘proposals designed to undercut Chinese propaganda positions,

A number of proposals alreédy.discussed4,including the nuclear
umbréllé proposal of Séptembe:, 1962, and the Test Ban Treaty,
we?e clearly itehs on which the Soviets expected and were
williﬁg ﬁo accept stroné Chinese criticism. Moreover, the
Chinese have claiméd that beginning_in_éu@uét, 1962, the'
Russians carried on private negotiaﬁicns with the United
States on proliferation, negotiations about which they

informed the Chinese and were advised ﬁﬁat'the Chinese had

22 .
serious objection., Since then the Soviets have publicly

supported proliferation agreements and, in fact, presented

‘a formal proliferatiﬂn treaty tao the United Nations General

"Statement of the Chinese Government,” August 15, 1963,

in Griffith, p. 351. _
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They did so knowing full well

that these proposals would come under Chinese attack.
‘"he most notable use by the Russians of a disarmament

proposal to undercut the public posture of the Chinese was

Suviatg menipulation of their proposed GCD treaty. As was

indicated above, this prpposed agreement was used since 1960

nese were not interested

in peace. The Soviets have also reacted to the Chxnese attempt

to claim credit for the proposal to ban the fxrst use of

They have pointed out that this was a long

nuclear weapoens.
' ' 23

‘standing Russiaﬁ proposal and began to push it themselves,

most recently in the alternate form of an agreement not to

use nuclear weapons agaxnst non»nuclear states. -

F;nally, in c0n31der1ng the Chinese factor in Soviet policy.'

there is the questxon of the lnfluence of this factor on the

" willingness of the Ru551ans to engage in serious negotlatzons

leading to agreement.. Here the major item lS, of.course, the

Test Ban Treaty and the ev1dence is that the Russians are
prepared to go ahead when other factors seem to warrant such
action even’ though they expected Chinese dlsappr0va1, and even f
to use an agreemen* to undercut +the Chinese p051t10n.

Moreover, the existence of the Slno-u0v1et dispute may . lead

the Russiarns %o seek agreements in order to demonstrate the

23 y ' o '
See Chinese Attitudes Study, pp. 125-27.
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validity of the genefal Russian line of the effectiveness‘of
peaceful coexistence and cooperation with the United States.
The Sino-Soviet dispute gives the countries of Eastern Europe-
greater influence over Soviet policy which nay lead the
Soviets to press more vigofously for those agreements which

appear to be in the interest of their East European allies,

_and by the same token to stay away from agreements to which

the East ﬁuropeans.would object.
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CHAPTER 111

THE INTERACTION BETWEEN THE NUCLEAR TEST BAN AND
SINO-SOVIET RELATIONS

This Chapter will examine Sino-Soviet relations and the
‘attitude of the two countries toward the test ban in the
context of their detér'icmting relations from 1957-1959, |

Ptior te 1956 there was no disagréement’betwaen the Sovieﬁ
Union’ and Communist China on proposals to controi the spread
of nuclear weapons. The two countries had agreﬂd on a
propagunda pozition which emphasized the need to eliminate
nuclear wea?ons éntirely, and which advocated a ban on the
use of such weapons. -Neither China nor Russia seems to have
expected that these proposals would lead to_anf agreeﬁents
with the West, nor did they particularly desire any agréements
except perhaps.a baﬁ on the use of nucleayr weaporis. . By late |
1956; the Soviet Union geems to have becomé interested in é
cessation of nuclear testing, either by tacit agreement cr
by a formal treaty bannlng such tests.24The first poessible -
“divergence in the outlooks of Peklng and Moscow tcward the.
suspension of nuclear testing came at th;s_t‘me when
Khrushchev, in the words of the Cﬁihese,.“divorced'the

25
cessatlon of nuclear tests from the quest;or of - dxsarmament

24L1ncoln P. Bloomfield Walter C. Clemens. Franklin Grlffxth..
¥hrushchev and the Arms Race: Soviet Interests in Arms Control
and Disarmament 1954-64 (Cambridge. MIT, 1966}, pp. 93-97.

258tatement by the Spokesman of the Chinese Government of
August 15, 1963. Text in Wiiiiam E. Graftith, The Sino-Soviet

Rift (Cambricge: MIT, 1964), p. 352.




—46-
The Chinese claim that from then on they supported'Khrushehev
when he was right and opposed him when he was'wrond. However

it appears that only in retrospect did the Chinese become

uneasy about the 1956 Soviet move., - Soviet motives in seeking

a test ban treaty at this time were probably Qeried; among

them were the belief thaﬁ because of the qrowiﬁg concefn with .
_fallout, this was a useful symbol for their long standing effort
to reduce the polxt;cal value of western nuc‘ear forces and
their hoPe that a test ban might prevent the Federal Republic

of Germany from gaxnlng nuclear weapon Begiﬁnihg in 1954,
NATO had adopted a strategy based on the use of tactical

nuclear weapons dthh was to lead to the introduction of
American nuclear weapons into Europe. In 1957 the Unxted States
negotiated with'eohe of its NATO allies for the statiouing:

of American missiles on their soil. 'The deiete bitterly
attacked these moves, and ma? have viewed a test ban t?eaty

as a means to block any German national nucieariprogtam.

Cn January 14, 1957 the Soviet Union iﬁtroduCed a
reselutionfin the United Nations Gene;al Assembly calling for
a geparate ban on the testing of nuclear weapqns.QGAt-the
London Diearmament Conference theISOViets began to press for
.'a separate treatv bannxng the test1ng of nuclear weapons

and stressed the value of thxs measure, not only on humanxtarxan

26 pocuments on Disarmament 1945-1959, Vol, II, 1957 1959, prp.
736-37. The Sowxe*s had proposed such a ban in November 1955 in’
an amendment to a Western power resolutien but did not press the
question. (Geneva Conference on the Discon<inuanc? of huclear
weapons Tests: History and Analysie of Nezotiations /Wa=h1ncton
D.C.: Depactment of State, 1961/, pp. 4=5.}"




Kuo Mo-jo, announced Chihese support for Soviet efforts to

-47-

(-health) grounds but also as a means to halt the spread of
nuclear weapons. For examplé, the Scviet delegate to the
Conference, Zorin, describéd the value of a test ban as

follows:

The situation will be complicated by any increase
in the number of states in possegsion of atomic
and hydrogen weapons. Clearly this complication
will likewise affect the United States of America.

If atomic and hydrogen weapons' tests are
prohibited, the result will be that, even if a
country not now in possession of atomic ox hydrogen
weapons learns the secret of their manufacture and
has access to the necessary materials, it will be
unaple to test these weapons effectively. Hence
the prohibition of tests will seriously hinder tne
production and stockpiling of atomic and hydrogen:
bombs in other states. Obviously the security of
all states, includingzthe United States of America,
will gain from this. 7 '

On the following day, the Soviets publicly announced that
they would be willing to.accept a temporary suspension of miclear

128 , .
tests. . ©On June lst a Chinese spokesman on disarmament matte;s;

- : 29
negotiate an interngtianal pact to end nuclear weapons. tests,

27 - o _ - . :
United Nations Disarmament Commission. Subcommittee of the
Disarmament Commission, Verbatim Record No. 91, March 25-26, 1957. -

28 - ‘ . . . , .
Ciro E. Zoppe, The Test Ban:. A Study in Arms Control

'lNegotiatiOns._Doctoral thesis, Columbia Unaversity, 1963,
mimeographed, p. 431. '

29%uo Mo-jo at Peking rally, June 1, 1957, as reported by. New

China News Agency (NCMA), English, Peking, June 12, 1957, reprinted

in Survey of the China Mainland Press (SCMP},. {U.S. Consulate
General Hong Kong), 1544, p. 30. (NCNA English language dispatches
datelined Peking are cited as “NCNA, date, in SCMP." Any o
deviation such as a different dateline 1s noted.! '
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On June 14, 1957, the Soviets submitted to the Londen .
:Disarmament Conferance a formal proposal for an "immediate
ceagation of all atomic and hydqueﬁ weapon tegts if only.for
a period of two or three yeafs.“:uit the same time the Soviets
in a major concession to the Western position accepted the

principle of international control over a possible test ban

agreement. On July llth che People's Daily supported a temporary

ban on nuclear tests as a first step toward universal disarmament
and.complete.prohibition of nuclear weapons. 1t condemned the

United States' attempts to link the test ban with.bther issues
- . o 31 '
.as “hopelessly complicating the guestion.”-

Several days later at the London Disarmament Conference
in cohmenting on Americah quesﬁioning'as to whether other
wessential states” would in fact join the.test_ban treaty,
IIZOrin specifically sﬁatedrthat China would adhé:e'tb-sﬁch.a.‘
treaty.'uﬂe_told the Loﬁdpn Meeting that he had-éhecked a

map and:

I found a great country--The People's Republic of .
China; and a great Asian power--lndia. I reflected
whether there was any real reason why these two
great countries, which in truth are anong the.
“egsential states in the world,” should not accede
to a treaty which halted atomic weapon tests for -
two or three years. L - '

30 ' —
Documents on Disarrmament 1949-1959, p. 791.

31 : _ : | - -
People‘'s Daily Commentary, NCNA, July 1, 1957, in SCMP, 1571,

p- 40.
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I do not think anyone, even our opponents, could

" have any grounds for such an assertion, Neither

have I. For the People's Republic of China and

the Republic ©f India have repeatedly proclaxmed
their whole-hearted supgort for a suspension of
atomic and hydrogen tests. . . What reason is there,
then, to think that rthese two states would not
accede to the agreement? ! am aware of none. If
Mr, Stassen haghany in mind I should like to hear
what they are, ' ‘

By‘mid—July. 1957, the Soviets had taken a number of steps
toward an agreement with the West for a treaty banning nuclear
tests, They had accepted the need for irternational controls
of a test suspension aﬁd had limited'thexr"demands to a
moratorium of several years. In ‘fact they had succeeded in
convincing even the usually skeptxcal American Secretary of
State John Foster Dulles Ssat th2 - 5eemed to be desxrous of
arriving at an agreement. China was publicly suapporting
Soﬁiet=initiativeg in this period and Zorin, with only minimal
probing from the Amerxcan delegate Harold S*assen, had
assured the London Dlsarmament Conference .that China wculd
'nign a test ban aqregment. The Chirese nade no nove as they.
were to do in.1960 to disabuse the West of this belief,

de 1957 was also to see exte:sxve SlhO"SOVLet dxscussxons

about nuclear weapons.‘ ‘The Chxnese offxcar COrps had

United Mations Disarmament Commission, Records of the London
Disarmament Conference, Verbatim Transcrapt. “July 12, 1957, p. 16,
as guoted in Zoppo, p. 62.. . '

33%see comments.’ by'Dulles in J.5. Department of State Bulletln,
July 15, 19575 P- 101 as guoted in Zoppo, g. 62, :
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focused, at least since 1955, on the .importance of Soviet aid
in the modernization of the Chirnese army and in particular
in the development of nuclear weapons and modern delivery
systems.den‘early 1957 .the Chlnese-apparently_pressed the
Soviets for an increase iﬁ Soviet assistance to the indigenous
Chinese nuclear weapons program which éppaféntly.started in
1955, According to thévaccguﬁt of-the‘éhinéSe'Ccmmhnistg which
has been indirectly confifméd‘by the éoviets oﬁ‘0¢EQBér'15; 1957,
_the two countries signed an agreement"fd:.sharingjnew -
technologf for defense. ? Neither goveinment has made clear
the precxse Soviet co-w;tments under thls agreement hor ‘what’
aid the Sov1ets actually gave to the Ch;nese Judgxng_from_'
the current state of Chxnese weapons capabxllty 1t appears that
~ the agreement led to Sov1et assxstance in develOpment of an
1ndxgenous Chlnese weapons productxon capablxzty and was relatec
to Soviet aid to an 1ndlgenous Chlnese capablllty for the_‘ o
production of mxssxles as well perhaps of submarxnes and-
'other delxvery systerﬁ. Despite a number of dlsag*eemeﬂts .
durlng the rest of the decade, Soviet axd to the Ch;nese nuclear

'program apaears to have continued until mzd—lgeo and resulted

ih-substantial-assistance_to the-constxuetxon of a_gaseous

34 . . . . : _
" Malcolm Mackintosh, “Sino-Soviet"Relations'in a U.s.-China
Crisis: The Soviet Attitude,” infra; See also Ellis Joffe,

Party and Army: Professionalism and Political Control in the’
Chinese Officer Corps 1949~ 1964 (Cambrxuge-' East Asxan Research

Center. Harvard University, 1965) .

35”Chznese Government Statement of Aucust l:. 1963, : .
- Criffith, ». 3%1.  “Soviet Government Statement of August 21,1963,

in Griffi;h,jp, 365.

3
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d;ffusxon plant and several reactors, as wwll as the beg:nnxng
of a missile production capnbilxty.36 |

There is very little mystery about Peking's motivatiohs
1n seek;ng 1ncreased Sovxet assistance 1n the Chxnese effort
to develop an 1ndxgenous nuclear weapons productzon capabxllty.
”he Chinese had reached an industrial and scientific level
whcre_they cguld contemplate an acceleration of their nuclear
production program particularly if théy-could'counﬁ on |
substantiaL Soviet §§§ittanqe; hbrgoVer."the.Chinese were on
the verge of launching their Great Leap ?orwérd and‘ﬁere
already.ih a'mocd.to develop ambitious plané for indhstry,
technology and'science.- Given their long~standxng desxre
‘to make China a great power, the Chinese leaders were anxloua
to press ahead as quxckly as possible in developxng nuclear
weapons and, hence, would havé welcomeéd substantial Sovieﬁ_'
ai& provided it did not involve Soviet controis.' xhrushcﬁev}é
motxves in yielding at least pa*txally to these demands and “
qceppxng up. Sovxet assxstance to the Chlnese program are much'
more obscure. In ceneral the Sov1et leadership was probahly
ot happy about giving China the independent capabn'iey.to
launch a nuclear war,- However there were at least a;x factors '
which may have comb;ned to lead Khrushchev to feel that it
‘was dgsirable for him to acquiesce in Chxnese demands:fo;

aid to their nuclear program : N _ o .

36 ' - ; .
Halpermn. Ch1na and: the Bomb - (New York Praeger, 1965),
pp. 78-82, ' :
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1. Kbrushchev was faced with a sxtuatxon in whizh the
Chinese were determired to go ahead wlth the deveLOpment of

nuclear weapons. whether or not they received extensive Soviet

" agsistznce. Hence Khrushchev's choice was not between a China

equipped with nuclear weapons Qr a China dependent on the.
Soviet Unién for nuclear deterrence. Rather it was between

a Chinese nuclear program carried out in defiance,oOv at least
wz“hout the aid of the Soviet Unxon, or a nuclepr program
carried out in cooperation with the Russxans.7 In the latter
case Soviﬂ technicians would be involved in the program,.
giving Luw w.ssians consxderable information about what the
Chinese we doing and some degree of ccntrol over the evolution
of the Chinese weapons development program.

‘2. During 1957, Khrushchev was engaged in a power

struggle for the leadership of the Sovzet Communxst Party

which . was to see h;m puzge firs- the anti-Party group in .June’

~and then Marshal Zhukov in October. Khrushchev uhdoubtedly'
‘was xnterested in securing at least the npubralxty. and if

- pocsible t he support, of the Chinecge Communist Partv in hia

effort to deal thh opposition in the Soviet Union, His
williﬁgﬂess to grant nuclear aid to china might have been.
pact of his effort to insure Chinese neutral;ty and poaﬁibly

te ceonvince the Peking leadershxp that the:r own securxty

‘would be‘enhanced‘if Khrushchev emerged the. domxnanr figure

in the Soviet heirarchy.
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3. The Chinese had-ﬁiaQed a critical role during the
latter part of 1956 and in early 1957 in helping to resolidify
Soviet 1nfluence in Eastern Europe following the events in
Hungary and in Poland. Nuclear aid m1ght have been in part
a repayment for Chinese favérs and support.

4. The SinO—SOVLGt agreement on advanced technology for
defense was signed on the eve of the Moscow Conference. at
which the Soviets hoped to have a manifesto approved whxch
would form the basis for the unxty of the Lnternat1ona1
Commun1st m0vement. It was clear that there were some issues
on whzch the Chinese and the Russxans disagreed and the Chznese
had made it clear that they were prepared to argue for their

own obsition.- Stepped-up nuclear aid could have becn part of
the pr1c¢ which Khrushchev paid to the Chinese to. secure at
. least their part131 cooperatlon at the November conference _
and their willingness to compromlse on key issues in dlspute..

75.: Khrushchev was, during this period, seek ing closer
ﬁilitary cooﬁération.with-commﬁniét‘China and was to proposé
in 1958'various kinds of joint milita;y arrangements, inqluding.
it will be suggested just below, perhaps an agréement to.
station Soviet nuclear weapons on Chinese terrltory., It is
possible that he viewed the grantlng of aid to the Chinese
nuclear weapons productlon prog:am as a useful backdroP with
wﬁich'to negotiate'clcser mllztary c00peratxon with Peklng.

6. Although there was a hiatus in negotiating forums .

in October, 1957, thushchev had already taken the first steps
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"teward a nuclear test ban agreement with the United States,

and was to make further steps in 1958. A test ban at this

time‘required the active participation ¢£f China. Khrushchev

must have receognized the fact that the Chinese weuld be

' guspicious of his effort to négotiate a test ban treaty if

it appeared to preclude Chinese nuclear tests. He may have

cencluded that the most effective way to secure Chinese

public and private support for the test ban treaty was to

make such support a precondition for the granting'of_nuclear.
assistance. | 7 '

Each of the considerations pfesented akove probably
contribﬁﬁed to Khrushchev's decision to yie.d to Chinese
presguie and to accelerate aid to the Chtnése nuclear weapons
production pfogram. It is possible that even at the:time the
agreement'ﬁas signed, in Octoer of 1957, the chihesé had
'déubts_about'how muéh aid Xhrushchev weuld really be wiiling |
to give to them, Tﬁey méy have known that his decision to
grant this aid was taken xeluctantiy and be&ause qf'ﬁhe '
pressures diécussedaaboée rather than;becausg of any Soviet
desire fof an independent Chinese nuclear capability. The
Chineae.may, however, have had an interest of their own in

a comprcmise_at the Novembex coufgrénce. and'had decided that

‘ public.suépdrt for the test ban treaty was a reasonable price

te pay for Soviet nuclear assistance.



~55-
There remained a Jdilemma of relating the Chinese
‘determination to get nuclcac Qcapons aﬁd hence the need for them
to carry out nuclear tests witﬁitherscviet desire to negotiute
a suspension cf nuclear tests to which China would be expected
to adhere. It is possible to speculate that, as a result
of discussion of this issue between the Russians and the
Chineses, a "test ban clause” wcs ingerted into thc Sinq—Soviet
ncclcar agreement. The clause might have involved some
specific further commitments by the Russians in case the
CThinese were precluded from testing.by an internationai
agreement. More likely, it may have simply been an understanding
that the Soviet Union would render such assistance as wcu;d-be
necessary to permit ‘the Chinese to accept the test ban
agreement, 7 _
With substantial Soviet assistance, the Chinese could

now look forward to the detonation of their fxrst nuclear
dev1ce, perhaps in 1960, and the development of an oPerat1ona1
capabilgty during the follawing years,. This left the_quegtion,
which was to be intenscLy'débctcdgiﬁ China during late 1957 |
and early 1958, of whether or not it would be desirable

to have Qn interim arrangement under whxch Soviet nuclear

37 re yxll be. argued below that the. Ch;nese demands for
increased assistance in June of 1959 were related to the pessszlzty
of an impending test ban treaty. This argument lends some
plauaiblllty to the notion that there was a test ban clause
in the 1957 agreement. Moreover, the existence of such a clause
weuld be one way of making compatible the Chinese launch:ng ‘of -a-
stepped-up nuclear weapons program with Soviet aid in 1957
concurrent with the support of both countries for a test ban
treaty. - However, one had the further problem of reconc;lxng
‘whatever understandings were reached with the Soviet proposal
for an agreement which would ban the tranafer of weapons which:
was submitted to the United Nations General Assembly 1n Septﬂmber
of 1957. (See Chapter II-—p. 3. ;
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wéapqns might be stationed on Chinese territory, presumably
under joint Sov;et-cﬁines_ control. Such an agreement appears
.-‘to. have had the support of the Chinese military and to have
at least been acquiesed to by Soviet Premier Khrushchev. The
events surrounding this proposal, which will be discussed
below, leave it unclear as to whether this was a Soviet
"initiative acquiesced in by the Chinese military, or an initiative
of the Chinese military accepted by the Soviet leadership.
Mackintosh has suggested fhat Khrushchev sought closer military.
éo¢peration with China during this périod and may have himéelf
proposed the sharing of nuclear weapons under joint controi,38
The Chinese military, for ité part, may have been uneasy about
the hiatus in nuclear protection until China had its own
operational capability and soﬁght to:enhance the Soviét
cdmmitﬁent.by having Soviet weapons actually stationed in
China. Whatever the origin of the proposal, it appears
ﬁg have been discﬁssed between theé two countries and inténsively
with China leading to a debate between-thé.Army leadership and
'the'ﬁarty._'Giveh this ovérview we turn to é'detailéd éoﬁsideratibn 
of these events., | |

In October, 1957, three Chinese delegations were in Moscow.

Most publicized was”the attendance by Mao Tse~tung and other

38 e
Mackintosh, pp. 12-20.
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Chinese leaders at the celebration of the Soviet Revoluticn .
and at the meeting of the ruling Communist parties. A Chinese

military delegation led by P'eng Teh-huai was present with

_ o 39

Mac and remained after Mao's departure for a series of meetings, -

A scienfitic delegation led by Kuo Mo-jo, President of the

Chinese Academy of Sciences, ‘carried on negotiations from .
' 40

October 18, 1957 to January 19, 1958 on scientific cooPeratlon.
It is p0331b1e that the scxentlfxc groups concentrated on
discussions of the implementation of the agreement on Soviet
a;d to the indigenaus Chinese nuclear program and also other
aspects of Sino-Soviet séientific cooperation. But theie.
seems to be little doubt. that Mao himself and partlcularly the
military delegatxon dlscussed varlous nuclear sharing
arrangements including, perhaps, the stationing of Soviet-made
nuclear systems on Chinese territory, presumably undef-some
form of'jéint-control.. ' o _

| Public staéements by Chinese military leaders éaliihg

fof drawing on Soviet tecﬁnolbgy began in late Octdber. 1957,
Just przor to departure of the mllltary delegation to Moscow

- 41
on November 6. On October 31, 1957, the People's Daily

39

"NCMA, November 28, 1957, in SCMP, 1663, pp. 48-49.
40 . ' L -
NCHA, Moscow, January 18, 1958, in SCMP, 1696, pp. 34-35.
41 ' :

Donald Zagoria, The Sino-Soviet Conflict, 1956-61 (Princeton:

Princeton University Press, 1962}, p. 170.
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published an article by Marshal Liu Po-ch'eng, Vice Chairman
of the National Defeﬁaé'Council. The article entitled “The
Soviet Army is the Example for the People's Armies of the
World” touched on both aspects of what the Chinese PLA might
learn from thé Soviet Union: political control and advahced
téchnoloéy._ The quéstion of whether the Soviet army should
prévide an example for.improved political centrol of the army

(prae“'ﬂ*k'!" A Asrmm e md Y e med \'-.'-'_ el ibdant memmminknst

or whether. it could also provide the basis for a quick

improvement in Chinese military capability, (as advocated by

the professional army) was to be the major thread in the

"conflict which was to evolve over the next six months. Marshall

Liu came down on the side of learnlng from both aspects of
Soviet accOmpllshments and stressed the up-to-date nature of
Soviet armed forces including its development of 1ntercont1nenta1 _

ballistic missiles. He declared that the Chinese army would:
42

learn from "all Soviet advanced experlence The nature of

the conflict within China at the time was demonstrated by a

statement by Ch' ien San-ch iang perhaps China's most

- distinguished nuclear physxcxst, who on the same day, according

A

42
Marshal Liu Po-sheng, "The Soviet Army is the Example’

for the People's Armies of the World," People's Daxlv. Cctober 31,

1957, NCNA, October a1, 1957 u:SCMP.lo47, pp. 26-30, Italmcs'-
added.
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to NCNA, discussed Soviet nuclear »_complishments. He pointed:
out that the Soviet Union ha” peen the first to produce a
hydroegen bomb that co'u be delivered, the first to launch
an ICBM and an ».rth satellite and declared that the Soviet.
Union.wr, leading the United States by a large margin. However,
~nien argued' not that China could borrow wholesale Soviet

technology as the army was suggesting, but rather that China
itsglf_must build u§ its own scientific capability, following
the pattern of Soviet scientific devélqpment, He declared
that: | |

——

We must follow the Soviet pattern with scientific
development and strive to build a scientific and
technical ferce of the working class equipped with
Marxism-Leniniem, and to catch up with the advanced -
world levels in a periocd of two_or4§hree five year
plana, helped by the Soviet Union.

P'uné Teh-huati, the_chinesg Defense Minister, who was apparently
‘the leader of the group urging the acceptaﬁqea of'finished |
Soviet-wéapons .came.oup explicitly fq:'borfowing Soviet
ﬁﬁcﬁnoiogy. He too reviewed Soviet miiitary. scientific and
téqhnblogical'accomplishments_and declared_that thre Soviets

_were now thé world leaders. Eut from-£his.he ﬂrew.thg conclusion
" that the Soviet.afmed forces could be the great example for

the modernization of Chinese armed forces and, "a mocdernization

43NcNA, October 31, 1957, in SCMP, 1645, pp. 27-28.
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of our army may thus be accomplished with a reduction of
ﬁ:oanabout ways.“44 |

. . On the following day, twOJdoméstié-§Aéio broadcasts
stressed the fact that the Chinese army would not be able to .
progress as fast as it had without Soviet help and without
learning from Soviet experienée. One of the broadcasts quoting
f:om an article by Marshall Ho Lung in Red Star pointed,éut
that Soviet experience would.save.the Chinese army time and
effort in modérnizing.45 The same theme was reflected in

a spéech by Marshall Chu Teh on November 7th when he pointed
‘6ut that the Soviet Union ﬁad done its utmost to render
assistance to other socialist countries.46-Op November 30

the military delegation-lead’by P'eng Teh-huai left the Soviet

. Marshal P'eng Teh-huai, "Learn from the Heroic Soviet
Army, " NCNA, November 4, 1957, in SCMP, 1649, pp. 28-30. See.
also Harold P. Ford, "Nuclear Weapons in the Sino-Soviet
Enstrangement; " The China Quarterly, ‘No. 18, (April-June 1964},
160-173: and Alice Langley Hsieh, Communist China's Strateqy in
the Nuclear Age (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice Hall, 1962). This
interpretation while differing in important respects from both
of these studies, draws extensively on their research.

45 ho Lung, "The Great Friendship and Shining Example,"
Red Star, broadcast on Chinese Home Service, Peking, November 3,
1957; Hsia Hua, “Long Live Solidarity Between the Armed Forces
of the Chinese and Soviet Peogples," Chinese Home Sexvice, Peking,
.Novenber 5, 1957, . ' L s

-465peech'at Soviet Embassy banguet, Peking, NCNA, November 7,
1957, in SCMP, 1651, cited from Ford, p. 16l. '
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Union and declared thons

The Chinese Comuiaist Party and Comrade Mao Tse-tung
had constantly ta'd us to learn from the Soviet armed
forces and l=zarn x 11 their advanced experiences. This
aspiration o ours is being realized step by step

through ti. ~ —~ense aid of the Soviet people and the
Soviet armw.. - o
What appears ~. oe the last indication in the Chinese

.prasa of the pqssibility‘that China would soon get £finished
nucliear weapons ffoﬁ the Soviet Union, came on January 16.
1958, when the Chinese Liberation Army Daily published a
report indicating that a new training program had besn
dxstrxbuted to the tru0ps and would fxnally be approved in
June of 1958, The draft, accerding to the newspaper ‘raport,
incorporated Soviet advance experience and prepared-the army
for tféining under "the modern conditioné of atomic hombs,
chemical warfare, and guided missiles.” 481t is pOBsible
that the training was related to enemy nuclear weapons, but
in any case, the program was app’ ﬂntly dropped

 The decision to rejéct nuclear sharing arrangements seems
"to have been taken by early February of 1958 when- the Chinese

‘line began to change-to one whxch, while 1t contxnued to

gtress learning from the Soviet army, emphasxzed the learnlng

- -
N

47 _ . '
NCNA, Moscow, November 30, 1957, ~im SCME, 1664._%. 51.

4Bunew Training Program. Promulgated by Genera; Depﬂrtment
of Supervxsuzzof Training,* Liberation Army Daily, January 16.
1958, in SCMP, 1786, quoted in ford, p. 162, and steh, p. 110



-62--

of political coﬁtrol. At the same time the Chinese préss
beg&n to'streks the ngea to build modernized Chinese weaponry
based on Chines« industrial'deveiopment. These changes
réfleéted—the settlement of a general Party-Army dispute
of which the ﬁuclear heééons issue was only one facet.

On February 3 1958, the first clear sign of the sw1tch
in emphasls came in a Peogle 8 Dazlz article which, reflecting
tha growing Great Leap Forward declared that nacional
_constructlon at top speed was nec2ssary if Chlna s securit;
was to be guaranteed. It declared that the building of modern
_ industry would be a “prerequisite for modernising oﬁr-national
defense" and it attacked the notion of depending on othur
peOp;8.4%0n February 14, Liu Nlng—yl. Vlce Pres;dent of Lhe
Siﬁonst1et Frxendsh1p_A8ﬁacxatxon, while streaslng the_
importance of learning from the Soviet Union declared that in the
ﬁotjtoo_remote future China would be an ad&ancéd, prosperous,
powerful industr;alxzed nation., This would be necessary

- 50
he saxd before mxlitary nodernization could take place,

49 o ‘
I'eople's. Dailx February 3, 1958, cited from SCMP in

Ford, p. 166.
50

NCNA, February 14, 1958, in.SCMP, 1716, p. 18.
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On February 27, 1958 Pleng, speakxng a. a rally celebratxng
the fortieth anniversary of ‘Soviet Army Day in Peking, s;gnaled
-'the retreat of the professxonal army group under his leadership
‘from the effort to nave the Chinese Government agree to accept
Sovxet nuclear weapons, His speech made a passing reference
to the up-to~djte nature of the Soviet arny end its modern.
military equipment; and indicated that the Chinese army must
learn frem the _oviet army. However what it was that China .
could learn had changed dramatically from the SFatements by
P'eng and his associates in the fall of 1957, Now he stressed
that what was to be learned from the Sov;ets was their experlence
kin ' solving questlons rel ated to the bullding of the armed
forces by means of Marx;stuLenlnist theorzes.“ and he went
on to point specxf;cally to Soviet experlence 1n the relatlonshxp
between the army and the party. the army and the masses, and -
relatlonahips withxn the army. P'eng made no mention in the
statemert of borrowing Soviet technology or advanced weapons
equipment. In fact, he now also emphasxzed the need to first'
buiid up Chinese industry. - Thus he concluded-
We are convinced that in coordlnatlon with the new
leap forward in our national economy we will
cerstainly build our armv faster than ever into a

.modernijized revolutxcnary army as excellent as
the Soviet army. 51 , -

51
NCNA, February 22, 1958, in SCMP, 1717, PP. 26-30,
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Three weeks later Kuo Mo-jo in a ‘major speech on

strengthening Sino-Soviet chperation in science, stressged
:_ggs need for China to make active progress. of her own_in the
newest branches of science and technology inciuding the: atomxc
field. sinnthe following day an academy of military science
of the PLA was gset up to guide the army‘'s study of military
science. Marshai Yeh Chien-ying declared that the-academy
would make full use of the latest scienﬁific and technical
dexeldpmenta;and carry our research in a planned way. He
declaréd that.the academy would combina the advanéed Soviet
mllltary sclence thh a study of the concrete sltuation in

53
China.

"With the'new line cleﬁrly established, the Chine#e press
began to carry discussions of what apparently wasg at-the heaxt
of the 1ésue of whether or not to accept So§iet nﬁclea&
weapons, namely the guestion of how to deter an Aﬁericﬁn
attack on‘Chiﬁa'before-China had her own nuqlearlweapons
capabillty. The campaign was to reach a clim&x'with the

publlcat1on of the collect;on of Mao's articles entitled

55 - _
Kuo Mo-jo “A Real;zatlon of a Blg Leap Forward in

Science, " in SCMP, 1714, pp. 5- 14

53 ' :
NCNA, March 16, 1958, in SCMP, 1736, p. 2.
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"Imperialism and All Reactionaries are Paper Tigers® and the
establishment-of-the-militia campaign in August 1958.
The Liberation Army Baily on March 16, 1958 pOlnted out

that Mao had drawn a basic conclusion in hig writings that
to defeat a better equipped army with inferior weapons depends’
on the reliance on_revolutioﬁary warfare, The article continued:

In case "a motherland-defense war were to break
out in the future, the equipment of our armed

weapons, therefore, would still appiy to future
war which would utilize. atomic bombs, mlssiles and
chem;cal weapons, 54 .

. On March 30, apparently attackxng the position which he
had unt11 very recently held, P'eng declared that Ch;na must
syatnmatically arm jitself with new techn;cal equipment but
.that “in the: ‘light of our industr;al capacit we can do so
only gxadually. - P'eng pointed out "that seme comrades
presumnbly including hxmself-had "faxled to apprecinte that
the modernxzatzon of our army must be established on the hasis
.of our national industriallzation, tggs tending to expect too -

mrch of our modernization toe soon.

- e : :
' Joint Publications Reseaxch Servxce (Hereafter cited as JPRS).-
Translation Study No. 1687 (June 9, 1959), quoted from Ford, p. 163

- 5§
- P'eng Teh-hual. "Build Qur Army into an Excellant Modernized
Revolutxonary Porce," Chien-Sang-Chu Pao, March 30, 1958, JPRs,
- translation No. 764-D, quoted from Hsieh, p. 1lo0. _
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Thus by March the notion of a quick modernization of the
Chinese army by aq¢qpting equipment from the”Soviet.Un;on had.
been firmly rejected by the Peking leadership. There is, #s
was indicated above, uncertainty as to what.triégafcd the
discussion by the PLA leadership of the poaaiﬁility of quick

‘medernization and whether their hopes were dashed by Peking

) S6 :
or by Moscow. The weight of the evidence weuld suggest that

it was Mae who rejected the proposals being espoused by P'eng
and his colleagues and by Khrushchev. There is considérable
evidence that Khrushchev praposéd variousg kinds of_qooperative .
schemes with Ching including‘a joiht naval comm;nd_and a |
jeint radar network, reaching a peak in April of31958 after

the Chinese rejectier had bgpﬁ rmade clear, at leagﬁ.in their
public étatcnsnts.sv;t is these overﬁurqa;'perhlﬁs pressed

as Chinese rejection became. more likély. which the Chinéae
declarod“th;tjthey'firmly rejected:

In 1958 the leadership of the CPSU put ferward
unreasonable demands designed to bring China
under Soviet military control. These unreascnable

" demands were rightly and firmly rejected by the
Chinese Government. : _

Beginning in May 1958, presumably after the final firm
rejectian ofrxhiushchqv's varioun propbaals- to join comﬁahds

N - : . ’
' Ford, for example, suggests that the Soviet Union was
unwilling to give the kind of aid that the Chinese leaders-had
hoped fexr. o
_ 57 Por a discussion of the evidence emphasizing the
Khrushchevian initiative reaching a climax in April of 1958 see
Mackintosh. o _ ' o .
SB.uThe Origin and Development of the Differences Between the.
Leadership of the CPSU and Ourselves--Comment on the Open Letter
of the Central Committee of the CPSU, " September &, 1963, .
reprinted in Griffith, p. 399, ' . :
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and the decision not to #cceﬁt nuclear weapons under joint
contrel, the Chinese Qreés published several articles which
for the first time publicly'announced China's intentions to
man@facture nuclear weapons, but at the saﬁe time condemned
those who had urged too great a reliance on foreign techniques
and on copvxng the Soviet Union. The statements emphasized
that 1ndustr1a1 development would have to precede modernization
of the armed forces.s9 '

The willingness of the leadership to publicly commit
itself to the development of étomic-weaponS'and missiles might
" have resulted from its confidence that Khrushchev wéuld continue
his assistance to the indigenous Chinese nuclear program despite
the rejéction of his “unreasonable® demands. By May of 1958
the SQviet-aid may.have been sufficiently advanced to give -
Peking this confidence. The message that the politicél
Ieidefship was giving to the army and to the Chinese people,
as well as to the Soviets wag that China would depend on
cautious actlon, ‘the umbrella of Soviet nuclear powex, and
~its own capability for revolutionary war to deter or defcat
an American attaék.u_n_till China could de'ultpi_t:s own indigenous nﬁc‘lear‘
capability, ifhié capability would be dévelopéd_aé‘quickly '
as péaaible utilizing as much Soviet assistance as was

available,

59 - t S
These statements are summarized in Ford and Hsieh,
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_"bn May 22, the military committee of the Ceetral Committee
of the Chinese Communist Party cenVened for a session which
was to last through July 22. This meeting, according to the.
official communiqué, “reviewed the over-all strengthening of
the PLA since the foundlng of the People's Republzc. and
'defxned_the lines of policy for the future., At the same time,
taking cognisance.ef the present world situation, it discussed
the country's_hetiOnel defence and made decisions accordingly.“so
‘The ccnference apparenclf discussed and fcrmally.ratified the
:dec151ons of the tOp leadership whlch were then expressed
in a major statemert on "People s Arity, People's wWar" by
Chu Teh released on July 31, 1958. The article accapted that
emphasie must be given to modern techndlogical'equfﬁment. but
reminded its readers that China was not an advocato of the
.eole 1mportance of arms. It declared-that there are some
.peoPle,‘presumably those around P'eng Teh-huai, whe a§vocate
en exclusive ﬁilitary viewéoint and who pay attention enly '

.to national defense and not to the sxgniflcance of economxc
_constructlon to nat;onal defense Cha Teh declared that China
-must base its military deg§IOpment on its own milltary

‘experience and situation. On the next day.-xn the guise of

5°Pek1ng Review, (July 29, 1958), guoted from John Glttlngs,
"China's Mllltla," China Quarterly No. 18 (Apr11~June, 1964). 100-

- 117, at p. 105,

- 6lchu Teh, "People s Army, People's War,* NCNA, July 31, 1958,
in Current Background, No. 514 (August 6, 1958), 1-4. The artlcle"
" was reprinted in Pravda August 3, 1958. (See Cu;rent Digest of

the Soviet Press Zﬁereafter cited ag CDSP/, X, 31, weekly 1ndex, ‘

P- 6l.).
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discussing causes of the failure of the Nanchang uprising of
1927, Marshal Ho;Lunggexpresaed the error of the military
profeasisnalsﬁ '
We tried to solve our problem purely from the
military point of view, and hoped for outside
" aid instead of relying on mobilisatién of the
masses. 62
The shift in policy was also reflected in the promotion
ef Lin Piao to a position as a me%%er of the Standing Committee
of the Politburc on May 25, 1958. It is possible that it
began to direct the PLA at this time, replacing'P'eng 1Teh-huai

who was dismissed in September 1959. An.editotial in the

Liberation Army Daily on August 1, 1958,'dec15red that some

comrades had_neglected the revolutionary nature of the people’'s
‘army. It centinued:

Based on the principle of military operations,
they onesidedly stress the part of atomic weapons
nad modern military tachniques and neglected the
role of the people. Instead of proceeding from
the antual conditions of the enemy and our own
side, and studying strategy and tactics suited
to the peculiaritiés of our country, they followed
the book formulas. They encouraged mechanical and
stereotypad movements and rigid applications and
looked upon flexibility with disfavor. In their
attitude towards technology, they stood for =
mechanical application of foreign experience and
ooked upon with disfaver the combinatien of study
with intricate and selective study.

Through August and into the fall, the Chinese press
contained stories attacking those comrades who had dveremphasizid

'.thaMpoésibilitiesmof borrowing from the- Soviet -Union. -Refléctiﬁq

62people's Daily, reprinted in Current Background, No. 514;
quoted with this implication of the meaning of the remark from
Pord, g. 136. y .

Current Background, No. 519, p. 9. S
64Liberaticn Army Daiiy, in SCMP, 1881, pp. 1-3.
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the general spirit of the Great Leap, increased emphasis was put
on the revolutionary tradition of the army, including the nesd

to rely on the masses, as for example when the Liberation Army

Daily on September 20 declared that; "If only we can rely on
the masses and base eﬁerything on reality, we will surely |
Qork out somethirg which is suitable for our own forces.“65
In August 1958, the Chinese proclaimed the "evervone a soldier”
movement vastly expanding the People 8 Milxt1a.§6 In an NCNA
statement discussing an “Important statement. by Chairman Mao”
following a prowincial“tour. Mao was reported to have linked
”the militia to preventlng an- &hV&SlOH of China or defeatxng
such an 1nvasion if 1t should occur.é7

| Thus in less than a year the Chinese had come full c1rc1e
and returned te relying in the short run on the People's Army
reinforced by an expanded mllxtxa.r_The proposals for jornt_nucleér
érréngeﬁents with the Soviet'Uﬂion héd been firmly reﬁeéted.
Nevertheless China had WLth -confidence, publrcly committed
.herself to a nuclear weapons program and was ln the process
of recelvxng large scale assistance from the Soviet Unxon.-

The inference that Soviet nuclear aid to China continued

during this period and was the basis of Chinese support for

65

p. l64.
66Gxttings, p. 103.
57NCNA October 1, 1958 guoted in Gittings, p. 105.

JPRS,. Ko, 1357 (March 16, 1959), quoted from Ford



-71-

the test ban is reinforced by the fact that Chinese publie
support for Soviet efforts to negotiate a.test ban treaty were
not shaken by the events of 1958. The Chinese did have other
reasons to support a test Ban includiﬁg its:p0pularity in
Japan but they are unlikely to have given publie suppo:t if
they saw the test ban as an anti-Chinese measure, As will
be indicated below the Chinese did back away from the test
~ ban as-such-in.1959 and 1960 while continuing to emphasize
nuclear disarmament. | |

In early September 1957 the LOndon Disarmament Conference
came to an end as a result of Soviet pressureésbut on September
20, 1957, the loviet Union introduced te the General Assembly
a resolution which_called fer a discontinuance of nuclear tests
- for two or three years as of January'l 1 1958. The draft resolution .
flrst called upon nucl ear powers. not to carry out any tests
: during this period and then called on‘"other states" to accede

69
to the agreement. Four days 1ater the Peogle =] Dallg reported

70
that the Chinese Government supported the Soviet proposal
Durlng the remainder of 1957 and into 1958, the- Chlnese ccntlnued

to support, thhmn four or five days time, bovzet_statements

68w York Tlmes, September 7 1957, P 1.
69pocuments on Disa armament 1945-1959, pp. 884-85.

70Peop1e s Dai;g, September 24, 1957, reported by NCNA,
oeptember 24 1957, in SCMP, 1619, p. 50.
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calling for a suspension of nuclear tests. The Soviets in turn

reprinted gome of these Chinese statements.71

On March 31, 1958, the Soviet Union anaocunced that it was
unilaterally suspending nuﬁlear tests and'that'it would not
test again un1ess the United States and thé United Kingdom
continued testing. On the next day the People's Daily supported
the Soviet unilateral suspension of nuclear testing. At the
same time it did.nbte'tha; ﬁhe United States was wiiling to
‘equip German armed forces with nucleﬁr weapOns'and.declgred,
| as had the Soviet note, that if the United States and the
'Uhi;ed Kingdom did not stop testing the Soviet Uhion_would
have to resume its_tests.vahe Soviet move was reportedfto
have gotten wide support in Communist China.73Perhaps:Peking‘
was pointing out to Moscow that Washington did nét view a test
suspénsipn as incompatible with nuclear sharing. On April 4,
1958 Khrushchev dispatched notes to a number of hgads of

government including U.S. President Dwigh£ D. Eisenhower and

Chinese Communist Fremier Chou En-lai. In these notes he

7L | _ ' :

~ For example Izvestia on January 17, 1958 reprinted a People's
Daily article calling for the ending of nuclear tests; cited in
Current Digest of the Soviet Press, X, No. 3, weekly index, p. 40.

72 _ : ' S
pecple’s Daily, April 1, 1958, reported by NCNA, April 1,.
1958, in SCMP, 1746, pp. 37-38. - o |

73

A=ty

NCNA, April 1, 1958, in SCMB, 1746.
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pointed out that the Soviet Unicn has unilaterally renounced
testing and urged agreement quickly since:

Generally only three powers--the U.S.5.R. and the
U.S.A. and Oreat Britain--possess nuclear weapons;
therefore agreement on the disceatinuation of.
nuclear weapens tests can be achieved relatively
easily. If the tests are not stopped now, within
& certain time other ceuntries may have nuclear
weapons, and in such a situation it weuld, of
course, be much more difficult to obtain an
agreemant, 74 '

_Pord has pointed out that Peking did not sand a formal
response to the Soviet note until ten days later and draws
frem this the conclusion that Peking may not have been happy

about Soviet efforts to negotiate a test han. However, the

tetal Chinese rejection to the Soviet note suggests a different

interpretation. On April 7, a People's Dailg'editoﬁial

supported the Soviet proposal and paraphrasing it declared

In fact, an agreement can be reached with relative
ease on the discontinuance of nuclear tests., as
at present only the Soviet Union and the United
States and Britain possess atomic weapens, 73

. On April 9, NCNA reported Chou En-lai as saying that the Chinese

Government had been informed of the Soviet decision to suspend

nuclear tesmts and that the Chinesze people gave it their

73 .- . = R :
Message from Nikita §. Xhrushchev to Dwight D. Eisephower,

April 4, 1958, printed in Pravda, Apri' 6, 19538, p. 1; translateq

in CDSE, X, No. 14, pp. 26-27. _
75 peaple ‘s Daily editorial, April 7, 1958, in NCHA, April 7,
1:38, in SCMP, 1749, 43-44. : o -
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enthusiastic support. And on April 10 the Chinese attacked
the United States for rejecting the Soviet propesal to suspend

15
teste.

The formal Chinzse response dated April 13 in response

to Khrushchev's lecter of April 4, declared that the Chinese
Government:

Fully supports the decision of the Soviet Government

to first discontinue the test of all kinds of atomic

and hydrogen weapons and the proposals concerning

this guestion made by the Soviet Government to the

governments of the United States and Britain.

The Chinese Government supported the Soviet

proposal as leading to "a general discontinuation

of nuclear weapons tests" and ultimately . “rxddxng

mankind of the danger of a destructive atomic war." 77
Even in April, 1958, at the time of the Chinese reiection of
Khrushchev s proposals for nuclear sharing, Khrushchev was
‘sufficientlv confidernt of a Chinese positive respcnse to publicly
dispatch a letter to the Chinese Government-asking its views
on the nuclear test suspension. In fact, the Chinese support -
- for Soviet preposals in the test ban area, and Soviet confidence
that China:would-support efforts to end nuclear weapons'testg
were to duntinue into 1959

On May 9, 1958, Khrushchev took a major step toward a test

ban when in a letter to Llsenhawer he accepted the Western

78

Reported in NCNA, April 10, 1958, in SCMP, 1751, p. 36.

77 . _ :
NCNA, April 14, 1958, in SCMP, 1753, pp. 43-46.
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_proposal for a conference of experts to examine the feasibility
of a controlled system f{or the detection of nuclear_weapons.tests;_78
In taking_this step Khrushchev must have known that a treaty
and even a control éystem would be unaccéptable unless China
_ participated and the control system included Chinese territory.
In fact Khrushchev's letter reflected hié-confidence that China
would participate, In a follow-up letter oh Hay 30 Khrushchev
agreed to an American préposal that scientists from Greét Britain’
and France participate in the Experts thfe:enqe and indicated
that‘CzeCh and Polish scientists would also partiéipéte. The
letter went on to state: _ |

. Nor does'tﬁe'Soviet Government consider that tﬁe

work of the experts should be confined to this group

of countries. Therefore it seems advisabie to invite

experts from India also, and possibly from cerciin

other countries, to participate in the conference, 79
The Amevrican Govﬂfnment_apparently todk Khru#héhevfs letter,
and perhaps informal Soviet indications of wﬁat oﬁher'countries
they had in mind, to mean that the Soviets were planning to
propo§e the inclusion of Chinese scientists at the'Expérts
Conference. . According to oné press report, Washington's at

least tentative decision was to accept the presence of Chinese

7B - N
ILetter from the Soviet Premier to President Eisenhower,
May 9, 1958, in Documents on Disarmament 1645-1959, p. 1038.

79 . i . ' o .
Letter from the Soviet Premier to President Eisonhower,
May 30, 1958, in Decuments on Disarmament 1945-1959, pp. 1050-51.
Italics added. ' o . ' : : ' ,
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scientists. Whether in fact such a proposal was actually

made and rejected by the American Government is not clear

from the public record.

" ‘Chinese support for the Experts Conference was'indicaﬁed
en June 27, 1958, on the eve of thé conference when NCNA' noted
that the experts talks shohid.help facilitate én agreement on
cessation of nuclear weapons tests. quévér, it warned that
the United States would gfe the talks to cover up its ambitions
for a nuclear arms race. While Chinese statements during
the Experts Conference ceontinued to point to American preparation

for nucléar war, they did give support to the conference.

'The_Chinese statements also pointed out that the United States -

wasgs on the'verge of increasing-its exchange of nﬁclear'weapons
information with Great Britain and apparentl& with France iﬁ
order to gain their adherence to the test ban.. These comments
as well as those cited above in‘regard to Germany, may have
been intended as a reminder by Pekin§ to Mosccw_ghat.nuclear
Sﬁaring_was also.being.accelerated by the United States éhd
hence was presﬁﬁablyllooked upqﬁ by both countries as |

compatible with and even apparently necessary for-gaiﬁing'the

80 . o IR '
New York Herald Tribune, June 5, 1958,

8L -
NCNA, June 27, 1958, in SCMP, 1803, p. 49.
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concurrence of itsg prxncxple allles in negotxatxng a test ban

L ¥4
treaty.

At the Experts Conference the Communist delegates made
no effort to resist proposals for a controlled network covering
the entire wor Ld including China. In fact, on the second
day of the oonference, the Czechoslovakian delegate spoke of
a controlled network "spread out over the whole world," 83The
report of the Experts Conference proposed a confrol netwerk

whxcn included B8 stations in mainland China.

On August 31, 1958, NCNA declared that the Unlted Stateg

and the United Kingdom should suspend all tests since "the

experts at Geneva have found deteotxon possible” and it
declared that an "agreement must be negotiated for a permanent
ban on the test1ng of all atomxc and hydrogen weapons by all
powers . o _ o ' : .
With the opening of the pOlltlcal conference ‘to ‘draft a
nuolear test ban treaty, the Soviets continued to act as 1f

the Chinese would-certainly adhere to such an agreement. Thus,

82
See for example. People's Dallv, July S 1958, reported in.

NCNA, July 5, 1958, in SCMP, 1807, p. 50; and People's Daily,
July 5. 1958, in scMmp, 1811, pp. 36-40.

B3
. Conference of Experts to Study the Possxbxl;ty of Detecting

N,

. Violations of a Possible Agreement on a Suspension of Nuclear Tests,

Verbatlm Records, Second Meeting, July 2, 1953 P 22,

8%cna, August 31, 1958, in scMp, 1-846;. p. 3.
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at the opening sessicn of the conference on August 31, 1958,
Soviet delegate Tsarapkin, while proposing that the original
agreement signed only by the three hﬁclear powers declared

that:

It standsto reason that if the Soviet Union, the
‘United States and the United Kingdom cease nuclear

. weéapons tests on the basis of such an agreement

.ZE:e. an agreement on contrel posts in the three
countries/ and any other countries did the opposite,
that is to say, worked on the preoduction of nuclear
weapons and began testing them, that would undoubtedly

- frustrate the idea of agreement on the universal
discontinuance of nuclear weapons tests. In crder to
prevent this from happening, the draft agreement '
should contain a provision to the effect that the
governmerits of the three powers, i.e. the Seviet
Union, the United States, and the United Kingdom,
undertake to promote the assumption by all other.
states in the werld of an undertaking not to carxry
out - tests of.atomic_and_hydrogen'weapons'of any type.as

And the Soviet draft agreement included an-article'which_
_déclared that: | |

The three governments undertake to promote the
assunption by all other states in the world of
an undertaking not to carry out tests of atomic
and hydrogen weapons of any type 36 . : '

- On the next day, the People's Dailv indicatéd'China's

support for the permanent suspension of nuclear tests, and

.85 _ . : .
: Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapons
Tests, Verbatim Transcript, First Plenary Meeting, oOctober 31,
1961, po 25. . . -

86 .
Ibid., p. 26.
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at the same time supported the Soviet pooition to resume testing
in llght of the refusal of the Western powers to accept a
temporary moraooflum.87Through the end of 1958 the Chinese
continued to support the Soviet_position'at the Geneva Conference,
msafapkin in Geoeva resisted what he took to be Western proposals
to have the test ban treaty negoriated by all of the count ies
in the world. He declared that asking every country to sign
the initial treaty would "“liberate a genie from a_bottle“ and
that va:ious.countrieo would pxopose various changes ond
reservations, eoc; However, on other occasions he reiterated
his belief that all other countries would adhere to the treaty

once it had been sxgned and ratzfied by the three nuclear

88
powers

During the first half of 19592, while Sino-Soviet relations
were worsening on a number of counts, the Soviets pushed ahead
toword_negotiation of a test ban treaty, apparently'still
acting on the'assumption that China could bo b:ought into th2
agreément;_IFor example,_ﬁho Soviet proposal fOr'membership
on tho ruling commission governing the disarm&ment oontrol

organization, proposed that "three seats be allct 2d to the

awqple 5 Dailv. November l, 1958 NCNA, November l1 1958
in SCMP, 1889, pp. 44-45,

See for example Conference on the Dlsoontinuance of Nuolear
‘Weapons Tests, Verbhatim Transcripts, Eleventh Session, November 23,
1958, pp. 21l-22, Twelfth Session, November 24, 1958, pp. 9-12.
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Soviet Union and states friendly or allied with the Soviet
Union,ggand the preamble to the treaty accepted by all three
powers on Aprii 17, 1959, expressed'the hOpe-that'"all other
countries would also join in undertaking not to carry out
.nuclear weapons tests and to insure the satzsfactory oPeratlon
of the xnternational control organlzations.go
In February, 1959, British Prime Minister Harold Macmillan
journeyed to Moscow where in talks with Soviet Premier |
Khrushehev-he proposed a compromise on what then eppeéred to
- be tha major stumb;iﬁg block to a test ban treaty. Macmillan
- suggested that the number of on-site inspections to examine
possible violations of the test ban treaty be.negotiared
politically between the three powers and that they settle
on some specified number_of annual inspections which. would be .
veto free; on April 23, in letters to Eisenhower and Macmillan,
Xhrushchev alluded to and accepted the Macmilldn'proposal.gl'
Cn May 12, 1959, . Harold Macm;llan told the House of Commons
that on the basis of his agreement with xhrushchev in Moscow,
he expected a nuclear test ban treaty to be signed within
several months; In a lett rer to Eisenhower on May l4, Khrushchev
noted with satisfaction the willirgness of the Unlted.States
to study what was now in effect a joint British-Soviet oroposal

for a politically agreed number of veto—free inspections and

9
Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapons Tests.1
Verbatim Transcript, Flfty—Second session, February 11, 1959
Italics added. S
3020ppo, p. 318.
Documents on starmament 1945 1959, pp. 1396- 1400.
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declared that:

We continue to be of the opinion that. this .
proposal constitutes a good basis for a e
solution of the most difficult problem-- :

the problem of sending inspection teams

for investigations on the spot.. Obtaining

agreement con this proposal would open the

way to the conclusion of an accord on the

cessation of all types of tests. °

On June 9, a New York Times report from Geneva indicated that

the Soviets appgared'to be moving toward acceptande of the

notion:?f_international staffing of control posts in the sdviet

Uniob? _ _ _
Thus by early June of 1959 it must have a?peazed'from

?eking as if the Soviet Union was close to sigﬁing a test ban

treaty with the United statgs'and Great Britain., Aﬁ.the #ame

'time_xhrﬁshchev appeared to be aiming at a genéral imprdvem@nt

- of his relatioﬁé with tﬁe United.States: the-Chiﬁese must |

have known, as the ﬂestern powers did, that he Qas seeking

an inéit&tion to visit the Unitedzsﬁates; In this contexi:

of increased suspicion of Sovigt motives and'ﬁith:a test

Saﬁ treaty ﬁerhaps bécoming'immihent, it would he qﬁite.

‘natural for the Chinese to reopen discussions with the Soviets

about the price that the Russians were prepared to pay

92 - _
: . "Letter from the Soviet Premier (Khrushchev) to President
Eisenhower Regarding Nuclear Test Suspension, May 14, 1959," in
- Bocuments on Disarmament, 1945-1959, p, 1409, A

93New York Timqg, Jﬁne 10, 1959,
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to insnre Chinese adherence to the test ban treaty. The Chinese
report that on June 20, 1959, the Soviet Union refused the
Chinese request for "a sample of an atomic_bomb and technical
data concernlng its manufacture. 94 The Chinese statement |
declared that the Soviets rejected the Chinese request and
*unilaterally tore up-the agreement on new technology for
national defense,é as a "presentation gift" at the time the-
Soviet leader went to the United States for talks with
Eisenhower in September. 2 This explanation, even if accepted,
would not expiain why.the.Chinese made these demands but only
the reason for the Soviet rejection. Moreover, according.to-'
.Eisenhower's_Memiors, the'invitation to Khrushchev to'come to
the United States was not'given until July, 1959, and then only'
" as a result of a misunderstanding Between.Eisenhower_end Under
Secretary of State Ropert Murphy.96
| - A possible explanatron for the Chinese making these demands
at this time was thexr bellef that a test ban was about to be
signed. The ch‘nese may . have stated their conditions for
adhering to the test ban treaty. The partlcular 1tems that

the Chinese say they requested in June of 1959, are "a eample

of an atomic bomb and technlcal data concerning its manufacture.

94“Statement by the Spokesman of the Chinese Government,
August 15, 1963 ‘1n Griffith, p. 351

95bed

: 965wxght D. Elsenhower. Waalng Peace (New York. 'Donbleday;
1965), ppP-. 405 408, _ . .
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- It is at least plausible that these demands would be made as

‘the price for ‘the Chinese refraining from nuclear testing.

Alternately the.Chine;e may have demanded a bomb which they
could not test before a test ban treaty went into effect., Unless
they believed that a test ban was imminent they would not

have any,reason to make these particular demands at this

time. Tne state of the public literntnre on bomb-désign'and

the Chinese confidence in their nuclear physicists would have
led the Chinese to view a sample bomb‘(whate?e#'that maj be)

as less important than, for'example, stepped up nelp to their
own production facxllties or perhaps advice on methods of .
handl1ng weapons-grade plutonium. The Chinese themselves relate
their démands to_the.nuclear test ban but in a negative way.
They say that "as far back as June 20, 1959, when there was

not yet.thg'tlightest sign of a treaty on Stoppingnnuclenr
tests, " theISoviets refused their demands. This Chinese-
descrlption of the situatLOn 1n June 1959 is not accurate.

In fact there were ir June 1959 expertatlons that a rest ban

. treaty would shortly be sxgned. Both the Soviet Gavernment

and the British Government had made statements xndlcatxng
that they thought a test ban treaty. nght ‘be signed shortly
and storlas cut of Geneva indicated that compromises were

97 _
about to be made on a number of the major issues. It is

97 : - _
There were of course a number of remaining differences

between the parties but the situation was not one which could be
descr;bed as there belng "not. the slightest sign" of a treaty.
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not impossible that the Chinese statement should be read as
saying: as far back as June,1959;when on a previous occasicn
a test ban treaty appeared imminent the Russians refused to
pay our price for signing. The Chinese themselves have
offered no explanation for why they made these demands at
this time, nor has any been offered thus far in the public.
literature, |

The deterioration ofleno—Soviet relatzona in 1959 may
explain both the Chinese pressure for increaged aid to thexr
nuclear program before they became committed to a test ban
treaty and the Soviets reluctance to grant the aid. Moreover
Khrushchev's motivation for turning down the Chinese reguest
may simply huve inveolved his feeling,thot there was not yet
sufficient certainty of a test ban treaty to make a formal
commitment as to the price the Russians would pay to bring
the Chlnese in. Khrushchev was undoubtedly becoming increasingly
disturbed about the unw;lllngnees of the Chinese to go aleng
with his efforts to improve relatcons with the United States.
He was at thxs time hoping for an invxtat;on to visit
Washlngton and may have concluded that transfering nuclear
weapons to China, partxcularly 1f the Chinese teeted the |
weapons. would reduce the chancés of his being able to arrange
a visit to the Un*ted states. The charge by the Chxnese that
Khrushcher intended th;s as 2 preSent‘to the Unxted~States
during his visit is contradicted by the lnformation that he

had not'yet_rece;ved an invitation. Moreovar, there is
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nothing to suggest that he told American leaders about either
the nuclear aid agreement or the fact that it had been
broken,

After turning down the Chinese request for increased
nuclear aid in June 1959, Khrﬁshchev was faced with.the.fact'
that from here on the sigﬁing of a teat ban treaty would mean
a break with China. There were divergent trends in Soviet
pelicy following June, 1959, which may indicate aOmefambivaléhce
aa'to'whether or not Russia shoﬁld proceed with the test ban
:ln the face of likelf Chinese opposition and .perhaps increased
pressure from the Soviet military to tests. The test ban
négotiationé.did continue and at least for severai‘mbntha
the Soviets appeared to be presentihq serious:probosﬁls'and
negotiating in an effo?ﬁ to arridé at an agreeménﬁ. At the
same time'Khrushchev. during his viait to the United States in
the fall 6f 1959, intorduced a major new element into the
diaarﬁanent nrgotiationsé namely,'the Séviét proposal for General.
and Complete Disarmament. While he stated that the test ban
could still be sepafatély negotiated, the emphaéis'in Soviet

" policy from.séptember. 1959, was on the éfforté to promote
General and cdmplete'disarﬁameﬁt.' In January of 1960, the
Chinese in a public sﬁatement made clear what they must have
indicated to the Russians pfobably_befdre:that;. '

| ©oany internaﬁional agreement conceining

disavmament, without the formal participation
of the People's Republic of China and the '
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signéture of its delegace, cannot of course
have any binding force on her,98

Soviet aid to the Chinese nuclear program appears to have

continued at least at a modest level until mid-1960, when
99

all Soviet technicians were withdrawn from China,
The events singe 1960 have been reported clsewhefé‘in

some detail and need only be recapitulated here to complete

the discussion of the impact of the test ban on Sino-Soviet

relations,loo The Chinese.havg degcribed the events_of-the__

- period since 1959 as follows:

First the Soviet Government tried to subdue
' China and curry favour with U.S. imperialism

by discontinuing assistance to China. Then '
it put forward all sorts of untenable
arguments in an attempt to induce China to
abandon its solemn stand., Failing in all.

ot this, it has brazenly ganged up with the
impe:iiéist bandits in exerting pressure on
China. '

_ QakesolutiOn of the National People's Congress, January  _
21, 1960, roported in NCNA, Jarnuary 21, 1960, in SCMP, 2185, p. 4,

99 C D : _ : ,
Cf. Speech by President’ Lyndon Johnson in Rew York
Times, October 19, 1964, p. 1l4. - ' L
100g¢e in §articular. Walter Clemens, "The Test Ban and

' sino-Soviet Relations," paper prepared for the conference on
Sino-Soviet Relations and Arms Contrel, in Vel. II. o

01 - o
Griffith, pp. 351-52.
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By July, 1960, the tesi ban negoctiations in Geneva had
reached a complete. deadlock with the Scviets apparently no longer
negotiating seriously.lo? This move might have been influenced
not only by the change in the Chinese attitude'toﬁard the test
ban, but also by the U-2 incident, by pressure from the Soviet‘
military to test, and by the general change in Khrushchev's
orientation which led to'an'emphasis in GCD.

In August, 1952, the United States'seught to reactivate -

serious negotiatibns for a test ban by proposing a ban on all

tests except thOBe underground without any on-site LnSpectxons.

- The Soviets accepted this proposal but with the proviso that

: 103 _ :
there be a moratorium on underground tests. Oon September'lz,

1962, the Chinese commented on the 2American proposal and the
Soviei reaction to it declaring that it'was_sihply an effort
on the part of washington to prevent China from developing

nuclear weapons. While still giving support to a discontinuance

‘of nuclear tests, the Chinese reverted to the earlier"Soviet'

position and_deciared that oﬁly a ban on nuclear weapons and

. thair cemplete destruction could prevent a nuclear war.

 Coppo has pointed out that this statement culminated a

series of Chinese declarations in which their support for

_nuclear ‘test cessation was gradually made mocve dependent on

: 104
the banning of nuclear weapons. Desplte the Western lnxtlatlve

lozzoppb, P. 236.
103 :
Clemens, p. 6.

‘Q4ZOppo, p. 385.



';as_
and the apparéntly interested.50viet response, test ban
Inegotiatiqnsnmade nO'further'prugress.until after early May,
1963, when, with the sudden illness of Kozlov, Khrushchev
seems to have obtained a firm majority in the Praesidium which

enabled him to proceed on ‘a number of policy issues, including
105

'Yugoslavia as well as tne nuclear test ban. Soen thereafter,

the Soviets apparently informed the American Government_of

a willingness to begin new negotiations of a treaty and tnis

led guickly to the July talks at which the three environment

test ban treaty was 1nxt1a1ed The Chinese responded V1gorously
to these events describing the test ban treaty as part of a
SOVLet—American effort to manacle Chlna and to prevent her. from
getting nuclear weapons. The Russians in their re5ponses declared

that Peking was.oPposed to the test ban because of its desire_'

to get ‘nuclear weapons and was anqry at Russia for refusing to"

106
supply such weapons. Khrushchﬂv ‘could have had little doubt that

-the Chinese would bltterly denounce the test ban treaty: prlvate

exchanges between the two governments had made the Chinese

- position abundantly clear, chever, Slno~50v1et_relatlons
- had been deteriorating for a numbeér of other reasons and =

-Khrushchev apparently decidgd.that the value that he would

165

Robert Canu“St, Russia After Khrushchev (New Yorkﬁh Praeger,

1965), pp. 115117,

106

See for example, Pravda, August 21 1963. cited in Clemens,’
p- 15. . _ :
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get from the test ban in terms of his reclations with the West
would ocut weigh the cost vis-a-vis the Chinese. In fact,
he seems to have gone ocut of his way ﬁo emphasize that.the_
signing of the test ban marked a Soviet willingness to acrept

the intense disfavor of the Chinese., The Harriman mission

to Moscow which negotiated the test ban treaty arrived during

the course of Soviet-Chineése party negotiations ahd Khrushchey

- reacted in & much more friendly way to the British-American

mission than to the Chinese delegation. The impact of the

signing of the treaty on Sino-Soviet relations was immediate,
It deepened the intensity of the public polemics and the
p:ivate differences, Moreover-it forced various Communist
parties té_choose between the Soviet interpretaﬁion of the'
ﬁreaty as a step toward world peace, and the Chinese |
ihterpretatidn of it as part of a Soviet-American effért to

control the world; At least initially a number of.parﬁies.

'-including those in Japan, Indonesia, North Vietnam and North

Korea which had tried to remain neutral in the Sino-3oviet
dispute, were forced to choose sides and came down in support

of the Chinese. The test ban also accelerated the disagreements

between the Russians and Chinese on disarmament questions at

. . _ 107
international Communist front meetings.

107 ' ' -
Chinese Attitudes Study, pp. 168-72,
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The Séviet and Chinese leaderships have both been aware
.since 1957 of the close connection between the state of
Sinc-Soviet relations, in particular the extent of Soviet
nuclear assistance to China, and the tesﬁ ban treaty. Iﬁ
1957 the desire to negotiate a test ban treaty as well as
the other factors discussed above led Khrushchev to.iﬁitiate
nuclear assistance to China. In 1959 disagreement about the
terms under which China might come into the test ban treaty
precipitated a dispute about the extent of Soviet assistance
to China although it appears that this nuclear assistance did
continue until 1960.198Faced with Chinese oppbsihion'and military
pressure to test, the Russians moved away frem an interest in the
test ban until 1963 (or perhaps by 1962) when Xhrushchev with a firm
Praesidium majo#ity, reduced military pressure to tesﬁ,.and B

‘a willingness to take on the Chinese on a number of issuee

s,

was ready to sign a'test'baq and to use the test ban trx

as a major issue in the Sino-~Soviet dispute. Sino-Soviet:
relatiOns'clearly had a major impact on Soviet attitudes’
toward the test ban and in turn_thé Soviet willingness to
sign a test ban trgaty accelerated the Sino-Soviet split.
in fact, the Chinese describe the Soviet éighing bf_;he treaty

as the most “"glaring" act of treachery of the Khrushchevian '

108 ' ' -

‘ _ See, for example, the statement by President Lyrn 'on
Johnson on Qctober 18, 1964, reported in the New York Times,

October 19, 1964, p. 14. ' -
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revisionists at least since they had published their *Propocsal

Concernxng the General Line of the International Communist
109
Movement" in June of 1963,

109
"Carrying the Struggle Against Khrushchev Revisionism

Through to the End " Pekan Review (June 18, 1965), p. 6.
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CHAPTER IV
THE FUTURE IMPACT OF THE SINO~SOVIET DISPUTE

In this Chapter we turn to the future and consider the
wayé in which the Sino-Soviet disgute’might affect the
.attitudes toward and interest in arms control of the Soviet
Union and Communist China. As elsewhere in the report, nc
.attempt is made to deal comprehensively with the sources of
Soviet and Chxnese attitudes and behavxor.

This Chapter is written on the assumption that Sino~Soviet
relations continue for the next several years iﬁ_approximately
the scme pattern as thej are now; that is, that SincJSoQiet
xelations will not substantially worsen, but also that there
will not be a hcéliﬁg of the'b:cach. Greatly worsened relations
would'chanQe thc-perceptions-of the two countrieé-about the
extent to which their relations and competltlon thh each
other should influence their arms control policy. On the other
nand -a rapprochement would have d;fferent 1mp11cations

depending on whose terms were accepted

THE IMPACT ON_SOVIET. ATTITUDES

_ The sharp conflict between the Soviet Union and Communist
.Chlna does not necessar;ly*leaﬂ “the Kremlin either to seek
arms contro] agreements w;th the West or to shy away from
such. agreements.. Rathel the. dispute has in the past, and will

véry likely'contlnue in the future continue tp-produce_pressures
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in both dire;tions; and it must be emphasized that many other.
factors shape Soviet disarmament policy. :
Particularly during the early period of American bombings

of North Vietnam, the Soviet leadership has been sensitive

to the charge made by the Chinese that they are willing to
‘deal with the American Government while it was attacking
another Communist state. The Chinese cqnsistentiy charge the
Russians with seeking détente with the West at the éxpeﬁSe of
the interests of the.international Communist movement, The
=Rﬁs'siams in the future are likely to be responsive to this
charge in periods when the.conflict:between the United States
and a particular Commhnist state or party appears to be
extremely acute, |
| The Sovxets Jhave consxstently denied the chxnese charge.
that they subordinate their support for national liberation'
. to their désire to get disarmament and other-agreemeﬁts with

the West. In fact as it waa-indicatéd above, the.Russiahs

tend - to argue that disarmament would create condit;ons in
wh1ch Commun;st revolutions would become more and nat 1ess
likely. For reasons otlier than Chinese-preasure. the ‘current
Soviet leadershlp appears to be committed 'o‘cdnﬁinuing to

give support to revoluticnary movements and hence it is unlxkety
 that the Sovzets will subscrxbe to agreements which seem
specifically to rule ocut vupport for wars of national liberation..
chever._the Russians may become more 1nterested in agreements o
thch they_cén Argué'con;ribute'td the possibility of revolutionary

. war.
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If the Chinese charge of collaborat;on with the West and
of ignoring the need to support wars of national llberatxor
" will tend to act as a brake on Soviet interest in arms controi,
other aspects of the Sino—Sovieﬁ dispute tend to reinforce
_Sovie£ interest in arms control arrangements with the West.
The Soviets méy iﬁ the future, as in the past, be interested
in agreements to demonstrate the feaszb111ty of agreements
wh;ch advance international Communist 1nterests and demonstrate
-the war-like nature of the Peking regime. The Soviets may
become interested in agféements which underline Chinese
“hostility to the world community and Chinese interference
-with the'efférts to eliminate nuclear weapons‘ox.to prevént
their Spréad. For exampie, it cﬁina réfused to sign.a
non-proleﬂratxon treaty, the Chinese mxght be irolated
. as they were on the test ban issue, and would have to justltj
more explicitly than they have thus far the desire to see
nuclear weapons spread. The Soviets might well expect to
get significant gains from forcing the Chinese into this
position. . R

Finally, if Sino-Soviet relat;cns contxnue to deterlorate.
the Russians are likely to be xncreaslnglv 1esa restrained
“than they have been 1n the past by ‘the desire not to sign
agreements which could be dlrected against the Chinese, For
'example. they may have a p031t1ve interest in such thlngs

as arms embargoes whlch could be 1mplemented against Chlnese



efforts to support Chinese Communist parties in underdeveloped
areas, or they may become interested in agreements on border“
arrangements in order to reinforce their political position
on their own borders with China. e

As was indicated in Chapter II the Slno~Sov1et dispute
has tended to increase the influence of the East EurOpean
countrles. For thls reason the Scviets are lxkely to be
particularily 1nterested in arms controi measures which reinforce
their all;ance with Eastern Europe, particularly'vis-é-vis
the Chinese Communlsts, and less interested in agreemen*s
which may weak9ﬁ their pos1tlon 1n ‘Eastern Europe., Agreements
dxrected at reducing the l:kellhood that force would be used
in the world are l;kely to be seen by the East Europeans
as valuable in constralnlng the Federal Republ:c cf Germany
while they are seen as undesirable by Chlna because they

restrain China and revolutlonary-grOups.

110
Some commentators have interpreteg Khrushchev 5
proposal for an agreement against the use of vzolence to
change international borders, made on December 31, 1964, a
just such a measure,
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THE IMPACT ON CHINESE ATTITUDES

Communist China has shown little if any serious interest
in negntiating arms control measures and hence the imbact of
the Sino-Soviet dispute on her arms control policy has been
mueh more limited than the impact on Seviet'decisiens.

The exacerbation of the Sine-Soviet dispute since 1963
and with it the decline in the credibility of the Soviet
deterrent against an.Ameriéan attack en China has reinforced
the already strong desires on the part of the Peking leadership
eo deﬁelop an independent Chinese nuclear capability, one tlat
wqﬁld ba an effective deterrent against the West and at
least in form would appear to be on a par with the strategic
farces-of the Soviet Union and the United Statee,- As long
as China has such desires she will be unwxll;ng to accept. any
'agreements which require her to halt her productxon of nuclear
.weapons or the assocxated delivery systems. Once Chxna'
'deve10ps what her leaders view as an adequate deterrent.
China's views on arms cpntroi may chnnge. ' |

The onlf.way_in.which the Sino—seviet dispute-may intrease
Chinese interest in arms control meaeures is to increase her
desire to deal bilaterally wita the United States. As was
lndxcated in the Chxnese Attitude Study. Pekxng hasg xndicated
interest in a bilateral agreement banning the first use of
nuclear weapons. The dispute with the Soviet Unlon hae g;ven"

Peking the freedom to deal directly with the United States
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and perhaps increased her perceived need to de so in orcder
to reduce the likelihood that the United States would launch
an attack agaihét China. However Peking has taken a militantly
anti-American stancé which would make it difficult for her

to accept any agreements with the United States.

VARIETIES OF ARMS CONTROL

Both the Soviet and Chinese Aﬁtitudes Studies dircuss
the current attitude of the two countries toward ﬁrms control
measures under the héadiﬁg "Varieties of Arms Cont;él.'lllThis
section'willsl) summarize ths peositions presented there, 2)
_ brihg them ﬁp to‘date where nécessary, and 3} indicate the
impact of the Sino-Soviet dispute on the attitudes of the

two countries toward the particular measures being discussed.

1, Préventive Measures

| -Theée are mers deéigned-to prevent the deployment of
weapOné syétems not fet existing or deployed. Included in
this category are measures to'limit research and develqphent,
measures to prbhibit the déployment_of-new systems._préventive
measures ;o_reddce the risk of Qar.'and £inally, méaéures to

prevent the spread of weapons'aﬁd-delivery systems. As

111 - . : ' :
- - Soviet Attitudes Study, pp. 127-141; Chinese Attitudes
Study, pp. 136-140. ' '
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the Soviet Study indicated, measures to limit research and
development are very difficult to state in acceptak.e terms
in a formal aéreement and hoewever defined would regquire very
extensive inspection, Mare0yer, the Soviets §till ap| ear to
be hoping for a technological breakthrough which would enable
- them to alter the strategic ralance of power., Chinese
opposition to research and devslopment limitations.wduld.be_
even more firmly rooted in the Chinese need'to.carry'out
. programs to develop refined nuclear.weapons and delivery
systems. The Sino-Soviet split has substantiélly increased
the Chinese need for research and development éctivitiés;

While the Chinese have beeﬁ committed at least sihée 1957 to

the production of their own nuclear weapons and delivery systems,.
| they have shown a great willingness to copy Sovietlmodels‘and.

in fact all_the'weapons systems that they now have, including
.apparéntly their prdtdtype missiles and G-class submafiné;
.aréjdirect copies of Soviet médél#. all_presﬁmably obtained

prior to 1960. Thus had Soviet aid continued, the Chinése'might
hﬁve been willing to accept limitationson:théir.cwh research 

and development aétivitiés; In féct, it Qas suggésted.ﬁhat_the
Soviets hoped to bring the Chinese into the test ban by'eiimxnaﬁing
‘the need forsqhinege'testing. However, since 1960 the Chinese
have inc:eaéingly stressed.sélf—reliahce. presumably.ﬁow .
exten&ing to military R&D and are unlikely to:accept any'

limitations on this until and unless they believe that they’
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have caught up to the United States and the Soviet Union.
Oveg the long run. the Chinese may come to accept an’
"adequate”" defense which is not egual to Soviet or American
forces.

_ The Sino-Soviet split may also make it increasingly
unlikely that either the Soviet Union or the United Stﬁtes
would accept limitations on research and developmeﬁt that
otherwise might appear desirable. Fcr example, discussions
in the.United States about ballistic missile defenses have
" recently fOCused increasingly on systéma which might be
effective égainst Communist China. It‘is particularly
because the United States sees China as an_enemy'apart from
the Soviet Union, and therefore beliéves that Chinese missiles
might be dirécted at the United States without Séviet'misﬁiles
also being fired, that a defense rgainst Chinese systems
becomes vonceivable. The Soviets may fiﬁd'analoguté'
situations with ballistic missile systems or other systems,
Thus the possibility of having syétems particularly effective
against China may make research and-develbpmeﬁt programs
appear more'attractive to ﬁhe two -superpowers than -they
woﬁld be if they'ﬁere oniy confronting each other. Moreover
the SovietIUnion may feel compelled to éeveloé-strategic'
forces-which appear'far superior to those of Communist China.
If the Sp#iets were to agree.to a freeteldn'the si£e'and |

characteristics of strategic forces,_they'might make it
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easier for the Chinese to catch up to them and to claim to
be an.equally powerful Communist military power., The Soviets
must recognize that their substantially greater GNP will
enable them to stay far ahead of Cbmmuﬁist China as long as
they continue vigorous R&D programs. Hence, the Sino-Soviet
dispute'QOuld appear to reduce the aiféady iow probability of
agreements to limit research and development. |

For reasons already suggested, the dispute also may
make less likely agreements designed to preQent the
deployment of new straﬁegic systems. Here again the ballistic
missile defense is the most impoktant item. VSOViet willingne;a
to accept even an agreement not to deplby ballistic missile
defénses?seems to be'very low since the Soviets‘cbntinue to
treat defenses as obviously desirable and to treat the
1ntr0ductzon of ballxstic missile defenses as a IOg1c31
_extensxon of their existing air defense forces, The ‘Soviets
" do not appe&r to take éeriously anylof the a:gumenta against
ballistic missi1e defenses on armé control) grounds discupsed
in the westf Here again the Sino-Soviet dispute reduces whatever
probabilities there.might be for a tacit agreement banning the
deployment of balliséic missiie defenses, The United States
may become less interested in Quéh an'égreement becausé.of
the alleged attractLVCness ‘of ‘& limited system*against cOmmnn:st
| China, The Rusaxans may become less lnterested in bannlnq

_the depIOyment of ball;stic missxle defenses. partly because
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such systems would be valuable for them against the
possibility of a Chinese missile aﬁtack, butnaisc.because of
a2 deesire for prestige reasons to stay far ahead of the
Chinese in the strategic arms race.

The preventive measures category as defined in the
Soviet Attitude Study also includes efforts to reduce the risk
of war. Both the United States and the So#iet_Union appear
to bg coming increasingly to the éohcluéion:that measures to
reduce the danger of war by accident or miséalculation can
best be carried out unilaterally. The hbt line agreement,
- attacked by the Chinese as an indication of Soviet-American
cqcﬁeration, was symbolic of the intention of the two cOuntries
to remain in contact despite any conflict between them and to
“avoid a war which aroae without either side wanting it. The
only recent Soviet proposal in this area came following.the
temporary 1oss of an Amerxcan nuclear weapon following an
air collision over Spain. The Sov;ets proposed a ban on
: flighth 05 91anes carrying nuclear.weapons. They appear to
be well aware of the American-efforts.ﬁo increase control over
u.s. strategic forces and in'gther'wéys to‘redﬁce the
.possibility of accident or.miscaléulatiqn.‘ Thé.sqviets,appth
to be taking'similar steps and to share with the West the
belief thatfwhatever possibilities-fof aecidéntal war were’
inherent in the strategic forces of the late 1950's- ana~ear1y o
1960'5 are rapidly being eliminated by unxlateral moves, The

Chinese have been much more concerned with delxberate American
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attack than they have been with war by accident or
miscaleulation and there is nothing to suggest that the
Sino-Soviet split has increased Chinese interest in measures
to reduce the risk of war. However, as was indicated in the
Chinese Attitudes Study, as the Chinese strategic force.deveiops,
there may arise problems of vulnerability-betweenIChinese and
American forces in the Far East.
Finally in this category is the question of the interest
of the Soviet Union and Communist China in measures designed
to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons. With reference
to this guestion, the Soviet Attitude Study concluded as follows:
The major impediment to agreement here is the
Soviet position en the HATO Multilateral Force
(MLF). Whatever the balance of considerations
for and against it in the West, there is no
reason to question the fact that Soviet statements
on the MLP reflect actual concern about its
anticipated effacts and prospects--inciuding
the eventual acguisition of independent nuclear
capability by West Germany. At the same time,
the Soviet Unisn may be prepared to pay a
substantial price for effective prevention of
proliferation,112 . '
. Whether or not the Soviets are in fact fearful that the MLF
will lead to German control over nuclear weapons, they have
continued to argue that a non-proliferation treaty was
inccmpﬁpible with any sort of NATO nuclear force or even with

Gerﬁan'pa:ticipation‘in-RATO nuclear plannihg,

112 goyjet Attitude Study., p. 129.
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Since 1957 the Soviet_concern with non-proliferation
has focused largely on the question of preventing Germany from
getting nuclear weapons. ‘Although the’Soviets are concerned
with the growth of Chinese nuclear power, they—are unlikely
to believe that any non- ~proliferati on aqreement would havc an
influence on the Chinese program. Even if the Soviets share-
the view, widely held in the West, that the spread of nuclear
weapons would xncrease inatabxlity in the world and be
detrimental to thelr interests, it is unlikely that the Soviets
will be grepared to pay any subsatantial price for such an
aareement _

The im@act of the Sino-Soviet dispute-on Soviet desire
for a prolzferatlon treaty appears somewhat ambiguous. The -
diapute does increase Soviet: concern about a Ch;nese nuclear
capability, but as waa indxcated thxs is not directly |
relevant to the issue of a non—prollferatlon agreement A
non—prollferatlon treaty might well appear to the Soviets as

an aqreement on which they weould get the support of almost
“all the countries of the world and thus leave the Ch;nese
isolated as they were in the case of the teat ban._ The Chineee e
.have not found much support for thelr view that nuclear weapons
-ahgulduspread to alil ant:-imperlalrst-countrxes.and“the Russians
may well be happy with a formal agreement which underlines
| Chinese isolatzon. However, other melzcatlonswof tﬁe'

' Sino—Spviet dispute-may lead-the Russians to be somewhat
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hesitant about concluding a proliferatijon agreement., Most
immediately there is"the.question of whether the Russians
would'sign a formal treaty with the Weat while &*- United.
States was carryiﬁq on military operaticns againgt the
Communist regime in North‘Vietnam. Beyond that the
post-Khrushcﬁevian lzadership in the Soviet Unien has been
determined to éheck the expansion of Chinese influence in
the third world and to seek to counter Chinese moves wherever
possible. The Soviets may regret putting theméelves in a
position where'ﬁhey cannot compete with the Chinese in
Offerihg_tQIShére nuclear technology. Finally, the perbeption.
by China's neighbors of increased Chinese hostility may
affect Soviet calculations about the desiraﬁility of .
non-proliferation. If the 80v1ets reach the conclusion that
the alternatives for India are close alliance with the West,
a Soviet—AmerLcan nuclear guarantee, or the devolopment of |
an Indian_ngcleér capabxllty. they may conclude that the last
named alternaﬁive is the best. Unless the Sino-Sovxet dispute
deteriorates much-further than it has, the Soviets are likely
to éontinue to be reluctant to'enter into énything which looks-
11ka a. mxlitary alliance against Communist China. For this
reason, Joxnt Amerxcan-Sovzet guarantees may appear undesirable,
An Indian~American alllance, even one ostensibly dzreﬂted
primarily at Ch1na,_wou1d be viewed- "with alarm by the 8oviet

Unxon whlch has staked much on friendly relatiors with Indxa.
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Thus, the Russians might come ultimately to the conclusion
that an indigenous Indian program was desirable and want to
be in a position of offering the kind of support for it that
the United States is likely to be unwilling to supply even
in the absence of a non-proliferation agréemént.

The public Chinese position on proliferation remains
that the spread of nuclear weapons to other anti-imperialist
states is good énd that "non?proliferation" is used by the two
superpowers as a device for increasing their influence in the
wurld.l%;The SinoASovietrrift probably reinforces Chinese
views'about.the.desirability of the spread of nuclear weépons'
to additional counﬁries. Countries which develop thei: own
_nuclear_capability,'as in‘the.case‘of France and éhina, are
likely to do so at least in part because they resist the efforts
of the two Superpowers to dcminate‘thei; allianc<s and the
world. Moreover, as seen from Peking, these tendehcies to
challenge'the éuperpowers are likely to be'reinforced by the

decision of a country to develop nuclear weapons, a decision

'llaThe Chinese attitude is discussed in detail in a paper
by Oran R. Young, "Chinese Views on the Spread of Nuclear Weapons,
prepared for the conference on Sino-Soviet Relations and Arms _
Control, in Vol. IT. . Young concludes in general that the Chinese
attitude toward the spread of nuclear wveapons is ambiguous and.
in a state cf flux, The view that the Chinese are concerned about
further proliferation is presented by Alice Hsieh "Implications
©f the Chinese Nuclear Detonations, " RAND P-3152: the view that
the Chinese¢ are really in favor of proliferation is presented
in Morton H, Halperin, “China and'Nuclear'Proliferation.” fortheoming,
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présuuably taken in the face cf the opposition of the Soviet
Union and the United States. Peking has been seeking to form
ar ailianqe of anti-status quo powers, and has taken the view
that each of these countries should deveioP their own nuclear
capability. While it is true that develﬁbment of nuclear weapons
by countries such as Japan miéht lead them ultimately to be '
‘able to challenge China for leadership of the third bloc;
there is no éign that the Chinese are patticulagly'concerned
by this problem. Peking may one day become concerned about.
a.Japanese or In;iah nuclear prograu. _if this occurs after
China has conducted a pumber of nuclear tésts. the Chinese
' may become interested in a comprehensive test ban and other
measures which might prevent an Indian or Japsnése'nuclea:
program. It is not impossible that tha‘Chinase sqppcft fer
a no-first-uae-agreéménﬁ is aimed at reducirg the pressures in
Japan for nuclear weapons, o

Peking has been engaged in attempting to challenge the
‘Soviet ﬁnion for suppoft of'cduntries in.the third woxld;; In
these efforts the Chinese have searched for areas of support
in which they had a comparative advantage over the Soviét Union.
Thus, the Chinese héve in some cases been wiiling fq recognize'.
revolutionary regimes when the Soviets could not do so beéauae
of other.interests that-they had. and ﬁhey have bein williﬁg
to train revolﬁtion&ries when the Sovietrc were cdnéerned:aﬁout _

"their_relationé with ‘the government of the country involved.
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The Chinesé may find that their willincness to share nuclear
weapons information with countries such as Ecypt gives them an
advantaqé in dcaling with these countries over the Soviet Union
which may be unwilling to provide such inferration. Hence
competition with the Soviet Unién may increase Chinese
unwillingness to be tied down to a non-proliferation agreement.,
but paradoxically may increase Chinese 1nterest in Soviet

adherence Lo a non-proliferation agreement,

2. Warxr Contrel

As the Soviet and Chinese Attitudes Studies pointed out,
neither Russia nor China have had ény interest in measures
.des;gned to limit general nuulear war, mhe effect of the
ano-Sovzet d;spute on these attitudes would appear to be
rather minimal but two connections mxght be noted. The
Russians and the Chinese have engaged in a debate abouh whether

or no: general nuclear war woul@d necessarlly mean the destructlon.

of czvzlxzatlon or simply the destructlon of cap;talxst scciety;
The Russzans have taker. the p051t10n in these public debates that
general nuclear war would result 1n great destructxon of all.
countr;es.ll4Thms.poéxtlon might reinforce their already stroug
‘tendencies to rejeét the notion that nuclear war might be
conﬁrolled, and hern: 2, survival possible, | |

The Chinese have even different reasons. to deny that

1 mxted strategic war might be possible., Such a war would

most 11k81y be dxrected aga1nst them rather than aaa;nst the

—14See for example, "Open Letter From The CPSU Central Committee
to. Party O*can;zat;ors and All Communists of the Soviet Union, "July .
14, 1953, in wWilliarm Grlffztm The Sino-Scviet Rift fCambrldge- M.I.T,
Press, 1963}, pp. 297-201. . S ' e
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Soviet Union and their own interest is in stressing that an
attack would certainly he launched back against the United
States. Moréover. any deterrent which the Chinese have in
the next several decades, whether directed against the United
States or against Asia, will not be able to destroy -
significant portion of enemy strategxc forcés and heuce will
be essentially an anti-city force. This will reinforce the
Ch;hese desire to deny that strateqgic war might be fought

without attacks on cities,

3. Strétegic Force Reductions

As was noted in the Soyiet and Chinese AttitudesVStudies,
neither Russia'nbr_China has_shown any interest in agreements
of this kind. Sino~So§iet‘compet1tion makes it even less |
‘likely that fhe Soviets would accept a freeze which might
'enablé tﬁeIChiﬁese to catch up with thém. Equally the
Chinese would not sign any agreement before they have what .
they view as an adequate strategxc deterrent agalnst the ,”

United States and the Soviet pnlon.

4. Limited Stabilizihg Measures

The Soviet Attitudes Study sUggeétgd that the Soviets
have an iﬁtqresﬁ in a vafiety 6f different measures designed-
to increase the stability of tﬁe strategic'bélanCe  While
th;s remains the caee, as is 1nd;cated in Chapter I. 1t
appears 1ncr@as1ngly unlikely that thas 1nterest "shared

between the United States and the Soviet Union, w111 actually
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lead to any formal érms control agréements. Both ‘sides seem
to be moving unilaterally to stabilize the balance. The
Chinese do not yet éppear to have become concefned about
the problems of an unstable strategic balance, and whether

they will do so in the future remains an open question. .

5. Confxdence Buxldlng and Symbolxc Measures .

There is perhaps no area of greater Sino-Soviet dxsagreement
than on the value of confidence buxldxng and gymbolic measures
between the United States and the Soviet Union. Tﬁe Soviets,
pakticularly under Khrushchev, but apparently as well under
the new leadership, have been interested in such agreements
'-'Qs_a‘symhol of_the_viabi1ity‘of the policy of peaceful |
éoexistence and also as possibly leading to more éubstantiai
arms control or political agreements with the West. .The Chinese .
have condemned such moves on the part of Lhe Russxans as
simply an attempt to establish a duopoly of power between
~ the Unxted States and the Sovxet Union. Moreover, the
Ch1nese are not, at least at: the presen£ time, interested in .
anreasxng conf1dence between the United States and China nor
in measures which symbol1ze shared relatxons between the two
Rather. they are interested in stressing that the Un;ted States
is'thejma;n-enemy of revolut;on with whom agreement is at

this stage imQOSsibleu
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6. Conventiqnai Force Limitation

The Soviet Union continues to give at least 1ip service to
conventionai force limitations as part of proposals for General
and Complete Disarmament. Thé_Chinese on the other hand |
continue tolomit anpy limitations on conventional forces or
weaponé‘in'prOPOSals which they present for nucléar disarmameont
and state their 6pposition to conventional-weapons disarmament,

The Soviets may be more concerned now than they were in
the péSt with the problems of negotiating force 1e§els_which
include force limitations for the ﬁepple's Republic of China,
Thé West would not assumé; as it had in the 1950is. that China
would somehow be brought into Sucﬁ'an agreement by the Soviet
Union. Since the Cﬁina issue almosﬁ certéinly would get
raised explicitly by the Wesﬁ,.the Soviets may-ﬁow pfefer not
to talk about convenﬁional force limitation agrééments. In
addition it is not incbnceivable that the Soviets will find
at some point théf'they'wish td have forces large enough to
station ad&itidnal t;oops on tHe Sino-Soviet bordéf while
.'keépihg up their strength in Central Europe. |

; The Chinese lack of interest iﬁ'qonveﬁtionaliforcé limitatibns

may have been.:eihforced by their uneasinesa'about.having the
Soviets negotiate-stéh issues for them in the-iate 1950'5,_and1
.particularly after 1959 whzn they begén to believe that '

Xhrushchev was sericus about disarmament,
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7. Internationalization

There is.important disagreement between the West and the
Soviet Union about a werld of General and Complete Disérmament.
The United States has argued-thatfsuqh a world must include
interhational pelice forces to prevént internatioﬁal violence,
The Soviets on the other ﬁand have argqued thatathere would be
no need for an international police force in a disarmed world.
The Chinese condemn the whole.nbtion_of,GCD by arguiﬁg that |
it would be impossibie until the elimination pf'capitaiism.

There is, however, substantial Sino-Soviet disagreément
~ about international police forces to deai with military conflicts
in the current world. The Soviet positipn.has'been a sbmewhat
ambiguﬁus.one. They have supported sdmerinternétional |
-ﬁeacekeeping operaﬁions. for example tﬁose-in-Cyﬁrus and the
'.Hiddle East, and they have taken the conSiStent position that
the United Hationé Security Council ih.which-they have a.veto.
has the right to set up international peacekeeping Operations.
and should on occasion ﬁé éo; Reéently_the Soviets have'giﬁen_
_some.sﬁpport <o efforts to devéLOp'permanent §eacékeeping .
machinery provided it was under the jurisdiction of thé.
Security-Council. Howevér.'the'Soviets haﬁe not given cOmpleﬁé'
support té‘peacekeepihg o§eratioﬁs; They have objected to
Qpecific operations including the cOngo,opérationmaitet"its
first phase. Iﬁ‘qene:al 55viet_oppos;tgor has been t§  |
peacekeeping forces set up without the approval of, and'ﬁoﬁl

under the jurisdiction of, the Secﬁrity-CounciI.
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The Chinase position has been cone of corplete opposition

to international peacekeeping operations. They have accused

‘the Soviets of supporting such operations as part of their

efforts to establish a Soviet—American duopoly in the'wotld

and have indicated that.such forces are in faet 2 tool of
American imperialism; This view will reinforce other pressures
which made it ektremely unlikely that the Chinese would aecept"
any form of international ebsereation or coiatrol as part of a
Talwan settlement .

If the Soviets become increasingly concerned about Chxnese
efforts to expand their influence by force in South and
Southeast Asia, they may become more attracted to peacekeeping
forcesias a means of countering these Chinese moves without
forclng the Soviets to actlvelv opposeé China. International

force 0peratlcns may providz a substltute for exther Soviet

. intervention agalnst China, which the Russians do not appear'

ready for, or unilateral American intervention.

8. - Regional Measures

Until fairly recently both the Soviet Union and Communi st

- China gave snpport_to nuclear free zone arrangements, particularly

in Africa, Latin America, and the Middle East. However, since
the;r nuclear detonation, the chinese have withdrawn their
support for a nuclear free zone in the Far East. The Chinese
ncw arqgue that the first nuclear disarmament stup must be |

a ban on the £first use of nuclear‘weapens.' They gtate that

other steps might come afterwards but even nuclear free zones
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in Africa and Latin America should be pfeceded by a ban on
tﬁe.use of nuclear weapons. _fhe Chinese argue that unless
there is such a ban, various countries should develop their
own nuclear capabilities. |
As was indiceted above. the Soviets have attempted to
coevince the Chinese of theedesirability of a nuclear free

zone in the Far East as a substitute for a Chinese nuclear

'capability. Thus in the Chinese mind nuclear free zones

‘has probably become partzcularly associated wlth the Soviet_

affort to prevent them from gettxng nuclear weapons.



~115~
CHAPTER V
IMPLICATIGNS FOR AMERICAN ARMS CONTROL -AND

DISARMAMENT POLICY

This Chapter will examine the implications for American
arms control and disarmament pOlluy of the S:no-Soviet.dispute-
No attempt will be made to provide a comprehensive dxscussiig |
of Ameriéan'arms control policy vis-a-vis Russia or China.
.Rathér_the focus here will.be on opportﬁnities and problems
for arms control negotiations and agreements with China and
Russia created by the Sino-Soviet rift.

' _ : 116
ARMS CCNTRQL WITHOUT CEINA

It is frequently asserted that the detonation of a nuclear -
device by China makes clear what should have been obv;ousﬂail |
along, namely that the PeOple E Republ:c of China should be

ncluded in more arms control dlscuSSLOns since her adherence
would be necessary for any arms control arrangement.  However[
‘this assumption needs to be questloned In fact, almost

any conceivable Sovxetﬁhmerxcan or multxlateral arms control arrangemen

: ;155ome'of these issues are dealt with in the Soviet'and
Chinese Attitudes Study. _
116mmis subject is discussed at greatér length in Jeremy J.

Stone, "Arms Control: Can China Be Ignored?,” prepared for the
conference on Sino-Soviet Relations and Arms Control, in Vo*. II.
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is possible without Chinese cooperation. This assertion
does not apply to proposals for General aﬁd Complete Disarmament,
.but reither is it clear that such errangements were possible
even.withcut the obstructioen of China. It does apply to
substantial strategic disarmament although not in the current
context to substantial conventionai disafmament. |
Certainly the events of the last severel vears demonstrate -
that various limited steps are possible Qithout the participation
.of China. The test ban:would have been even mo;e'valuable
to the United States if China had adhered to it, but it is
clear that it was wise to reverse the pos 1t10n that the Unlted
States seemed to be taklng 1n the late fifties, nanely that the
test ban was unacceptable unless Chlna was part of it. Similarly the
hot line agreement, the bannlng of weapons in orblt, and |
various tacit arms control steps taken by the. Unlted States
and the Soviet Union, anlualng the sxnultaneous announcement
of cuzbacks in the proJuctlon of fiss;onable material were
all possible wzthout the Chinese. It seems desmrable for.
the. Unlted States: to cortxnue to pursue such arrangements
wlth the Sov;et Union and with other countr;es, recoanlzlng
'that.Chlna is unllkely to adhere. . In fact, as will be arqgued
below, the presence of China at negotxatlons mlght well lead

to xnsurmountable obstacles to agreements which would
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otherwise be possible, We can, if we choose to, make Chifiese
adherenee a precondition of any additional arms control
 measures; howeﬁer. 1f we choose not to. there.are clearif
a large number cf possible measures between the United States
and the Soviet Union which do not rquxre Chxnese adherence.
Tﬁe same presumably would be true for measures involving arms
contxrel in Central Burcée. |

The belief that Chinese participation is‘neceesary'usuelly
focuses on the prospects for reductions of the msjor strategic
ferceseof the United States and the Soviet Union. ﬂithin
the last year or two euchjagreeﬁen;s seemed to have faded
from the center of_the'armszeontrol stage, paetiyﬁfor reasons
diScussed'iﬁ Chapeer l, partly also becauee.of the increased
attentien given to prol;feratxon problems. . Hevertheless, it
may be useful to consi ider the .extent to which Chinese adherence
. is in fact necessary for the Ame:xcan freeze proposal to be in-
the American security and politxcal-xnterest. o

As Stone has " argued ‘there is no strateqxc reason why the '
freeze should be unacceptable to the Unxted Statea if the '
Chinese do not adhere to it.lr?The-freeze proposal would call

for a halt to changes in the number and design of Soviet'ahd

ESTN
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American strategic syaﬁems.‘ This means that for the period
far which the freeze ran, the United'States would have to rely.
on its existing s.r~nt. j:c forces to accomplish whatever
strategic objectives it wished to vis-a-vis the Soviet Union
and Communi st China. This would have to be done in an
envircnament in which the Soviets were not making any changes
in their strategic forces but in which the Chinese were
buildzng up thexr atrategic forces as rapxdly as possxble.
The calculatinns invelved in determxning the extﬂnt to which
American capabilitiea vis-a-vis China cr Russia would be
downgraded in such a situation, as compared to the prospects
without an agreement or an agreement to whmch the Chinese
also adhered are exceedxngly complex and 1nvolve a number of
_ uncertaint;en. Ore minor but critical one would be the precise
number of Mxnuteman IX's that have ‘beer 1ntroduced into the
' etrategxc force prior to the freeze. Questions would also
have to be raised about whether the United States eought to
'continue to have some aamage llmxtxng capab1lxty as well as
an assured destructxon rapabblzty against the Savxet Union,
and whether lt wished to add soma damage lzmltxpg capabllaty
against the developxng Cb*nese strategxc force._ However, we
‘can simplify the discussion by consxder1ng:the worst case--
;namely.one in'thch ﬁhe_United States.cﬁooses to try to
;tm&intain a&bstaptialidamagehlimiuing.capahilities against

- both the Soviet Union and Communist. China.
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According to plans released by Secxetar} of Defense Robert

McNamara, in his.statement to Congress on the Fmscal 67-badget,
the United States does not intend to increase the number of
strategic offeénsive missiles beyond those currently programmed
of which almost all are now in place. Under current plans;.
the number of strategic bombers ﬁeuid decline very substantially,_‘
However, a freeze proeesal would not reguire this phasing out':
and one way ef handling the Chinese strategic targets would
simply be to maintain a mueh larger part of the bomber fofce
’and‘haee'it aimed at Chinese pepulatxon and strstegic targets}
~ The substantxally less elaborate Chinese air defense capab;llty
would enable the bombers to perform in this role, evan if
they could not effectxvely penetrate Soviet defenses.

_ However, it is not even necessary to take the possxble
use of these bombers into account. While the United States
does plan substantzal 1nprovements in the des1gn of 1ts
strategxc-force over the next several years. these lmprovements'
appear to be'desiqned cither'to.enable the force to penetrate
- against possxble Sov;et ballxstlc miasxle defenses or to
improve in accuracy to be able ‘to attack hardened Sovxet
missiles, However, the freeze would presumably- prevent
either of these Soviet improvements and also any increase
insstrategic forces which tﬁe Soviets may he planning within-
the next several years. Even Qithout a freeze the_dnited

States has ref;ained from committing itself to eny particular
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Jevel of damage-limiting capability against the Soviet Union
-and has asserted that it has ample reserves in the needed
capacity for assured destruction. According to the most
receni testimony, the United States already has from its
current iraenal sufficient forces to carry‘out the assured
destruction role against Communxst China. Thus, the only
additional forces which mxght be necessary would be those to-
target the Chinese strategic forces. The size of the Chinese
‘strategic force over the next ‘ten or fifteen years is .
highly uncertain, but it appears extremely unlikely that

the Chinese would have more than a very small number of
étrateqic forces cépabie of reéching the United States. These
missiles cauld easily be tarqeted w;th American mxss;les freed
from the need to target aﬁditlonal Sovxet 5trateglc forces.
Even if the United States wanted to target Chxnese MRE:'S
_and IRBH 8, this would not appear tc put an 1nsurmountable
burden on Ame:xcan strategic force capabxllty (cerfaxnly not

if one allows bombers to ‘be used xn thzs role or . in the
counterpopulat1or role, freexng mxssxles for damage-lxmitxng).;i-~
Any threat that the Chinese pOSe w1Lh submarxnes ‘could be |
attacked more effectxvely with increases in ASW capab;lxtles
rot limited under the.:reeze proposal. Horeower.-xt_xs no: |

lcar thét the-United States would be ihtexesﬁed in m&intaining-
high: damaqe—lxm;tmnr uapabalxtxes against. tﬁﬂ Sovxet Union if
it had succeeaed in neqotx.tan a freeze pzoposal thh the.

country.
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Thus, in regard to thé need fdr Chinese adherence to a
freeze, it is bossible te conclude as follows: (1) over the_ 
next 5 years before China has any strategic delivery Syatems,
China will not poee any~strateg1c threat -at all to a freeze
agreement:; (2) any Chxnese submarlne capabzlxty can be*ter
be handled with enhanced'Ame:ican Asw forces, not limited
under a freeze? (3) as Chinese medxum range and ICBM forces
begin to be deployed in the 1970 s and 1980‘5. these could be

-argeted without dxfficulty from alreadj exxstxng Awerxcan

missile and bomber forcees: (4) if the United States and the

Soviet Union have successfully maintained a freeze proposal

‘for ten or more years, it is doubtfﬁl that the United States -

will feel the need to maintain even as large a force as it :
now has for assured destruction or damage limiting agaxnst
the Soviet Union; (5) in fact, techn01oglcal and strategic
changes are likely to force a revision of any freeze agreement

nogotxated now, long before the pressuxe of Chinese sttategxc'

- forces would requmre ‘changes in the treaty

The same kind of argument ccald be developed at some
length xn relation to-substantlal reductions in stxategzc-«_
‘orces—~for example, the 30% reduction proposed by the - Unxted
States as the first stage of a GUD treaty.. ' ' '

The-questxgn of'strategzc defens;ve forces_pose some

separate problems in relation to a strategic arms control

‘-agreehent without the Chinese., While the cdnélusion,:emains
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the same, namely that such agreements are technically and
strategically feasible without China, some additional analysis
may be in order. |

In his 1966 posture statement, Secretary of Defense Robert
McNamara made clear that rerious attention is being given
within the Ameriean Government to the deﬂirability of a
ballistic defense system agaxnst Communxst China. Since the
current Amerxcan freeze propoaal bars any new defensive systems.
including an ABM system. one would exther have teo propose a
rewrxtxng of the freeze arrangement or accept the fact that
ballistic missile defenses even agalnst China are foreclosed,
However, the freeze would not affect attempts to use
anti-uubmarxne warfare act1v1t1es to elxmlnate .any threat that
mxght be posed by Chinese subuarxnes, nor would the freeze
_ affect the existing Amer;can air defense capability which |
would pose a substantxal barrxer to any Chxnese aircraft.
Nor is the United States lxkely to be interested in deploying
~a ballistxc mxsalle defense to cover the: targets which nxght
.cone under attack of a Chinese medxum range nxsaile Cagabilxty.f
Thus, the remaxnxng issue is a Chinese ICBM force No publxc'V
'estxnates suggest that China is 11ke1y to have gsuch a fozce
any time eﬁrller than the mid 1970 €. Thus. ‘even. -assuming |
a - lead txme of 3 or 4 years in deploying an Amerxcan ballxstlc :__
rmissile defensive system & freeze could be in operatzon for ”
perhaps 5 vears before it wonld confront the problem of putt;nqtf‘
a brake on the deployment of a balllstxc missile defense '

needed ‘against Chxna. Even this est1mate is very uncertaxn
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There is no sign of a Chinese ICEM program, at least no sign -
which the United States ocr China have chosen to make pubiic.
Horeover the Chinese may be deterred from developing an XCBM
by the Americen assertion that it would build a ballistic
missile defense which could effectively coenter it. Asauming
ehat China proceeds with developing an ICBM force, the United
States would in fhe early 1970's, be confronted with the
problem of foregoing the constructxon of a ballxstxc miasile
deiense to counter China‘s ICEM's or renouncing the freeze or
propcsing a revision of the freeze agreemenL. Eoen.if one
leaves aside the poss;ble pressure to design around the lzmxts
" of a freeze propusal 1n dealing with the Chinese, it is not at
all cleéar that the most effective answer is a balllstlc mxss;le
defense. | o

_ As Mr. HcNamara has emphasized repeatedly in relatxon to
‘the Russians, the most effective deterrent against Soviet
attack ‘is ﬁhe deveIOpment.of a well protected American strategi
force whxch can credxbly threaten to do extensive damage to g
the Soviet Unxon in the event of a Soviet attack The-Unitedg/
States will w;thout doubt have such a capab;lxty.against China
for the foreseeable future, eve: assumxng a freeze or even

a -gubstantial reduct;on in the American strategic force, Thus
it needs to be emphaszzed that the primary means which the
United States relies on to.deter Soviet attack: wzll operate e
effectxvely against China even wlthout an American ABM,
Moreover. as Mr. McNamara has also emphasized, effortb at

' damagn-l:mxt;ng ‘must be seen os anolvxng not only active
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defense but also strategic offensive forcegs which could
.- destroy'the.enemy forces on the gbound. Any Chinese ICBM
capability in the 1975 period-would-be extremely.vulnerable
to a first striie by American strategic forces, even the forces
we would maintain under a freeze. This weuld:be the most
effective means of damage-limiting.: There would, it is true;
be'e residual value to ballistic missile defenses, particularly
if one took seriously the possibility that the Chinese would
laynch a first strike while reeognizing the retaliation which.
would occur, However this possibility appears to be exﬁremeiy
low, much lower than risks the United States has been.prepared
to run vis-3-vis the Sovxet Unlon. even in the abqence of
- arms control arrangemente. Thus, without attemptxng to come
to any conclusicns about the overall desirabillty of a ballistic
mlBSlle defense against China in the absence of a freeze or
other strateg1c arms ccntrol arrangement, it is possxble to
conclude that even thxs iesue poses no problems during the
1960's, and even in the 1970'5 is capable of.ad]ustment
without renouncing a freeze arrangement | '

It has been argued thus far that China need not threaten
various limited measures between the United States and the
Soviet Union or with other countrzes,‘and that.she alao need
not pose any threat to a freeze or other strategxc arms_ '
“centrgl arrangemente There remains the question of whether
tactic and informal arms control ag:eemenes will continue

.to be possible without the adherence-of'CommUn;st China.
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-Stone has suggested that the Chinese ﬁay, if they choose to,
find ways of disrupting existing tacit agreements. For example,
the meortant understandxng between the United States and the.
Soviet Union that neither would interfere with the orbiting
etraeegic reconnaisance syetem of the.other} could be upset
" if another country, Ch;na (or perhaps even France), decided
to try to shoot down satellites which paeeed over her terrltory.
Other informal arrangements could also presumably be undermxned
by'the Chinese. For example, 1nsofar as there is a tacxt
understandxng about the d;fferent quallty of nuclear weapons,
and hence the likelihood that they would be used in various
‘conflicts, the Chinese could dierupt this by using a nuclear
weapon or simply by acting as if ‘they intend to. Actually
the Chinese have strong interests of Lheir own in relnforcxng
the qualxtatlve difference of nuclear weapons partly becau-e
it fit- into Mao 8 doctx1ne, but more important because they
are trying to deter Amerxcan use of nuclear weapons agalnst
thna. “In fact, the Chirese have renounced the flrst use of
nuelear weapons and have written a number of artlcles statxng-—.
whatever they may believe~- that the United States would_not
be able to use nuclear weapcns in a war against China.

Beyond suggesting that the United States be alert to the

threat that China wouléd pose to an existing gr-fnture tacx;
arms control understandlng. 1t“ts rmpossxble:to-specify any

general policy recommendatxons. It would appear that many .
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tacit arrangements could survive evan with substantial Chinese
efforts to undermine them, and that the Chinese may have
reasons of their own to try to reinforce some tacit understandings,
such as those involved with the special quality of nuclear
weapons. Our understanding of the likely Chinese approach

to existing future tacié arrangements is sufficiently

uncertain tha£ it is doubtful that the United States should
 upsét éhy existing arrangemgnts or shy away from possible new
ones because of a‘belief that the Chihese might seek to.
undermine thém. China might t#y to act in this way, but

even if she does there may be ways te counteract it, and

we cannot be sure of how the Chinese will perceive théir-
interests, _ |

| A special qUéstion concerns_ﬁhether China can be ignored
in arﬁs control arfangements involving treaties for which

we would_liké~ta havé the adheren&a not only offﬁhe superpéﬂers
.but.also of other countries. Mogtvimpottant in this catégory
are of course agreements_involviﬁé nuclear testing.or_the_-
acquisition of nuclear ca_pabiuti;eé by additional éountries;."
There appears to be little doubt that until the Chinese mood
changes, they willbmake every effort to convince other coﬁntriés
not to subscribe to arms control agreements. Rowever it shogld"
bé nétéd'ihat the Chinese efforts in this.directioh'iﬁ regard
to the fegt ban were almost entifély a failure, and in'fac;_
rgbounded'to the pdlitical'advantage of the United States. |

China succeeded in persuading only North Vietnam, North Korea,
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Cuba and Cambodia to refrain from signing the Test Ban Treaty.
That is to say, no country which is'capable of making nuclear
weapons in the foreseeable future refrained from joining the
Test Ban Treaty either because China urged her not to do so
or because she decided not to do so in light of the chinese
_'determination to continue testing. The critical guestion for
agreements such as a total test ban treaty or a treaty on
nori-acquisition of nuclear weapnns is whether countrxes which
feel themselves actually or potentlally threatened bYVChina}
such as Uapan,_Indie, Australia, perhaps'IndOnesia, willlbe

willing to gign a treaty in the absence of a Chinese willihgness.

- to forego the development of nuclear weapons.

Chlnese non-~adherence to a non- prollferation pact would

.raise the guestion of whether China was golng to be prepared to

share nuclear weapons technology w:*h other countrles. Much of

hthe danger in thls directlon could be foreclosed if the potent1a1
recipients of Chlnese aid could be persuaded to sign a non-acquzs;txoe
'”agreenent.' The szgnlng of such a treatJ would probably put a |
Lsubstantlal damper on any tendency of various countries to consider
accepting Chlnese help, and might provzde the basis for American |

interference to prevent the transfer of nurlear weapans or
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weapons technology. Thus; while the United States obviously
would prefer China to adhere to a non-proliferation agreement
and agree not to spread nuclear wéapons and, in the best of
all possiblr worlds, agree to abandon her wn program, there
is little reason to believe that this wou;d_occur.- On the
other hand, this does nbt provide any reason to abandon
the effort to negotiate a non-proliferation treaty.

‘ .It is thus conéiuded that while China may make arms control
agreements §011tica11y more difficult to negotiate,.thexg i#
no stfategic or military reason why agreements which are
desiréble.with the adherence of China are not also desirable'
‘without that adhefence.llaThere is the further questién of
whether the Sino-Soviet dispute enhances the prospects, or
can be manipulated to éhhance the prospécts; of othér'arms
control agreements with the Soviet Unzon. _ |

If China engages in efforts to disrupt tacit or informal
arms control arrangemants. this could-have the effect of

‘backfxrxng and stimulating more explxclt formal Soviet-American

.{""
e

‘ cooper txon "to protect existxng aqreements against Ch;nese
usurpation, For example, if both the United States ‘and the
Soviet Union £find 1t in their interest not to have countries

interfere in orbiting aaxth satellites-then any CLinese

‘118

conventional disarmament, but these also appear unllkely for
other reasons. .

There may be sOme'partlcuIar ‘exceptions such as substantlal .
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attempt to shoot down such satellites may provoke a formal
‘agreement between the. two countxies and other countries on
~acceptable orbiting systems in order, hopefully, to deter
further Chinese interference or perhaps lay tho grouﬁdWork'
for a reaction to it, In gener:zl, dépending on the evolution
©of the Sino-Soviet dispute, the Soviet Union may find it
desirable at times to.seek agreements with.the West becauso
of Chinese oppooition. It would appear that the United States : - i
should be alert to this possibility and ready to'approach |
the Soviet Union when and if it appears necessary to seek
- to formallze partlcular agreements in face of Chinese efforts
to disrupt them.

Moreover arms control agreements between the United States
and Soviet Union may become more explicitly directed at | .
dealing with Chinese behavior or behavior of othet‘countries" ”
or groups.supportedoby Chiha' For example, a, was'soggested
‘above, Sov1et interest in peace-keepmng operations of varlous klnds-
could conceivably increase if the Soviets come-to belleve that this
is a way of checkxng Chlnese 1nf1uence in Southeast Asia
w1th0ut the Russians doxng it themselves or a110w1ng-the
United.States to do it. Sov;et proposals for international - - Y
'peace-kBprng tc deal w1th problems of this kind will confront - o
the_Unlted‘States with the dilemma of whether it prefe:s
the interhationalfar:angements or‘uhilateral'action bj the -

United States and its allies. However if we do seek more
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peace-keeping arrangements, we may £ind tﬁem easier to
negetiete in light of Chinese behavior. If the Sino-Soviet
dispute becomes much more.exacerbated; it cannot be excluded
that the Soviets would be prepared to consider arms control
agreements which laid the groundwork for action against
china or which were designed to check Chinese moves. " For
e#ample. the Soviets couléd concexvably reach the stage where
they were prepared to negot;ate agreements banning support
of various kinds for guerilla,and insurgent movements that
the Chinese were seeking to aid. _

It was emﬁhasized above that Soviet interest in arms
control and tﬁe Soviet willingness to sign arranéements, such
as the Test Ban fTreaty, have aubstantxally exacerbated-the
Sino—Sovzet dispute. In develoPlng Lts arms control policy
for the future. the United States has the choice of tryzng
to use its arms contrel proposals and the agreenents it is -

prepared to 51gn to exacerbate the ano~8oviet disgpute. For
example, if this was a high priorxty of American arms control
~policy. the United States might be w;llxng to accept agreements
such as a treaty of friendship and cooperatxon between the
_Unxted States and the Soviet Union or between NATO and the
WarsaW-Pacte Such aqreements have been pushed by the Russians
'fer a long_txme and. weuld be condemned by the Chinese and
'Iooked”upon'by them as & further s;gn of Soviet sell-out to

the United States, An underground -test ban. would fall into -
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the same category as would agreements for the setting up of
international peace-keeping forces, even if under a Security '
Council veto The non-proliferation treaty would also incur
the wrath of the Chinese as would any number of so-called
conficence-building measures.

It is extremely doubtful thaﬁ the United Staies-should
deliberately seek to exacerbate the Sino-Soviet dispute in
ﬁhe formulation aﬁd executibn.of iﬁs arms control policy;'
The dispute is already gquite intense and it is not completely
clear that it is in the American interest to see the relation
'reach-a rupture., Moreover, our ability to influence the
dispute is'limited. The problems and difficulties in
negotiating arms control with.the Soviet Union and Soviet.
tugpicion of American motivations are already so high that
it is doubtful that one should risk further complicating
problems by explicitly seeking to manxpulate arms control and
diaaxmament to exacerbate the Soviet dispute with China. The
Kremlin is well aware of the cost to its_relation'té‘chih&
which it incurs in the signing dflafms control agreéments and
even'in-cdnducting-arms control negotiations. If we genuinely
-valﬁe arms control, it might be well for us to avoid any lttempt
to manlpulate arms control dlscussions and agreements in
order to. exacerbate the Sino-Soviet disPute. Nevertheless,
-we—sheuld recogn:ze that any- prOposals we put forward—and

any ‘agreements that the Soviets accept do have implxcatxons_
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for ﬁhe relations between Communist China and the'Sovieﬁ.
Union, It was suogestéd above that the effect on this
relation may tufn ouﬁ to be the most important consequence
©f a nuclear test ban treaty, and similar results might develop
from other agreements, In the.present cor.ext it is likely
that any arms coﬁﬁrol éqreemehts which appeal to the Russians
will adversely affect Sino-Soviet relations.

It should he emphas;zed particularly at this point in
the dlSCUSSlOn of Amerlcan pollcy, that this Chapter is
restrxcted to a consxderatxon of the 1mpact of the S;no-Sov;et
ulspute or American arms control pollcy. Thus the lmplicatlon
| presented here, that confldence»bulldlng measures are valuable
in that they contribute to exacerbatlng Sino-Soviet relations,
should not be-taken as a recommendation for phrsuiné-oonfidence
meésures Obviously'there-are a number of other issues which
arise in the evaluarion of Such measures,. issues wh;ch go

far beyond the scope of thls report.,

ARMS. CONTROL WYTH CHINA

"~ Any discussion of desirable kinds of arms control
arrangements with Communist Chxna must be put in the context

of the general overall Amerlcan pol’ .cy toward China and the

e ar -
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ocbjectives which we are seeking to accor lish. The assumption

made here is that the United States should not and is not

- seeking to isolate China. Rather while effectively chenking

any attempts by the Chinese to use military force to exﬁand,

the United States should seek to draw Chlna lnto the world

'_Commun1ty and try to make her a responsible and part1c1pat1ng

member. We must recognize that this will be a slow and
difficult process. At the moment the Chinese'are in an

°xtremely hostile mood partlcularly toward the United States

_and honce are unlikely to respond to any of our overtures

in the dlsarmament field or elsewhere, HNHevertheless it is
necessary for the United States to begin to probe the Chinese

Communusts position .at a number of different peints since

_we cannot be certain where progress can first be made .

The Sino-Soviet rift means that the United States can and

‘must dmal with China as a separate strateqgic opnonent ~The

posture statement by Secretary of Defense Robert ncNamara

makes it clear than in its unilateral atrateg;c analysls and

force level planning, the.Unxted_States now treats.Communist
China as a separate enemy posing distinct threats from those
posed by the Soviet Union. For ‘the same reasons that we now

have a sepdrate mllltary policy vis a—vxa Communist China, the

.Un1ted States”needs—tc'deveIOP ‘a separate arms contrcl polmcy.

Perhaps the fxrst guestion we need to cons:der iz whether

or not the United States snould want to open. -ATMS. control
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negotiations with Peking. . This study and the Chinese Attitudes
Study emphasized that it is extremely uniikely that the United
States and Communist China will be able to sign any formal

arms control agreemeﬁts with each other in the next several
years. Therefore, on¢ might ask why'negoriate, giQen the_Sta;e'
of tensions in the Far Past? Is it not hypocritical for the
United States tu seek the opening of arms control negotiations?

The answer would seem to be clearly no. One wayrdf the

United States underlining its belief that its relations with
_China, as. with the Soviet Union.'aré.a combination of conflict
and overlapping interests wodld be for the United States to
actxvely seek to begxn arms control negotxations precxsely

in this perxod of acute ten310ns Moreover, despite the fact
that we shouild not expect agreements in the short run, there
may be important reasons to try to start a dxalogue on arms
contror matters at th;s time. The thncse attrtude toward the
roblems of the control of nuclear weapons is apparently in'
a state of flux, following Peking's enLrance into the nuclear
club- The Chxnese are now huving to face a- series of procurement
and reaearch and deveropment—decialona. and to considar quastxons
of trade offs between numbers and quality of wﬂapons, and other
: questions which_have.confron;ed the United liates and the
Soviet Union over the past twenty years. If we want to influence
thrqe degisions'in ways that appear to us desirable in

contributing to the stabiliﬁy of evolving baighce'between the
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United States and Communist China, then it may be important to
inject into Peking's calculations a clear understanding of strutogic
doctrine as evolued in the United States and of the fect that
Chinege and American strategic decisions will.begin_to interact
with each other. As the éhinese‘develop strategic forces, it will
become more and more important to us that Peking have a olear
understanding of American.strategic doctriné and of the quality
of Amerlcan forces, Thus, the sooner the dialogue begins, the
better. In addition, the act of negotzatxng with Peklng about
arms control matters may force the United States tc take a more
careful look at its military and security posture in the Fay East
' than it has thus far taken. The need to develop a position for
an arms control éonfereuce with China'oan have a stimulating effect
on the aualysis of unilateral strategic issues in tﬁe'Far Easﬁ, |
much in the way that arms control negotiations with the Soviets
have helped the Unlted States develOp a more efflcxent mxlltary
establxshment v;s—a vis the Soviet. Unlon.

The Soviet Union is unlikely to be happy about S;no-Amerlcan
arms control talks since the .ov;et leaders may view them as an.
effort by China to comp11Cate Sovxet efforts to negotlate ‘with the
West. However the Soviek objection is unlikely to be very strenuous
or-to'influence Chinese behavior. Certainl- Soviet Aigpleasure should
not lead the United States to eschew discussions with China. |

If negotlatlonq with Chlna are desirable, the guestion arises

of an approorlate and posqlble forum for these neqotlatLOns.
While it 'is possmble to conclude that one negotlatlng forum
is better than another, the essent1a1 pomnt is that we should
probably accept any reasonable forum which proves feaszble.

If the Unxted States is really interested 1n beg;nnlng

arms control negct;atlons with Communlst Chlna and not. Just
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scoring propaganda points by demonstrating the lack of
Chinese interest in such negetietions. then we need to consider.'
not only what negotiating forums are desirable for the United
States but alsé which forums-are likely to prove acceptable
to Peking and to other Asian nations. Fortunately, it would
appear that one forum which Peking seems to desire, U.S.-Chinese
bilateral talks, is also the forum that would seem to most |
effectively advance American interest because it is the one in
which serious non-polemical negotiations are .ost likely.

It has been suggested ﬁhat feking should be invited to
the Eighteen ‘Nation Geneva Confermnce. In fact, as a result
of some confused statements issued 1n Washington shortly after
the Chinese nuclear_detonatlen, the Chinese assume that they
have been invited to the Conference by theeUnited'States; and -
. have:made it very clear that they do not intend ﬁd come. The
Chinese look upon the Eighteen Natieh Conference as parxt of
the United Natioﬁe and refuse to have anything to do with
any organ of the Un;ted Nations before they are voted 1nto,
and Tazpe1 expelled from, all of the ‘organs of the U N. (China
might well take a seat at Geneva if she jOlnS the U.N.)
Moreover, it does not appear to be in the Amerzcan 1nterest
to have China join the.Eighteen:Natmon.cgnference. Mueh—of
the pressure for Chinese participation in the Geneva Canerehce
estems from the bellef that ‘Peking's adherence is necessary
for the successful functioning of the agreements belng
'negqtiated at Geneva. . However,'it was arguedeaboye that such
. is not the case, that these agreemente can Qo ferward without

" Peking's participation. Moreover, it is eiear that China'
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objects fundamentally to the agreements being discussed at.
Geneva, in particular to the non-preliferation tfeaty. a
Chinese delegate at Geneva wouid find it necessary to lahnch
'long attacks not only on the position of the United States,
bﬁt also that of the So&iet Union. While it might be instructive,
and iﬁ sﬁme ways entertaining to have the Soviets try to ﬁeet
these attacks, it does not appear to be in the interests of
more arms control between the United States and the Soviet
Union to turn the Geneva Conference table into another forum
fér Sino-Soviet polemics, The Soviets have shown some
sensitivity to the Chinese criticisms of their position and
may be less willing to negotiate serlously at Geneva if they
need to do s0 in front of Peking. To sum up thls point.
Peking has no interest iﬁ cominé to Geneva and we ahou;d
not encourage her to do so. on the aﬁher hand we shbuld.
not oppose China's participatich if bthers advocate iﬁ, and
"it should be noted that many students of these problems would
faVOr Ch;nese part1c1p&t10n in a multzlateral forum such as
ENIC. ' | |

. Following their first nuclear &etonation,.thé_Chinese
proposed the éonvening of a world'conference.ofzthe heads of
governﬁént'of all the countries to discuss various.arms cdntrol
matters and in part1cular a ban on the use of nuclear weapons.
A world dlsarmament conference had been propcsed by a number of
other countries and organizations frequently as a devxce to:
bring China inte arms contfél negotiatibhé. _The-u N. Geﬁeral

Asgembly has endorsed such a conference and prelimiﬁary_
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discuséions looking toward convening such a conference are
now aﬁparently uﬁder‘way. The Chinese reaction to the U.N,
Regolution, while hesitant, was.appareﬂtly-dnehthusiastic
and in line with the general Chinese position that it will
not participate in activities sponsored by or'called.ihto
being by the United Nations. Nevertheleés, it:may‘be that'
some Qay can be found %:o'bd this dilemma and a world diéarmament
_conference convened to which both the United States and
Communist China would be invited and to which China would
be.prepared.to go. The United States should.be.ﬁilling to
attend such a canfeﬁence..but'it should be under no -ililusion
as to the value of the conference for arms control purpoées.
As American officialé have pointed out, it would be very difficult
to carry on ahy-serious'negotiations:at such a conference
and it would in fact turn into.é propagaﬁda fest in which
each.cpgytry put forwird its well-known position on
disarmaﬁent matters.. This could orly reinforce whatever
tendgncies already exist between Peking and Washington to
tréat disarmament strictiy as a propaganda and pblitical.issué
without any real mllltary or strateglc content.

Dq5p1te the fact ‘that they have pa;ntad the United States
as the 1ead1ng“oppnnentmof,woxld‘revolutxon and have—argued
that the bésis for judging any country or party is it's
qppoéition to the Uni;ed'states,'the Chinesé havé.indigatéd

an interest in a bilateral arms control agreement banning the
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first use of nuclear weapons. There appear toihave been some
discussions of arms control and nuclear matlers at th§ Sino-:
American Ambassadorial talks in Warsaw, but it is xmpossible.
from information publicly available to judge to what exvent
these have been yeniune negotiations or even discussions tather
than the reading out of formal positions. Regardless of
what has taken place at the Warsaw talks, it would appear
desirable to seek'the initiation of a separate and continuing
Chinese;American arms'cbntrol negotiating forum. The'Unitéd
States might propose such meetings at the Warsaw talks and
perhaps later make a pubiic proposal. It is unlikely that
such talks could begin until the Vietnaﬁ war'quietéd down.
These discussions, hopefully ‘kept at 1east as private and as
unpubliczzed as the Warsaw talks cn more general polltscal
matters, should be a place in which the United States gseeks
to begln the process of having an. arms control dzalogue with
'cOmmunxst China.

‘What would be discussed at such a conference, given the
lack of possible agreeﬁents which appear to the United”Stateﬁ
and Communist China to be in theirrintérest? It is”perhapé
worth pointing out that the absevce of the possxblllty of
ragreement did not prevent,the hold;ng of a number of conferences
with the Soviet Union; conferences which appear on balance~
to have been desirable in laying the gréundﬁcfk for feceht

agreements, and also in improving the strategic dialogue
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between the United States and the Soviet Union. Moreover as
was suggested abéve, the pfessures from the héldiﬁg of
conferences may lead both the United States and China to develop
serious proposals that might be of interest to the two countries,

part of an agenda for a Sino-American arms cont;ol _
conferenﬁe would, of course, be supplied by Peking. It-is poséible
to ant1c1pate from various Chlnese statements what xtems would
be on their agenda. FPirst of all, of course, would be the
Chinese proposal for a_ban on the first use of nuclear weapons,
Specificaliy their proposal that the United_States and China
each agree first on the basis of unilateral statements not tox _
use ﬁucléar weapOns against each other and then eign a formax:

pilateral treaty in anticipation of a general international

agreement. Second, the Chinese would undoubtedly_propo59=

American withdrawal from Taiwan as an arms control'meﬁsuxe;
Third, they might ptOpose various kinds of Asian nuclear
free zones. Fourth they might demaﬁd Qithdrawal 6f American
forces from overseas bases. |

In reacting to these Chlnese proposals and in formulat1ng
its own position for a dlsarmament conference, the United
States might well want to ‘think 1n terms of topics to be

proposed for d;scu551on along the line of the East—ﬂést

Surprise Attack Conference in 1958 rather_than.SPeclfxc

agreements to be negotxated Among the topics that we might

propose talklng about would bhe the followxng-
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(lj Non-Proliferation. The United States might want to
table a paper which pointed to the capability of various |
countries, particularly around the Chinese periphery, to develop
nuclear weapons and discuss the dangers és we can see them for
the further spread of such weapons. The United States might-
seek Peklng s reaction to the Soviet and American draft treaties.
on halting the spread of nuclear weapons and- discuss the role
of other measures such as a complete test ban and nuclear free
zones in halting proliferation. The United ‘States might ask
about the arrangements which Peking proposes to establish in
whatever peaceful nuclear assisténce programs it might’institute.
As was indicated above ﬁhe Chinese have not yet shown any signs:
of concern about the spread of nuclear weapons. Howevef the United
States certainly has an interest in trying to get the Chxnese to
consider the dangers to them of the further spread of nuclear

weapons.

(2) Problems af War ay by Acc1dent of Mlscalculation. Récent'

_events on the Indochinese. peninsula demonstrate that the United:
States and COmmunlst Chxna are lncreaszngly likely to confront
problems of both technical and pOlltlcal acc;dent and mxscalculatlon.
A number of American planes have flown in the v1c1n1ty of the 3
Chinese borders ralslng issues about acc1dental over—flxght. and .
unauthorlzed encounters between the air forces of the two countrles.
'Moreover, the uncertaxntles & bout the pOlltlcal Lntent;ons of
_Chzva and the United States raise the general 1ssue of war by
pOlltlcal mlscalculatlon. Without necessarlly gettlng 1nvolved in
a discussion of the- Sp9clflcs of the Vletnam sxtuatlon, the Un:ted

. States might want to explore the pOSSlblllty of more - general
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‘discussions with Peking on the problems of war by ﬁcoidént or

miscalculation. Sov;et—Amerxcan discussions on.hh1s range of
problems led to the hot line and also to a better understandlng

on both sides of what unilateral steps would reduce the danger of
war by aocident or miscalculation. As'the Chinese nuclearlcapability

grows it will be useful to have such discussions with Peking.

(3) Straﬁeqic Force interaction, Under this rubic the
United States might want to call fekiné'& attention sp(cifically
to the likely interaction between the size and shape of the
American strategic force and Peking's evolving stratEgic
delivery systems. Statements indicating thaﬁ the ﬁnited'States

might well build a ballistic missile defense to counter any

Chinese efforts in the ICBM area might be put on the table

and Peking's reaction solicited. More ;enerally.sthé United

- States might want to make Péking aware of the way in which

the strategzv forces of the two szdes w;ll lnteract. We

should decide if we prefer a somewhat larger Chxnese strafeglc

”force, Whlch is very soft and not very ‘well controlled or
a SOmewhat smaller strateglc force (ass ming a fxyed budget)
'~ which is relatxvely well protected and under tight control

Our ability to 1nfluence Peking's deczs;ous on these matters

is probably very small but it would be useful to determine

'what our preferences are and to see whether arms control

negotiations cannot be used to influence these decisions. Here,
as’ elsewhere, the start of negotiations may force thé_United

States Government to come to grips with problems and issues that

‘it ‘has thus far avoided.
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(4) Renouncing the Use of Force. The United States has long

beva pressing Peking to renounce the use c¢f force in the Taiwan

Straits. More recently China has been pressing the United States
for an agreemept denouncing the first use of nuclear weapons. The
United States mlght snggest to Peking the possibility of exploriﬁg

a broader package of renuncxatlon of force petween the two countries

- 'Is there, for exémple, any possibility of trade-off between Peking
ﬂrenouﬁcing foxce in the Taiwan Straits.and tte United States renouncing
‘the first use of nuclear weapons against China? Without advocating
“thxs partlcular agreement, 1t is poss;ble to suggest that it ;s
“the kind of package which we nxght want to consider and to provoke

" peking into dlscu551ng.

(5) Test Ban _and No First Use. Recent press:reportS'indicate

.+hat the United States raised a: Warsaw 2 possible link between
,:Chinese'adheféhce to the Test Ban Treaty and Amerzcan accepcancp of
.a'ban on the first use of nuclear weapons. vaen the Chinese statements
s.on the Test Ban Treaty it is very un_ikely that. Pe&ing would find'

~.such a proposal Lnterest;ng. Moreover the Anerican interest in
ﬂaccepﬁing a ban én g£irst use simply to force the Chinese to test
':underground remains to be clarified. However this packagé illhstrates

ﬁthe kznd ot proposal whlch might be d;scus-eduduring_Sino-American '

e

~.arms control tallis.

We should ot expect bllateral arms control negotiations with '

“peking to accomplish veiy much in a short time uwor to have any

particular impact on the Sino-Soviet dispute. However, if

Peking is carryxng on such negotiations with the United- States,

;the_Chlnese Communists will find it more dlfflcult to maxntaln

that theif'position is one of total hostzllty to the Un;ted States

while the Soviets are seeking cooPeratlon_ ith the West and
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thereby selling out revolutiohary interests.

The Soviets may

feel that the bilateral Chinese-American negotiations reduces

their cost in negotiating arms control agreements with the West,

The Chinese with their security concerns vis-i-vis the United

States are likely to be willing to enter such a negotiation

despite these costs. The fact that we are carrying on separate

discussions with Peking and Moscow can only serve to increase the
hence, to exacerbate the Sino-Soviet dispute;

ln the international cllmate, we should not exclude the possiblllty

‘tensions and distrust between the two Communist countries and

Horeover; in the

'long run with the change in k:adershlp 1n Peking and Ouhe' changes

that we may someday want to con51de. Sino-American cooPeratlon,-

vzs-a-vzs the chzet Unlon

It is perhaps worth re;teratlng in conclusxon that th;s

IChapter has focused on the 1mplicat10ns of blno-bovxet relat;ons

for the arms control-pol;cy of the United States. TPe pr0posals

' presented here and the ‘arguments advanced have heen purely

from that perspective and would obv1ously have‘to_be considered

policy for the United States,

S e
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with other American objectives in order to frame an arms control
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APPENDIX




