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This study is drawn from a report submitted in March 1975 to the
Department of Defense , Rureau of International Security Affairs~ l.~i r’-_~-
ectorate of Policy Plans and NSC Affairs. What perceptions does~the

Peopl e ’s Republic of China hold about SALT and the strategic military I
balance between the Soviet Union and the United States? Flow sensitive L 

V

are these Chinese perceptions~, to real or potential shifts in the

Soviet-American strategic balance~~ ~~~
This study should be of particular value to readers unfamiliar

with Peking ’s statements about SALT and the strategic balance because
they have not previously been reviewed and compiled in translation

in a comprehensive collection. Underlining has been supplied by the

author to most excerpts in order to facilitate rapid scanning of the

main points of Peking ’s general line .
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SUMMARY

I . Chinese press treatment of Soviet-American political cooperation

since 1963, particularly in connection with SALT, suggests that

one sensit ive political issue in Peking has been how to assess the

degree of “collusion” Moscow and Washington may be engaging in.

A pp ar e n t ly , certain important Chinese leaders suspect that success-

ful soviet-American summit agreements and SALT products , like the

Standing Consultative Committee and the agreement on prevention of

nuclear war , could belie the political assumptions of strategy to

offset Soviet pressure by maintaining good relations with the

United States. Intense political cooperation in SALT could dis-

credit these moderate leaders in Peking and lead to their re-

placement by others who would restore the double-enemy strategy

of Chinese opposition to the apparently combined Soviet-American

threat to China . Apparent American concessions in SALT could

exacerbate this Chinese political vulnerability by inadvertently

inflating Chinese suspicions of Soviet-American cooperation and

mutuality of interest. Whether or not U.S. policy should antici-

pate Chinese reactions to U.S.-Soviet bilateral relations is no

longer an issue; how we can best balance the competing interests

generated by Sino-Soviet conflict is the open question raised by

this paper. It would hardly be prudent to remove the basic

premise upon which these Chinese moderates founded their opening

to the United States, namely that Moscow and Washington are

globally “contend ing” (not “colluding”) and therefore may be
played of f  aga inst each other in Ch ina ’s interest.

2. Secretaries Kissinger and Schlesinger have proclaimed the importance

of maintaining an “essen tial equivalence ” or “perce ived equality”
of Soviet and American strategic forces , especially as perceived
by third parties. Studying Chinese perceptions of SALT and the

Soviet-American balance thus may clarify one important factor to

take into account in American planning f o r  future strategic f orces .

__________ 
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But Chinese perceptions seem to depend more upon i n t e r n a t i o n a l  and
interna l po 1it~ ca1 f ac t o r s  tha n upon any obvious m i l i t a r y  c a l c u l u s .

3. Peking does not seem to believe “es sen t i a l  equ iva lence ’ of Soviet-

American forces can ever be attained because ~oscu~ w i l l  sce 1~ to
overthrow it , hence the Chinese slogan , “Sometimes their strength

seems about the same, but this is only a temporary and relativc

phenomenon; the basic situation is imbalance. It is also impo soib le

to reach a balance. ”

4. Much has been said about the new “triangular politics ” between

Moscow , Washington , and Peking, but there are as vet few case

studies showing how specific issues in “triangular diplomacy ” may

be related to internal politics . This report briefly describes

such a relationship between Peking ’s internal political struggle and

Chinese media statements about SALT and the strate~ ic balance.

5. Peking ’s official statements have generally portrayed three major

reversals of the U.S.-USSR strateg ic relationship in 1957 , 1965 , and

1971. After Soviet ICBM tests and Sputnik launchings , Nao Tse-tung

proclaimed the military superiority of the socialist camp with the

slogan “The East wind prevails over the West wind .” ‘Ihe second re-

verscl , beginning in 1965, occurred as Peking described growing

~)oviet-American political collusion in a “monstrous conspiracy

•o~ainst China” and a Soviet-American “nuclear military alliance ”

of which one product was said to be joint deployment of anti-China

IBM secretl y planned by Premier Kosygin and President Johnson at

their summit in 1967. This period featured no comparisons of the

S~viet-American military balance , presumably unnecessary because

the two were “allies. ” The third shift occurred slowly after 1969

when China described reduced “collusion ” and heightened rivalry and

“contention ” between Moscow and Washington . By 1974, Peking cited

many of Secretary Schl esinger ’s public comments on the strategic

balan ce, f r equen tly approv ingly , and at length . Peking seemed to

desire a militarily strong United States able to withstand aggressive

Soviet pressure. Peking contrasted American superiority in warhead

accuracy and in MIRVs to Soviet advantages in numerical superiority

and throw weight .

-V
-— ~~~~~~~_  -- ~~~~~~~~ -V • V - V .  V ..~~~~



V _ _~~~~~~~~~~~~~ V •• ~~~~~~~~~~~~

vii

(;oNlI:N r~;

PRI IV \( L V iii

JMM.\R’~ v

‘
~ e c t ion

1. INTRODUCTI ON 1

I I .  THE C I I I N L S L  RESPONSE TO SALT 1: THE FIRST PHAS E ,
1963- 1968 7
Ch inese  Statements , 1965-1966 9
C h i n e s e  S ta tements , 191,7-1968 12

I I I .  THE C H I N I S L  RESPONSE TO SALT I :  THE SECOND PHASE ,
19 6 9— 1971 23

I V .  Ti lE C I I IVN! SE RESPONSE TO SALT I :  THE THIRD PHASE ,
1972-1974 27
Chinese  Statements , June 1973-Jun e 1974 36
Chinese  Statements  in  1974 47

\~
V CONCLUSIONS 65

Appendix
A .  ANNEX ONE 75

__u
~~~~~~~ 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 4
~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

_ .~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~



• V_ ~~~•~V_ ~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ — -‘ V . •V __V~_~ • ~~~~~~~~~~~ V~ ~~~~~~~~~~~ ‘, Wr  ~~ _ , __ • V — — — 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~ .

‘I

I .  I NTROI ) l  C I  I ON

Usually the relationshi p between Ch i na and t he  S t r a t e g ic Arms

limitation Talks ( SU T )  has been approached from onl y one perspect ive .

Ana l ysts h:a~ c asked how Chinese pol icies inn i n f l uen ce th e de l ibe r a t ion s

of t h e  S o v i e t  and .\ :n cr ican  governments  in SALT. N ow that  an a u t h o r i t a -

t i v e  accoun t  )ased  on i nt e r v i c e s  and access to impor t an t  American docu-

m e i l t s  of S A L I  I i s  a v ;t i  l a b l e  in  John Newhou se ’ s Co 7- ~ ~ r&~?~: The St ~~~~j  of

• , i t  i~ po ssihl c to sum up the  arguments  about  Ch ina ’ s impact on

SI L T  I and to move f o r w a r d  to cons ider  the  o the r  side of the rela t ionshi p:

110w has SALT a f L e c t e d  C h i n a ’? This paper attempts to assess the influence

of SALT on C h i n c s c  ~ cr c ~~ ti ons of Soviet-American relations. The evidence

cxa. :i ined w i l l  i n c l i O c ’  over one hundred fifty relevant Chinese public state-

ner i t~ made s i n c e  ‘V i : , 1972 when SALT I ended.

Se~ cr ~~l i :it~’re ~ t i n g  s tudies  in  t h e  past decade have dea l t  w i t h
Ch i n e s e  i n f l u e n c e  n S o v i e t  u r n s  con t ro l  p o l i c y  and wi th  Chinese views
of u sa: V: im e n t  and n u c l e a r  w C V : p J f l S .  In earl y semi nal  a t t emp t  was par-
t ic u l , n l ”  i m o a t  i c e  in  c a l l i n g  f or research on sp ec if ic  hypothes es , but
.,:marded i n i t s  c o n c l u s i on  t h a t  “one can t r u c e  to the  Chinese factor cer-
t ’ m : n  in h i b i t i o n s  of Sov ie t  f l e x i b i l i t y  in  d i sa rmament  nego t i a t ions  w i t h
tim e N e s t . ” See I l e lmut  Sonne n f eh l t , “Th e Chinese Factor in Soviet Disarma -

•~oit J u l  i c y , ” J ’of n ~’ ,~;ae~~ ’.V: ;~~~~, A p r i l - J u n e  1966 , pp.  123-135.  Other s tudies
l i e  Na lter C . C lem ens , J r . ,  [:e ,. “:c : .  ~~~~~~ 2~ ~~V i~~~’i Rel~~~ ~~i , Hoover
I n s t i t u t i o n  i m bl ic i t io n s , 1968; h a r ry  C . Ge lb er , “Nuc lea r  Weapons , the
f a c  i f i c , and -~\ 1.T , ‘ O~ c a s : o : m a l  Paper of he Center  for P o l i c y  Study , Uni—
vers I t~ of Chi cu , 197 1 ;  K e n n e t h  L i ebe r tha l  , ‘ ‘Ap pe nd ix  D : The T i : p ; m c t  on
t h y  USSR of Ch in e : ;e  m r l : r : e m m t  Po l i c i e s , 1961 -6 7 , ’ i n Thomas B. Lars on ,

I
. ,. p~ . . , ; .

~~; — ;  , P r e n t i c e — H a l l , 1969 , pp. 2 6 1 — 2 7 4 :
il a rry G . G e l i e r , “ S t r u t  c i t i c  A rms l i m i t  m t  ions and the Sirm o-Soviet  Rel:’ t i o n —
ships , ” A . .  ~: e’~~ e’ i, A p r i l  1970 ; Jo na than  U .  Po l l ack , “Chinese A t t i t u d e s
Towards N u c l e a r  Weapons , 1964-69 , ” ‘fr .P~~ ~~ ‘~~:p1u , A p r i l — J u n e  1972 , pp. 43-
2 1  ; ‘lo r t  or I I .  Hal perin and Dwi ght  Pe rk i ns , • ~~~~~~~~~~~ ‘ at .71: :~ua and Ar ”,c ~~

V
O~~ 

~~ 7 ,
Ha rva rd  I l n i c e r s i t ’. Last A s ia n Re ee ’m r ch Ce n te r , 1965 ; Roma n Kolko w ic: , Mat-
t l i c w  P.  C a l l a g h er , B e n i a m i n  S. Lamb eth , w i th Wal te r  C. Clemens , J r . ,  Peter W .
Co I m , ~~~ , •~

, V ,  V 
“: 7 A~ mc ‘ e ~p 7 : A Su7 oi ’.- cez~ .~~ “r’z~, esp. Chapter

Four cn~~jt1cd , “The China Factor ,” pp. 116- 148.

See below , • \ n r i e x  One.
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I
By first reviewing earlier Chinese attitudes toward tIm e Soviet-

American strateg ic relationshi p from 1964-1972 to establish a base

line , it will be possible to show how Peking ’s v i e w s  changed after

the conclusion of SALT I in 1972 and later evolved during the three

Soviet-American summit meetings in July 1973, J Ul y 1974 , and
November 1974.

Why should we pay attention to Chinese responses to  SALT? Broadly

speaking , three answers suggest themselves. The first stems from the

concept of “essential equivalence” as outlined by Secretary of Defense

James R. Schlesinger in his Fiscal Year 1975 Report . The definition

of essential equivalence apparentl y lies at the hear t  of current

Amer ican stra teg ic policy and was given added importance when Secretary

of State Henry A. Kissinger endorsed it in a statement to the Senate V

**Foreign Relations Cormimittee in September 1974. According to

Schlesinger and Kissinger , the United States should not seek to re-

establish the strategic superiority over the Soviet Union that i t once
enjoyed , but instead should seek a level of strateg ic “perceived

~ j~iality between the offensive forces of both sides. ” This objective 
V

of Aj~erican strateg ic p lanning specifically rules Out any attempt to

“There must be essential equivalence between the strategic forces V

of the United States and the USSR -- an equivalence perceived not only
by ourselves , out by the Soviet Union and tnird auuiences as well. This
was the essence of the SALT I agreements. With these things in mind , we
are seeking in SALT II to ensure that the principle of essential equiva-
lence is upheld.” See Report of  ~1~e Secr cta rp of  D ef e n c e  , Ta ’ncc R.
Schlesinger to ~he C’onqress en the F Y 1~~2’~ .) e f cncv .f ~7j:, March 4 , 1974 ,
Washington , D . C . ,  p. 6.

** “Secretary Kissinger ’s Statement on U.S.-Soviet Relations Before
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee ,” September 1974, Department of
State, Office of Media Services , p. 11.

• Schlesinger , Fiscal Year 19?5 •~ y~y~~ j , p. 44 , emphasis add ed.

— -V .—  ~— — V-—~~~~~~~~-~~~~~~~~~~~~—  - V— - V- V  
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match all Soviet weapons systems or to develop an “exact symmetry ”

between American and Soviet strateg ic capabilities . Rather , the

future size and quality of American forces will be determined by an

assessmen t of the perceptions or images of the Soviet-American
strategic balance held by “interested observers ,” including other

nations .

A l t h o u g h Secretary Kissinger has twice publicly seemed to question

the value of increasing American strateg ic forces much beyond current

levels , he agrees with Secretary Schlesinger that the perceptions held

by third parties of the Soviet-American strategic balance should be a key

criterion in determining the future size of U.S. forces. According to

Kissinger , “The appearance of inferiority -- whatever its actual signifi-
**cance -- can have s.erious consequences .”

If the perceptions of other nations of the Soviet-American strategic

balance are to influence U.S. defense planning , it clearly becomes

impor tant to examine and if possible to measure changes in the images

of that balance held by the leaders of the People ’s Republic of China.

This is no easy task. There have been no Chinese public statements which

* 1

In a widely quoted comment in Moscow , July 3, 1974, Secretary
Kissinger asked , “What in the name of God is strategic superiority .

at these levels of numbers? What do you do with it?” See Depar tment
of State Bullet in, July 29, 1974, p. 215. A few weeks later he suggested
that “an upper limit exists beyond which additional weapons lose their
political significance ,” a point that Secretary Schlesinger has not yet
made . See “Secretary Kissinger ’s Address , ‘Constancy and Strength in
U.S. Foreign Policy ,’” August 20, 1974, Department of State, Off ice of
Media Services , p. 3.

Kissinger ’s Statement , op. cit., p. 9.

T h i s  study does not deal with  the fundamental cr i t icisms of
“essential equivalence” as a criterion for force planning expressed in
such articles as Ted Greenwood and Michael L. Nacht , “The New Nuclear
L)ebate: Sense or Nonsense?” Foreign Affairs, July 1974 , esp. p. 780;
Kosta Tsip is, Offensive Missiles, Stockholm Paper No. 5, Stockholm In-
ternational Peace Research Institute, August 1974.

- - -~~~~-~~ • -~~~~~ ~~~~--— ——~~~~~~~~~~~~ — ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ V— ~~~~--V~~~~~~~~~ -
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directly or precisely compare the Soviet -American strateg ic balance.

Chinese comments lack the level of detail that may be found in the

American or European press. The Chinese media , like the Societ  p u b l i c

media , has never published a comprehensive description of the results

of SALT I nor presented to the Chinese people a detai led account of the

size , accuracy, or general capability 01 the Sovie t  and American s t ra teg ic

offensive forces. The Chinese public knows that the Soviets are t e s t i n g ,

and the Americans have deployed MIRVs (te- ’.ov- t’on or “many-bombs-head”

in Chinese), but not how many, how accurate , or how powerful they may be.

However, Peking does publicly discuss SALT. These frequent Chinese

media responses to developments in SALT provide a basis for discussion of

the Chinese assessment of “essential equivalence.” As will be seen , in

recent months the Chinese media has been increasing ly attentive to this

question and has often quoted the remarks of Secretary Schlesinger about

the SALT and the Soviet-American strategic balance.

*
There is no agreed upon definition of “strategic balance.” Presumably,

however, a comparison of the strategic forces of two sides would take into
account such factors as number of bombs and warheads each side has, the V

number of delivery vehicles (bombers, ICBMs , SLBMs , and MRBMs), accuracy
and reliability of delivery means , exp losive power of warheads and bombs ,
and qualitative factors such as silo hardness , command and control capa-
bilities , stand-off capabilities , ABM and SAM efficiency and coverage . Be-
cause there are no well-established formulas, ratios, or trade-off rules V

to determine which factors are offset by others , any description of the
“strategic balance” must ultimately remain impressionistic no matter how
detailed .

**Soviet publications have described the SALT I t rea ty  to l imit  ABMs
an-I the accompanying interim agreement on offensive missiles whi ch do not
contain numerical comparisons of the strategic forces of the two sides.
But the Chinese media has not done this . The Soviet media has not described
the protocol to the interim agreement concerning SLBM s probabl y b ecause th is
protocol does compare the two sides ’ nuclear submarine forces.

Indeed , the Chinese public did not find out how many delivery
vehicles or MIRVs that the Soviets and Americans possessed until an ex-
planation of the Vladivostok of November 1974 was given in Peking media
in January 1975. Even this statement was limited to a description of the
ceilings of 2400 delivery vehicles and 1320 MIRVs . It failed to discuss
the numerical mixes of vehicles or any specific quality of Soviet and
American offensive forces. See “New Fraud in Soviet-U.S. Nuclear Race ,”
Peking Review, No. 4, January 24, 1975 , p. 27.

~ 
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\ second r eason fo r  s tudy  i r m ~ C h i ne s e  per c ep t i o n s of SALT i s to

•~: m r  :e. ’r cv id ice t o  en h a n c e  or unde rst anding  of the comp lex workings

of ‘‘ triangular polit i cs. ’’ .\s earls’ as l~~LV 9 , Hen ry K i s s i n g e r  ou t l i ned
time idea that poi i t i c a l  r i v a l  rv  ct ~~ccn China and the Soviet Union , if

Pru l’ r ’  rI y e m n i pu l  m t - i , c o u l d  w o r k  to the advan tage  of the U n i t  , Vd States. 
*

It is now •~ i d e l v  m:e r e c i ; i t e d  that n a t i o n a l  p o l i t i c a l  strategy in the con—

e ’~c of a l V h ’ a l  s t  z Vuct are o f ”  t ciangu lar p o l i t i c s ” must be to mai n t a in
net  t er  F l a t  iOflS m m  tim cacmi of the other t m~o na t ional  corners of the

t r i . m e c , i c  t h a n  t m m L \  m a i n t a i n  s i t h  ,,V~~ Vh other. In triangular politics ,

eac h co rne r  :must ; i r c v e n t  1 l)e u t  hem t n o  f rom al i c i n g  aga ins t  it. Thus,

c e r t a i n  ap p a r e n t  1 y I ) 1 1.11 c ra l  poI i t  i ca l  i ssues  may become l inked to th e

o t h e r  t~~ o set .~ of b i l a . cral r e l a t i o n s  i n  t he  triang le. On some specific

i s s u e s , t he  So~ i c t s  p r es u ’ : i :m h l y c l o s e l y  m o n i t o r  developments in Sino—

• ‘uncri can relat ions j u s t  as •-\rs r j e a n s  fo l  I .  ~ changes in the state of Sino—

Sov iet relations. V \ c ase ~tudv of how China has reacted to the apparently

bi la teral Soviet -American s tr at c gm L •~ m ’r~s l immtati or s talks can contribute

to fut ure evaluations of how a i d  m~il~ some k i n d s  of b i l a t e r a l  political

iss ues become rel cean t to “t r i a n g u l a r  p o l i t i c s . ” -\ s  w i l l  be show n ,

dev e lop ments  in 511, 1 , or d i n a r i l y  t hough t  to be confined to the b i l a t e ra l

Soviet — Ameri ca n r e l a t i o n s h i p, ha ve’ had a major  impact on Chinese forei gn
poli cy attitudes , j u s t  as “the China factor” has to some extent influenced

the conduct of SALT .

A th i rd  reason for examin ing  changes in Chinese views of SALT and

the Sov ie t -Amer ican  s t r a t e g ic bal ance is more parochial to the study of

( ‘h in ese  p o l i t i c s . L i t t l e  is k nown with any confidence about the dynamics
of how Ch i na ’s l eaders make national security policy, but it is clear to

m a st  observers that forei gn policy issues have been debated during domestic

- 

See F!enrv .\. K i s s i n g e r , T~~e V7~~~’
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D oubleday , New York , l96; Kissinger ’s t h e o r e t i ca l
con cep t  suppo r t i ng  of t u e  idea of b r i n g i n g Chi na i ndi rec t l y into Sov ie t -
American negotiations seems t~~ be as f o l l o w s :  “The i n t r ac t ab i li ty  of diplo-
“:acy has been ma gnifieJ by the polarization of power in the pos t -war  period .

In t l- ~ cla ’~sic al .e r v e d s  of cabinet di p lomacy in the ei gh teen th  and
~1j f l , V t e o . f l t l 1  eri t li ries , V O H I t  ry ‘S d i p lo mat ic  f l ex i h i  l it ”  and bargaining
positi on depended on i t S  a ’ a i l a h i l i t v  as a p a r t n er  to as many other countries
as possible. . . ~hericver the number of soverei gn states was  reduced , di p lo-
mack hcca  m e ’  e rip i J . . . some of the  ‘ p l a y ’ wa s taken out of t he  co nduct
of fore i gn policy. ” See p. i’~9. China , of course , could only become and
remain ~;~~V a j l u I , 1 e  as a par ncr” if a set of pragmatic leaders held power in
P e k i n g  long ‘ n o i m li to comprom ise  c e r t a i n  aspects  of China ’ s previous l y r ig id
anti- Am erican po lmci e s . See below , pp. 69-71 . 
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~‘~~~‘r s t rugg les in P e k i n p .  In deed , some a n a l yst s  b e l i e v e  t i’iat c e r t a i n

shift s in Soy jet or American polic y toward Chi ma way ~eI  1 have  a dr a mmi; mt i c

impact on the oitcomes of the ongoing s t rugg les for power.  (Jt i er s  : m s s m m ; ; e

that important changes in Chinese domestic politics directly shape ne..

s h i f t s  in Pek i ng ’ s forei gn p o l i c y .

Our knowled ge of the relationshi p between Chine se domestic poker

strugg les and national security policym aking can be expa nded by c a r ~~f m l

co mpa r ison of h -w Peking ’s attitudes ~ow u r d s  the  Sov ie t -Amer i can  political

relationship and strateg ic military balance have chanpud as i mp o r t a n t

Plsinese leaders rise or fall in political standir ip . ‘Jo progress even

modestly toward this goal within the l i m i t e d  framework of t h i s  s t u d y ,

we mu s t  avoid  the f r equen t ly  used a n a l y t i c a l  shor thand  of at t r i b u t i n g
all significant events in China to Mao Tse-tung or to a “u ni f i e d , r a t i o nal

acto r ” presumed to embody harmonious ly all points of view. J r .  t h i s

way, we leave open to examination tso t e n t a t i v e  r 1 c J ) u t h e s e s :

o cha nges iii SV\LT and the strut e t c  ba l a nce may : e f i c ct

the power r e l a t ionsh ips  hytwee n r a d i c a l  and moderate
leaders in Peking; and

o changes in the e u t c o r m e s  of Ch inese  d o m e s t i c  p o l i t i c a l

st rugg les ma y a f fect the  woe  the Chinese media describes

SALT , Sov i e t -Amer i can  r e l a t i o n s , and the s t r a t e g ic ba l ance .

To conclude  our i n t roduc t ion, a stud y of Chinese views of SALT

promises an exploration of:

o how one major  power perceives “essen t ia l  eq u i v a l e n c e , ”
o how one issue has been handled within the global polit ical

co nstruct  called “ t r iangular  po l i t i cs , ” and

o how the struggle for power in Peking is influenced by and

influences perceptions of changes in the Soviet-American

strateg ic balance.

An important new case study of the linkage between Chinese domestic
politics and the 1969 Sino-Soviet border clashes is Roger Brown ’s “Status ,
Power and Crisis in Sino-Soviet Relations ,” presented at The Rand Corpora-
tion Special Seminar , January 1975. - ‘

A caveat’like this one is not required for readers of Graham
Allison , Essence of Decis ion, E.’cp laininq the Cuban ~~-i V~~C i’~ r s i s , L i t t l e ,
Brown, 1~ 7l

- - — - - ‘-‘-V -- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ V V  —~~~~~~~~~ - - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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II . 111k CIII u.lu SI . RLSPONSE ‘10 SAL’!’ I : T i l l ,  F IRS’!’ PIIASIi, 1963—1968

-
~~ it  i’d s i i mp l y , the Chinese analysis of the Soviet-American strateg ic

eel I t  ions hip in  t i m e  1~)bO s amounted to a c c u s a t i o n s  of e v e r — i n c r e a s i n g  con—

s a i r a c y  and collaborat ion to d i v i d e  the w o r l d  in to spheres of influence

and ~o c r e a te  an inti-Chi n a encirclement in Asia. While many observers

describ e-I ;oviet-American re la t ions  in  t h i s  period as “cold war ,” the

C h i n e s e  l ooped togeth er a myr i ad  of wor ld  events in Vietnam , the ~1ideast ,

Sooth \~~1o and at the  U . N .  under the  category of “c o l l u s i on ” betwee n

~‘,; I s i m j n ’ t  on and ~‘1osco :. .

In this section we examine all major Chinese public statements con-

c e r n i ng the s t l a t c g ic ba lance  and nuc lea r  weapons from 1964- 1968 . Some-

t i : :mes  wha t  i s  not in these statements , however , can be more important

t h r u m  what  is  t he re .  IVe w i l l  f i nd no exp l i c i t  compar isons of the Soviet-

\ n i er i c a n  s t r a t e g ic b a l a n c e  except re ferences  to Am erican boasts  that it

has t h e  i~r e . m t e s t  n u c l e a r  a rsenal  in the wor ld .  This f a i lu re  to comment

on the  s t r a t e g ic ba lance  fro m l t l ( - l - l 9 6 8  stands in contras t  to s t a tement s  V

made e a rU e r  and l a te r  by ‘e k i n g  which  did make compar i sorm s of the balance

in  g en e r a l  t e r m s . .\ Ch inese  spokesman i n  September 1963 declared that

Cha i rman  ~‘1ao ‘ s s t a tc u en t  in M oscow in November 1PS7 t ha t  the “l ast w ind

~reva i l s  over the l~cst  w ind’ ’  wa s s t i l l  app licable . I joint P r - ~~~e ‘ ‘ 
V

~~~~~ an d Re ‘
~~

-j e d i t o r i a l on No v ember 19 , 1963 ment ioned th e nuclear

superiority of s o c i a l i s t  c o u n t r i e s .

-

~~~ One of the e a r l i e s t  s ta t~~~~~t s  o f t h i s v i ew w:m s made by ñ m a m r r l a m m
Mao in  February  1964 , when he as ked , “Do you t h i n k  our  n : m t  ion w i l l  co l l apse  

4or no t? I m p e r i a l i s m  and r e v i s i o n i s m  (t h e  Am er icans  and S o v i e t s )  have  j o i r e d
hands and are bea t i ng  at our borders . ” ‘V~~~~oVi ., : V l V  ~~~

, ~ “Ia ‘oe — t :o J :‘ V ‘ :

Ii ) JPRS 6l2~~-2 , February 20 , 1971 , p. 32n .
P,~~~r :  ye:’~ cw , N o .  36 , Se ptember 6 , 1963.

Repr in ted  in F t ~ ’r ,~ Ro ’-’Lca , No. -17 , November 22 , 1963.

_  ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - -
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‘I’wo ot her s t a t e m e n t s  in 1b ~ C’- :  - ‘ i - ’sed confide nce in t h e mutual
*deter rence of the e~~m V~t I ng  U . S. - S o v i Ct  s t r a t e g i c  b , l l a , m .  m ’ . These s t t _

mnents carried forward can ker C h imme ’~c ana lyses ml ~ich bL i l tt l cd the teni-

porary technolog ical superiority of the w v : , t .

From l9m ,-J to 1968, P ekin g ’s st:itooom -, t- ~ — i t  rayed a s i - - u — b y — s t e p

escalation in Soviet-American c o o p e r a t i o n .  l J i ’ sH t e  lao ’s p r i ’. at ~ comment
in February ’ cited abo ve , as l a t e  as hecemb cr  I m l , P re m i  or Ch u Ln— lai

s t i l l  spoke of the  “socia l is t  camp . ” Ui s  c r i t u c i s m  at ’ t h e  Sovi ct~ was

very subdued :

Through no fault of our own , our relations with the Soviet
Union have been impaired and have  run into d i f f i c u l t i e s .
Nevertheless , we continue to set store by unity and as far
as possible we have maintain e-I norma l intercourse. . . . We
are firm ly convinced that no force what ever can  d i s ru p t  the
great u n i t y  between the Chinese and Soviet peop les and the
great unity of the peoples ut the , o c i a l i . s t c amp . ***

By mid-1965 , Cho u accused the S ov i e t s  of c o l l u s i o n  s~~th the United

States because of Moscow ’ s :I1O V , a r r an t oP intim idat ion in the face of -\:imerican

nuclear weapons . Towards the end of 1966 , t h e  Chi nese press  in t roduced the

notion of a “monstrous consp iracy aga ins t  China ” by Mu s eu m ,  and W a s h i n g t o n .

By ea r l y 1968 , Chinese commentary on arms control measures began to speak

of an “anti-China U.S.-Soviet nuclear-military alliance. ” It is in this

con tex t that  the  Chi n ese leadershi p described the ori g ins of -S AI V F I in
the summer of 1968 as “a dirty deal. ”

Peking Review, No. 25 , June 21 , 19~~5; and No. 33, August 16 , 1963.
There was also an oblique reference to Chinese confidence in Soviet
general military migh t in P~e~ itz 1y R~v~ic~ . No.  47, November 22 , 1963,

See for example the Red f l ag  ar t i c l e  by Y u Chao- l i , “The Chinese
People ’s Great Victory in the Fight Against Imperialism ” reprinted in
Peking Review , No.  38 , September 22 , 1959 , pp. 6-11 . Similarly, Vi ce
Premier Chen Yi stated that it was Soviet “confidence in their st r e n :ih ”
which allowed them to put forward proposals for armament reductions . See
NCNA , January 21 , 1960, reprinted in SCMP , No. 2185 . January 27 , 1960, pp. 1- -I .

“Premier Chou ~n - l a i  Reports on the Work of the Government , ” D r
Review, No. 1 , January 1, 1965 , p. 19.

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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l)u r i n g  196S , the  Chinese  v j ew  on t i m e  Soviet -Am er ican  relationshi p

shifted sharply . In  .-\mm gu st the Chinese made a veiled reference to Soviet

c o l l a b o r a t i o n with the U.S.:

Scared out of their W i t s  by_ U . S .  im p e r i a l i s t  nuclear  b lackmai l ,
t h e  l ea d i ng  group of ~~~ii~ oTh~~ r nud e’ ~~i~Yi’ has missed  no oppor-
t u n i t v for p r o c l a i m i n g  tha t  a teeny spark may touch off a global
nuc lea r  war and that nuclear weapons will destroy all mankind .
Th ey did not hesitate to betray the interests of the peop le of
the world in  order to concoct the notorious Moscow tripartite
t r e a t  i n  partncrshi p w i t h  U.S. and British imperialism.

Earlier in the article , it was stated :

As we have seen , c e r t ai n  peop le are maki n g some gestures of sup-
port for \ i e t n a m , humm ing  a few am ti-U,S. imperialist tunes and -

‘

di . v i s i n g  some l i t t l e  s t u n t s , w h i l e  at the same t ime they act i y,p~,1,
c o l l abor ate wi th U . S. i m p e r i a l i s m  for  “peace t a l k s ” exchange  in-
f o r m a t i o n  and secretly e n t e r  in to  c o l l u s i o n  w i t h  U . S .  i mp e r i a l i s m .
The e even used troops and po l i ce  and r u t h l e s s l y  cracked down on
anti-U.S. demonstrations by s t uden t s  from ~V ie t I~~~ ‘\ s i a , A f r i ca
and Latin America . We m u s t  be v i g i l a n t ; we mus t s t r i p t i m i s e
peop le of the i r  camouflage , and re so lu t e ly exp ose an d co n demn
them as accom pl ices  of U.S. im p e r i a l i s m .  . . . The l e a d e r s h i p
of a bi g socialist coun t ry has gone so far as to meet the needs
of the U.S. imperialists and do its utnmo st to split and s :iiotage
our movement  po l i t i c a l ly and o r g a n i z a t i o n a l l y .  This  cannot  but
arouse one ’ s g reatest  ama:ement and anger V \ 5  the old Chinese
sa v i ng goes , “Take note of his words , but judge him by his deeds. ”
These peop le are t a l k i n g  g l i b l y  about opposition t o  imperialism
but are ac tua l l y  surrender ing to i t .  They are m a k i n g  a lot of
noise about support  for others , hut  are ac tua l l y engag ing in
shameless  be t raya l ; they ar e loud and shou t i n g for u n i t y ,  but
are actu~Ti T’j~Th’j a l l  out for a s p l i t . ”

I n 1965 the Chinese v i e w  of Soviet-American r e l a t I on s s t i l l  p o r t r a y e d

the Soviets more as afraid of American superiority than as activel y’ co-

operating with the U.S. for other purposes , such as ant i -China collusion.

Chinese statement s seemed to critic ize the Soviets for openly acknowled ging

“Holding High the Banner of unity Against U.S. Imperialism ,” speech
by Liu Ni ng -I in Tokyo , July 28, 1965 , reprinted in J~ ,

V V .L~~~~~ Rc m ’r ’~’:e , No.  32 ,
August 6, 1965 , p.  2 4 - 2 5 .  

--— --—-- ~~~~~ 
V~~~~~-~~
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American nuclear superi ority. For examp le , i n  August l96~ a r m e w s i j a i ~er

a r t i c l e  a rgued that  nuc lea r  weapons  should  1)e v iewed w ith a “correct

world outlook” :

The modern r e v i s i o n i s t s  are scared out of their wits ire
the U.S. imperialists ’~~~~ici~ ~~1~~~~~ T~~1~

’imiail and
threat. They raise the white ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
imperialists and desperately publicize the traitor ’s
philosophy of keeping oneself alive uclc’ar terror
spread by the U.S. imperialists and their running dogs ,
the modern revisionists, can only frighten people with weak
nerves . A l l genuine M a r x i s t s -L e n in i r t s  o~ o ’mrs  and the
awakened revolutionary people have nothing to fear.

The Chinese statement portrayed American statements of nuclear super-

iority over the Soviet Union as merely “boasting. ” Peking frequently

asserted that human consciousness and revolutionary ideology , not atomic

weapons , would decide the outcome of wars:

Today, this atomic imper ia l i s t  power , which keeps on b o a s t i n g
of its possession of the world’ s biggest nuclear arsenal , is
heavil y besei ged by the revolutionary peop le wholTave only
rifles and hand grenades and by’ the peace- loving people of
the whole world. Chairman Mao Tse-tung has said : “The atom
bomb is a paper ti ger which the U.S. reactionaries use to
scare people. It looks terrible , but in fact it isn ’t. ”

In  the following year Premier Chou En-lai went further in accusing

the Soviets of collus ion with the United States and of being in t i midated
by American nuclear superiority . According to Premier Chou :

Blind faith in nuclear weapons is one of the main characteristics
of the Khrushchev revisionists. While succumbing to nuclear
blackmail of U.S. imperialism, they are trying i~~

”
~T~~1’mail

others with nuclear weapons. They think that with nuclear
weapons in hand they can settle all world problems . This is
an utterly wrong idea. . . . In collusion with U.S. imperialism ,

*
“View Nuclear WEapons with a Correct World Outlook ,” by 11am

Li Ch’ ing— kun , and YU Izu—chung, V V
~~~~~,V

~ -~~~~~~~~~ r
’
o ;  .J L r — ~- r e , A u g u s t  27 , 19o3 . re—

• printed in SCMP , No. 2539, September 17 , 1965.

“Ilol di mi g I l i gh the Banner of U n i t y  .\ g i i ns t  U . S .  Tnt p e r i a l i  so , ” re-
printed in j , -~r~ e r  ~~~ ~ ra, No.  32 , August  6 , l9( 5 , p .  2 1 .

V

~ 
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the rev i s i on i s t lead i ng group of the Soviet Union is actively
eng i n e e r i n g  :m t r e a t y  on the  p r e v e n t  ion of nuclear prol i fera—
t ion so as to m a i n t a i n  a nuc lear monopoly, m t  i n i ida t e  the op-
pressed n a t i o n s  and peop les , and r e a l i z e  i ts  dream of wor ld
doni nat ion th roug h So v i e t - U . S .  c o l l a b o r a t i o n .

Re t h i s  time , a l t h o u g h Chinese statenients clearly alleged Soviet-

U . S. collaboration , the missing ingredient still to be added was the

all egation that the purpose of this collusion was military encirclement

~imi d militar y collaboration against China . Through mid-19 66, the apparent

purpose of Soviet-American collusion was only to consolidate their position

of “nuclear monopo ly. ” Premier Chou En-lai’ s message of July 28, 1966

stated :

U~~~~~n1j~~~i :tlism is colluding w i t h  the Soviet revisionist
to  a c t i v e l y  p lot a so-called “treaty on nonprolifera-

tion of nuclear weapons” in attempt to consolida te their
j~p~ i tion of nuclear mouopojy~ and deprive the peace-loving
countries of their righ t to defend themselves against 

** 
V

nuclear threat by develop ing their own nuclear weapons . . . . 
I 

-

Premier Chou ’s statement did go as f a r  as accusing the Soviets and

Amer icans  of colluding to “tr~’ to realize the scheme to contain China.”

(Thou added t h a t  the S o v i e t s  had “long collaborated with U.S. imperialism

and have become its accomp lices ,” but there was no mention in this

statement as in any of the others in the previous two years of anY corn-

petition or contending between the Soviets and Americ ans. Nor was there

any comparison of the strateg ic balance between the two sides.

By November 1966 Poo~,’le ‘.; ,- ‘ ‘ i was deno un ci n g Sovie t -American

collusion as part of a “monstrous consp iracy against China .” Al thoug h

NCNA Engl i sh , l’ek ing , ‘-Ire 10 , 1966, “Premier Chou En-la i on China ’s
Third Nucle ar Test ,” reprin ted in SCMP , No. 3697, Max’ 13 , lYb ( , p. 1 .

“Premier Chou E n - l a i  b r e e ty  the Twel f th  Wor ld  Conference Against

~t mrim i c arid Hydrogen Bombs . ” - ~~ Rev — ’ ’, No. 3 ,, August l9bR , pp. 1~~— 16.
***

Ibid ., j ) . 16.

- ‘ ---~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~ - - - - -  --~~ -— - -—-- -- -- V ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~ - -~~~~ -~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - - - — -~~~~~
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the new Chinese statement did not give a full explanation of the ori g ins

of the Soviet-American anti-China collusion , it hinted that the further

development of Chinese nuclear forces was the cause:

The arm-in-arm U.S.-Soviet collaboration for a nuclear
non-proliferation treaty’ is also part of t he i r  mons trous
,~~~~~~racy against China. Followin g China ’s successful
guided missile nuclear weapon test , they have become more
anxious to drive such a bargain in order to limit the in-
fluence of China . But this will be of no avail. Our
country ’s October 27 press communique points out : China ’s
purpose in developing nuclear weapons is precisely to oppose
the nuclear monopoly and nuclear blackmail by the Un i ted
States and the Soviet Union acting in collusion .*

Ch INESE STA1’EMENTS, 1967-1968

S i m i l a r l y ,  in 1967 , whi le  Western observers might portray ABMs as a
new step in the bilateral Soviet-American arms race, the Chinese described

the deployment of ABMs by Washington and Moscow as a conspiracy against

China. Peking asserted that the American decision to construct an ,V \B~ I

against China was a result of secret consultations wmt h the Soviet Union :

The Johnson administration recently yelled about constructing
a so—called “anti-ballistic nissile system ” in an all-out
agi ta t ion  agains t  China .  In a speech on September iS , U . S .
Defense Secretary McNamara announced that the United States
had decided to start building an “anti-ballistic missile
system” against China by the end of this year. Later , IJ.S.
representative in the United Nations Goldberg said at tire U . N .
General Assemb l y that the uJnited States would “embark upon
the construction of an anti-ballistic missile sy stem ” “a g a i nst
the threat of a missile attack by mm iai imlaii d China. ” it is clear
that  China ’s possession of nuc lea r  weapons and m i s s i l e s  has sent
a c h i l l  dow n the sp ine of the U . S .  i m p e r i a l i s t s , ferocious
as they are . . . a French newspaper pointed out r e c e n t l y  that
the U.S. undertaking to build a thin anti-ballistic network was
the result of “a tacit understanding reached by Lyndon .Johnson
and Alex c i  Kosygin at their Glasshoro talks. ” The John son
administration informed the Soviet revisionist r u i i n g  c l i q~Je

“Jen-rnin Jih-pao Observer Denounces U.S.-Soviet Plot for Nucle ar
Nonproliferation Treaty,” NCNA , English , Peking, No~’emhci’ 15 , 1966, in
SCMP , No. 3823, November 18, 1966, pp. 39-40.

~ 
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of its decis ion  before announc ing  i t .  . . . All this re-
veals the in s id ious  scheme of the  11 .5 . im p e r i a l  i y t ~ and the
Soviet revisionists to Stel) up their military co llal ration
ag~~ nst Ch ina. *

I ’hi s iml)o r t ant  a r t i c l e  in 1’e- s;~le 1
3 .~

)afl~ by “Commentator ” exemplifies

t h e  key’ point s of Chinese perceptions of the Sovier-Americam balance at

t h i s  t ime . Al though  it gave no detailed de5cri ption of the military

forces of either side , the logic of the Chinese argument makes such a

comparison superfluous because the two sides were “accomplices. ” According

to “Co mmentator ” :

u. s .  i mp e r i a l i s m  regards socialist China as its chief enemy .
Its strategic-deployment of nuclear arms is directed mainly
at China ,  and the “ant i- b a l l i s t i c  mi s s i l e~~~~~

’
~m” w h i c h  i t  hias

decided to bui ld  is l i kewi se  di rected against  China. . . .

Khrushchev and his successors , Brezhnev and Kosygin , threw
o f f a l l  d i sguises an d op e n l y  concluded one dirty’ nuclear deal 4
a f t e r  another wi th  U.S. imperialism. I’Jashington is not onl y
J~ Lfec tl y at ease w i t h  nuclear weapons being in the hands of
the Soviet revisionist clique , but also plots with the Kremlin
to oppose Socialist China. This has utterly exposed the hypocrisy
of the Soviet revisionist clique and showed it up as a pack of
despicable renegades and accomplices .**

In a sense , then , the Chinese view was that no “strateg ic balance ”

existed between the Americans and Soviets because the two were not ad-

versaries. By implication , Peking would no more need to compare the

strateg ic forces of the Soviets and Americans than to compare the American-

British strateg ic balance .

One additional point in this Peop le ’a IL i i ? j  article is worth noting

because it stands in contrast to later Chinese statements made in the

l970s . When “Commentator” labeled Secretary McNamara ’s suggestion that

the United States and the Soviet Union come to an agreement on nuclear

“The Pitiful Struggle of U.S. ‘Nuclear Overlord ,” Peop le ’s Daily,
October 16 , 1967, reprinted in Peking J i .~~’ i - -’re , No.  44 , Oc tober 27 , 19 ’7 ,
pp. 36- 39.

Ib id.
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weapons as a scheme to step up military collaboration against g l m i w a ,

the Chinese imp lied that there would be little or no c o n f l i c t  between
the Soviets and Americans in deciding not to build an ABM system . VJ~he

V statement is emphatic in describing the ABM as “directed against China ,”

not against the USSR . McNainara, quoted out of  context , seems to be saying

that the United States need not oppose the USSR: “It w a s  not necessary
for the United States to go to a ‘profitless waste of resources ’ to build

an antiballistic missile system against the Sov i et Union. ” In other words ,

Chinese readers were being told that limiting ABM would be no prob lem

for two reasons . First , ABMs are not anti-Soviet or anti-American , but

anti-Chinese ; secondly, the level of collusion and consp iracy between

Washington and Moscow was so high tha [ limiting ABM would be no problem.
Another “Commentator” article , in September l9a7 also interpreted

the draft treaty on nonproliferation of nuclear weapons presented in

Geneva as fundamentally anti-Chinese in nature. The Chinese public was

told nothing about the lengthy Soviet-American bargaining over Ni’T:

It is one of the concrete results of the secret talks in
Glassboro between the chieftains of~~T U T j~Yfl

”
~i1T~iii

and Soviet modern revisionism . It is a major step in
their counterrevolutionary collaboration on a worldwide
scale. . . . ObvIously, Washington and Moscow are hop ing
to use the draft treaty as a means of push ing  t h e i r
crimina l activity against Communism , against the people ,
against revolution and against China , in an attempt to
stem the revolutionary tide in the wor ld . *

In this article , “Commentator” used the same formulation of “global

collusion ” to describe Soviet and American policies in Vietnam . In  an

attempt to answer the question why the Soviet and Americans engaged in

global collaboration , “Commentator” exp lained :

Because the international class struggle today is increasing
in intensity and the peop le ’s revolutionary movement of the
world is gaining ever greater momentum , the going grows
tougher and tougher for the U .S. imperialists and Soviet re-
visionists. This prompted them to 1-urried l y put forward the
draft treaty and play’ it up with much fanfare , in  order to

~~~~~~ ~‘ Y’r
’ ’w , No. 37 , Scp ter1ber 8, 1967 , 

~~~
. 34. An article en-

titled , “Nuclear Hoax Cannot Save U . S .  I m p e r i a l i s m  and S o v i e t  R e v i s i o n i s m . ”
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j)r (’mote the atmosp he re of U.S. —Sov iet collaboration and
f a c i l i t a t e  their ~loba l coll u sion. Especi ally in the
ca~e of V i etnam , the IJ.S . imperialists and the Soviet
rev isionist s ire intensel y working out new maneuvers
t o force Vi et :i a in to enter into “peace talks ” by more
e~,t c n s iv e  bombi ng ,  and t ry ing  to create condi t ions  for
a di r ty  deal over \V i etnam as the next s tep.

“Commentator ’ s” an a l y s i s  of Sov ie t -Amer ican  “col labo r at ion ” at

the hei ght of the Vietnam war seems preposterous. To other observers

at the time , it was clear that the Soviets and Americans were not about

t o  make a “ d i r t y  deal  over V i e t n a m . ” Thi s  st rained log ic also confused
:wi i i v  Chi nese and p r o b a b l y  prompted f u r t h e r  e labora t ion  ~a in ternal  Com-
muni s t  Party documents .

Ch inese analysts in 1964-1968 described Soviet-American “global

collusion ” in South Asia , arms control negotiations (ABM and NPT),

and in Vietna m . But could this same analytical framework be extended

to the  more patent Soviet-American conflict in the Mideast? Not sur-

p r r  s i n g l y ,  t h e  answer is yes . .\ Red Flag maga z i n e ar t i c l e  about the

October 1967 V\1- ab-Israeli war called the Soviet Union “the number one

a c c o m p l i c e  of U . S .  i m p e r i a l i s m . ” .-\ccording to Red Flag a naked Soviet-

\m er ica n a l l i a n c e  had rep laced th eir “vei led g lobal col l us ion” :

The activity of the Soviet revisionists clique during the
Middle Last events was an utterly shameless renegadc per-
for m ance .

Befo re the outbreak of the war , they f i rs t  resorted to
deception and intim idation to bind the Arab countries
hand and foot . At the difficult moment when the Arab
c o u n t r i e s  were  taken  unawares by the surprise attack
of the United States and Israel , they were openly per-
fidious and looked on w ith folded arms . Then, so as to
gjve the agg ressor a fr ~~e hand, they hastily informed
u. S. imperialism of th e i r  re a l i n t en t i on  over the “hot
l i n e ” . . . after that the Soviet revisionists ’ chieftain ,
Alexei Kosygin , went to Glassboro in the most shameless
manner to beg for rewards for Lyndon Johnson for services
rendered , j~~~~~j,y out a global betrayal on an even
bigger  scale .  . .

*
Ib id.

—  —- -~~~~~~ • V  ~~~~~~~~~ -~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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The string of treacherous acts of the Soviet revisionist
clique in the course of the Middle r:ast events proves con-
clusively that it has thrown itself into the arms of U.S.
imperialism_in an even more_undI~g~iIsed manner. A naked
counterrevolutionary alliance be~ ent’T~~~

’
~ iiet Fi~Ts1Thi ists

and U . S .  imper i a l i s t s  has taken the place of their former
thi~~~~ye~~Ied co 11usio~~~~~~ 

-

A few mwith~ I -iter  , i n  V i a n a a  ry I Jo , the  f i r st  Chi  nese react  iOfl to

the -on ~; 1ete t ex t  of t h e  nonprol  i ferat ion r i f t  t r a t  submitted by the

Sovi ets and Americans fo l lowed  the sam e l ine  as the 1966-1967 commentar ies .
The main theme was anti-China collusion :

110w clo se their  “close cooperation ” is! This has once
again revealed clearly the  renegade T~atures o f the Soviet
revis ionis t  r u l i n g  cli que as an act ive servant  of U . S .  im-
p e r i a l i s m .  I t  shows beyond a l l  doubt th a t  the Bre:l~nev-
Kosyg in clique is the number one accompli ce of U.S. im-
perialism. . . . The U.S. imperial ists ai~J the Soviet re-
visionists are still tr~ ing to use such a t r e a t y  to s t i r  up
anti-China sentiments.

Throughout 1963, Peking found numerous opportunities to describe

Soviet-American collusion where other observers might have seen Soviet-

American competition.

Among the literally dozens of examples that the Chinese gave  of

Soviet-American collusion around the world , they apparently failed to

find even one example of Soviet-American compet i t ion or r iva l ry . Thus ,
one could read in the Chinese press in 1968 statements of several thousand

words describing Soviet-American collusion without a sing le reference to

any rivalry , contradictions , or cold war skirmishes between the two powers .

Soviet military assistance to North Vietnam was not directly mentioned and
instead the charge was frequently made that the Soviets were colluding

“Lessons of the Arab War Against  Aggression , ” Chou Tien-chih , Re-i
P~-x~, No. 13, 1967, reprinted in Peking Reviews No. 37 , September 8,
1967, p. 24.

“Jen-min Jih-pao Comments on Complete Text of Nuclear Nonprolif~’ra-
tion Draft Treaty,” NCNA , Engl ish, Peking , January 24, 1968, reprinted in
SCMP , No. 4108, January 26, 1968, p. 25. 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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with t : e  Americans to force North Vietnam to cap itulate. Other

examples - - sometimes strained or even bi:arre -- w e r e  c i ted in
Burma , I ndones i a , I n d i a , Ja pan and M a l a y s i a :

Ihe S o v i e t  r e v i s i o n i s t  r u l i n g  c l i que and the U.S. imperialists
ha ve cooperated w i th each o ther  spreading a n t i - C h i n a  rumors
and r ep r i  n t i n g  a n t i — C h i na m at er i a  i s  i n  t he i r  press.  .

Last Juiie and July when the reactionary Ne Win  c l i que organized
the anti-China facist atrocities in Burma , the Soviet revi-
s io n i s t s  tu rned  up at once to applaud them and even supp l ied
the Ne 1cm c l i que ~ ith new military “aid” which arrived almost
simultaneousl y with the U.S. “aid.” As to the Indonesian
f a v i s t  m i l i t a r i s t  reg ime and the react ionary government of
the  I n d i a n  congress p a r t y , both of them old hands in opposing
China , the Soviet revisionists and U.S. imperialists also
gave them generous support in every field so as to boost their
a n t i - C h i n a  b l u s t e r .  . . . A gang of renegades and scabs in the
K r e m l i n  have ii ghtened thei r a l l - round  col labora t ion  ~i th  the
Sato government of Japan and stepped-up their infiltration into
Southeast Asia. Last November they officially announced the
establishment o f “ d i p l o m a t i c  r e la t ions ” w i t h  the puppet Rahman
c l i qu e of “~1alaysia , ” an ins t rument  of U . S . - B r i t i s h  imperialism.
Thus , by t he  end of last year the Soviet r e v i s i o n i s t s ,  wi th  the
t a c i t  consent  and he l p  of l~as h ing ton , had l inked up with almost
all t h e  U . S .  l a c ki e s  and vassels in China ’s neighboring coun-
t r i d~y~~ i~~’ t 1 ~e i r_energ ies uns paring l y in the USSR-U.S.
j~~~pt ent ~~ prise of sett± ordon around China .*

Many of these alleged Soviet-American “anti-China plots ” were tracec

back to the June ldoT Glassboro summit , an indication of how upsettin g

to Peking t h i s  meeting between Premier Kosyg in and President  Johnson had

been. Glasshoro was .;t i ll being prominentl y mentioned in the Chinese

press ei ght months later. According to NCNA :

*
“Soviet Revisionists Ruling Cli que Unusuall y Energetic in S e r v i n g

u .S. I m p e r i a l i s m , ” N C V N V-\ , Eng lish , Peking, February 29, l9oS , reprinted
th , N o .  -1131 , March 5, 1968, pp. 26-27 .

~1

~~~--- ~~~~---- - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -- - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~



- -  -~~~~~~~~V’ - -~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

18

At the Glassboro  mee t ing ,  a new scheme against China was
worked out. ‘F consummate the worldwide “package deal”
they reached w i t h  Johnson at Glassboro , the Brezhnev-Kosygin
clique have become more unbridled as never before in spreading
their anti-China propaganda and rigging up a ring of encircle-
ment against  China . *

The accounts presented by John Newhouse and by the Chinese press of

the Glassboro negotiations contrast sharply. According to Peking , the

basic purpose of the talks was to conspire to oppose China and world 
V

revolution:

Socialist China ’s amazing development of missiles and nuclear
weapons has spread fear in the hearts  of the Soviet revisionists
and the  U . S .  impe r i a l i s t s .  In recent ycars , Moscow an d Washi ngto n
have  been busily plotting how to use t h e i r  n u c l e a r  weapons to
“contain ” China. During their Glassboro talks , they also reached
tacit agreement on this question and stepped up their preparation
to carry out this counter-revolutionary plot . Last September the
U.S . dovernment frankl y’ declared that it would s t a r t  the b u i l d i n g
of “an a n t i - b a l l i s t i c  m i s s i l e  system” aimed at China at the  end
o f 1967. Washington  had informe d Moscow of this  plan bef orehand .
L at e r , a f t e r  i ts  announcem ent , W a sh i n g t o n  open ly  c a l l e d  for  a
deal between the U.S. and the Soviet Union upon th e question of
nuclear attack and “nuclear defense.” The Soviet revisionist —

re n egades , on their part , responded favorabl y to this anti-China
i n t r i gue of U . S .  i m p e r i a l i s m . According to r e v e l a l  ion s made by
U .S. official sources and news a~ en cy_repor ts ,_ the Sovie t revision-
ist renegades are also preparing an ”a n t i- b a l l i s t i c  m i s s i l e  sys-
tem” against China. This coordination in setting up~~~ti-mi ssil e
networks  aga ins t  China has c l e a r l y  exposed the  fact  that  Sov ie t
revis ionism has become the de fac to  m i l i t a r y  a l l y of U . S .  imper-
i a l i s m  in opposing China. *

People ’,~ 
[~zii~ repeated the theme of Soviet-American collusion

agai nst  China in “Commentator ” a r t i c les  in March and June , 1965 , co m m
the new phrase “U.S.-Soviet counter-revolutionary nuclear-military alli-

ance ,” but the Chinese avoided stating that there actually was a

No. 4131 , March 5, 1968, pp. 29-30.

Ib id.

“A Grave Step in Forming a U.S. -Soviet Counter-Revolutionary
Nuclear-Military All iance ,” Peop le ’~-t DaiZ~i, March 13 , 1968 , reprinted in
Peking Review, No. 12, 1968, p. 31; “A Nuclear Fraud Jointly h atched by
the United States and the Soviet Union ,” ~~o; Le ’s ~~~~~ June 13 , 1968,
reprinted in Peking Review, No. 25 , June 1965 , p. 17. 
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U.S.-Sovie t nu clear-milit ary allianc e . Each new step in Soviet-American

~r r as  co n t ro l negot iat ions wa s portrayed as movement  toward  such a S o v i et  -

A er eri can a l l i a n c e .  For examp le , on June 25 , whe n the U . S .  declared at a

NA TO mee t ing  in Iceland t ha t  the u . S .  and S o v i e t  Union should g i g e in

)alanccd and mutua l reduc t ion  of forces  in Europe , only one w e d , a f t e r  a

Sov i e t -Am er i can  d r a f t  t r e a ty  had been o ffered to the U. N . s e c u r i t y  c o u n c i l

on “ nuc l e a r ’  p ro tec t ion  for  nonnuclear  countries , ” Peking  ran an a r t i c l e
entitled , “Dirty Deal on Deal” :

Such a tempo in making deals breaks all records in the history
of U .S. -Soviet collaboration . . . . Quite ob v i o u s l y ,  both  s ides
are -tepp ing up their collusion on the question of so-called re-
striction of anti -missile defense systems. This will be yet
another important step of the tJnited States and the Soviet Union
to enter i n t o  an anti-China_nuclea~~,~~ 1i~~~~~,, ~~ l iance  under the
c l o a k  ot “nuc lea r d i s a r m a m e n t . ” Actua l l y,  they have already
rcached a taci t a~ reemeot . What is needed now is to close the
deal  and con sol  ~ia~ c th e ir c o l l a b o r a t i o n  in th i s  f i e l d  by means of
a fo rmal t r e a t y  or agreement  so tha t  they can work more c lose ly
~ i th China.

“Commentator ’s” statement stressed that the scope and intensity of

Sov ie t -Am er i can  col labora t ion was increasing . Again , there is no mention

at a l l  of any disagreement between the two superpowers . According to

“Commentator ” :

The bunch of renegades like Kosygin and Brezhnev are certain to
serve their master all the more energetically. Their rapid esca-
lation of the counterrevolutionary collaboration between U.S.
imperialism and Sovict revisionism reflects how seriously U.S.
imperialists have been shaken by tire world revolutionary storm . . .

By quickening its pace of betrayal , the Soviet revisionist cliqu e
w i l l  on l y serv e to fur ther  educate the people of the world and
of t he Soviet Union by negative example. . . ~~~

Almost three months later , an article in People ’s Daily warned that the

Soviets and Americans were “setting up together” nuclear bases around China

Review, No. 27, July 5, 1968, p. 33.

Ib id., p. ‘3.
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to intensify nuc l ear t h r e a t s  against C h i n a . ‘l’he article added a new

,I i mens~~orr  to t he  joint Soviet-American threat to China  by po i n t i n g  out

t h a t  de t en te  in  Europe  w o u l d  a l l o w  U . S . f o r ce s  to be t r a n s f e r r e d  to A s i a :

The Soviet revisionist renegade clique has been sending
military aircra ft to intrud e into China ’s territorial air ,
aggrevat ing tens ions  on the border , and unscrupulously
carrying out military pro~ ocatiOfls :i~’a irrs t China . . . . It

~~~~~ i~~~~i ll out to br ing about a so-called “detente” in

~~~~~~~iidj rel p U . S .  imp er ia l i sm in the  latter ’s p lan of
shi f t

~~,Lits forces to the East in order to ~t~~~~then its
military deploym ent in A s i a . ”

While accusing tire Soviets of consp iracy with imper ia l i sm , the

Chinese themselves were extreme ly sensitive about charges of collusion

with the Americans . This sensiti vit y emerged in an as yet unexp lained

incident apparently caused by 5 7;~ z L  magazine . On September 29, 1968,

rdr ado suggested the idea of a Washington -Peking “hot line ” because of

the need for a means of i n s t an t  communicat ion between the two countr ies

in the  event of a nuclear  e m e r g e n c e . -\ c t u a  l i v , t he re  had been a commerc ia l

radio-telep hone link between San Francisco and Shanghai for 31 ye ars from

August 193~ , but ~ zrc ~~ advoca ted improving the communication link . Almost

immediately, the Soviet magazine , ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~en e t c  at tacked the P z ~’c~!n
suggestion :

Under the circumstances [this] proposal can be interpreted
in one way only: someone in Washington duly appraised Peking ’s
ant i -Sovie t  zeal and decided that the moment was right for
making one more gesture with regard to t ire Peking splitters.

But the fact is , telephone communication between lrhrs hington
and Peking has been in operations for over a year already .
As early as July 14, 1967, the Pacific Telephone Company of
the United States quietly initiated a direct telephone line
between San Francisco and Shanghai.

NC N A , English , Pekiry~, September 21 , 1968, “Chinese Soldier Warns
Anti-China Ring of Encirclement Designers ,” reprinted in SCMP , No. 4266,
September 26, 1968, p. 31. The soldier was “in a unit of the PLA stationed
in Shih-chia-chuang.”

Ibid.

Cited in Parade magazine , April 5, 1970, p. 16.
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Desp it e the f ac t  that tire Soviets had fabr ica ted  th is  “new ” direct
telephone line , supposedl y initiat ed in 1967, the Chinese were embarras-;ed

and q u i c k i e  severed the  existing radio-telephone link. When Foreign

~1i n i s t e r  Gromy ko announced t ha t  the Soviet Union was ready to exchange

viess wi t im ti re Amer ican ,go~ e r r i m e n t  on s t r a t eg ic arms l i mi t a t i on s , the

first Chinese response w as  an a r t i c l e  in Peop le ’s Lsi.- L i -j “Commentator ” who
reported Gromyko ’s speech , then added :

The f l u n k y se rved his  master  s lav ish l y, and the master praised
him i m m e d i a t e l y ,  l i v en before seeing the full text of Gromyko ’s
speech , the U.S. State Department declared its readiness to
make “ -c o n tac t ” with the Soviet revisionist cli que and “discuss
and f i x  the date t’nd place of i-he talks.” On July 1, L. B.
Johnson , wi th a bi g s m i l e  on his face , said that the United

~ t : r t e s  and t he  S o v i e t - Un io n “ha v e agreed” to enter  “in the near
f u t u r e” i n to d i s c u s s i on s on Gromy ko ’s “proposal. ” The close
coord i n a t i o n  between ~les c ow and h~ash ingt on  shows tha t  the
two gangs  of the United_ States and the Soviet Union had long

thes e moves behind  c lose  doors.
Since the ~iohnson-Kosyg in talks at Glassboro a year ago ,
the Soviet revisionist cli que has been engaged in a series
of treacherous deals on such questions as Vietnam , the Middle
East , and nuclear weapons .

After three years of silence , it was restored in September 1971
when Lin Piao and his allies disappeared. Before President Nixon ’s
visit to  Peking in February l U T 2 , the Chinese purchased a t r anspor tab le
satellite cv mn’rn icat ions ~ro rmrd s t a t i o n  and installed it at Shanghai ,
operating I hours a day seven da~’s a week . Peking leases sufficient
channels on the INTE IV~~AT IV sa t e llite to permit two telep hone circuits ,
a circuit for tr ; jrsni s - i ii of facsimiles , and another that can be used
for telc’grap }r messages. Thus , in effect , a form of “hot line ” already
exists. It seems hi h r l y  likel y tha t he Ch i n e s e  :~~1\CT’1r1T1ei1L has resisted
any American suggestion t o  s et  rip a forma l “hot l i n e ” between t i r e  two
n a t i o n a l  comma nd au t h o r i t i e s  because t h i s  would  imp l y’ p o l i t i ca l  co l lus ion
betwee n C h i n a  and Anier c n .  , zi’ z L~’ m a g a z i n e  h i n t e d  that  President  Nixon
wa nted the “hot l ine ” and c i ted  “unimpe ach a b l e  sources w i t h i n  the execu t ive
mans ion ” that a Wa rr ~~ 1 : t oTr Peking hot l ine was on the drawing board in V

April 19 2. See ;‘ .‘ n a r y r : i n e , April 23, 1972 w h ich f eatures an article
entitled , “Progress Report : ~cashington-Peking h ot Line ,” by Jack Anderson.

_
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- The deals between the Amer i can  gang and the Soc ie t gang are
becoming more and more frequent and b i gger an d b i g g e r .  In
july 10 days in June , the United States and the Soviet Union
concluded four under-the-table bargains on such quest ions as
the “nuclear nonproliferation treaty” and the offer of “nuclear
protec t ion .” .

- On the question of nuclear weapons , the United Status and the
Soviet Union have long ago stood together in jointly opposing
China and the revolutionary people of the world; their policy’

-
- is “nuclear colonialism ” pure and simp le his reveals
- to the world even more crudely that the Soviet revisionist .-~ and

the U.S. imperialists have gone a st r p f u r t h e r ’  t o  f o r m  a nuclear-

- - 

military alliance between themT~~

V 
“Another Big Exposure of U . S . -So v ie t  C o u n t e r - R e v o l u t i o n a r y  Colla-

bo~’iti on ,” NCNA , English , Peking , July 8, 1968, re p r in t ed  in SCMP ,
No. 4218, July 1968, pp. 21-22.

_ _ _ _ _ _  ~~~~~~~~~~ - - V  -
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III. TUE CHINESE RESPONSE TO SALT I: THE SECOND
PHASE, 1969-1971

V 
During these two years , there were almost no Chinese statements

on SALT or Soviet-American relations. The Chinese line on Soviet-

American “collusion ” slowly reversed to arrive at a new description

of the Sovie t -American relationship. Somehow Soviet-American “global

coll usion” turned into a global strugg le for nuclear superiority . More-

over , the Chinese dropped their allegation that the Soviets and Americans

had formed a nuclear military alliance to conspire against China . Al-

though it is not possible here to explore in detail how this line changed ,

it is clear that the change was resisted by some high Chinese leaders

because occasional charges of collusion continued to be made along with

the new formulation that the superpowers were locked in struggle.

There is a sharp contrast between the last clear statement of Soviet-

American collusion against China in September 1968 and the next two au-

thoritative Chinese descri ptions of Soviet-American relations: the H-bomb

test communique of December 28 and Lin Piao ’s speech on April 1 , 1969 .

In September 1968 People ’s Daily had warned of a joint Soviet-American

nuclear attack on China , a familiar line :

In rigg ing up the ant i-China ri ng of encirclement , the
first aim of U .S .  imperialism and Soviet revisionism is
of course to set up a strateg ic encirclement and prepare
to launch mili tary provocations against Chi na. *

Three months later , on the occasion of China ’s first hydrogen bomb test ,

the NCNA description of Soviet-American relations added a new phrase:

At present , the world revolution has entered a great new era.
Riddled with contradictions and beset with difficulties both
at home and abroad , the imperialists headed by the United States
and the modern revisionists with the Soviet revisionist renegade
clique as their center are disintegrat ing ; they are at the end
of their tether and are becoming increasingly isolated . In
order to save themselves from doom , U.S. imperialism and Soviet
revi sion ism are both co l luding and strugg ling wi th each other

*
NCNA , Peking , September 21 , 1968; reprinted in SCMP, No. 4266,

September 2c , 1968, p. 31.

L . .  



V ___ .__ - — ____V •~_ — •V_ _~ -- ~ - r ‘ - V — 
~
_
~
___, 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
V

and stepp~ng up arms expai~~ r on  in a vain at tempt  to re -d iv ide
the world. On the question of nuclear weapons , they concocted
a so- called nuclear non-proliferation treat ’- and arc p l o t t i n ~
to make a new deal  on “ im itation and the reduction ot strategic
nuclear weapons systems ” in an effort t a  iaintai n their nuclear
monopo l y V which has alrea dy been brok -u -- and to push nuclear
colonialism. *

Whi l e the Il -bomb communique o n l y  b r i e f l y i ntrodu ced the concept of

~-,oviet-Ajnerican “strugg ling to re-divide the world ,” Lin Piao ’s speech
in Apr il presented a major new analysis of the Soviet-American strateg ic

competition which directly c o n t r a d i c te d  the pr ’ :vious ai-ty l i ne  and h is

own speeches and writings

U.S. imperialism and Soviet revisionist social-imper ialism are
bogged down in political and economic crises and beset with
difficulties both at home and abroad and find therHelves in
an impasse. They co l lude  and at t i r L  satir e t ime  co nt en d with
each other i n a eai n at tempt  to re~i -.‘ide tir e wor ld .  Ihey
act in coordination and work hand in glove in~~

’j
~~~sing China ,

V opposing communism and opposing the  people , in suppress ing
the nat ional  l ibera t ion  movement and in laun ch ing  wars of
aggression . They scheme against  each other and get locked
in strife for raw materials, markets, dependencies, important
strategic points and spheres of in f luence .  They are bot. h
stepping up arms expansion and war preparations , each try ing
to realize its own ambitions. . . . This is because there are
four major contradictions in the world today : (the third one
is) the contradiction between imperialist and social-imperialist
countries and among the imperialist countries **

‘~CNA Peking, December 23 , 1963, reprinted in P c u ~ , Pe~~- o’ , ho. 1 .
January 3, 1969, pp. 5-6. This statement also contains a strange phrase
dir ected at the People ’s Liberation Army and others engaged in the manu-
facture of nuclear weapons , “It is hoped that they will guard against con-
ceit and impetuosity and continue to exert themselves . . . .“

**
The contradiction is all the more interesting when we keep in mind

that Lin Piao read this speech against his will. According to Chou iin-lai
in 1973, Lin ’s original draft of his speech was changed , and he h ad to h e
forced to read it. See Documents of the Tent2n 3f l j Y’OOO

-‘ orrri un P~~ P a r t j,  September 1973, Peking , Foreign Languages Press. Other
Chinese leaders had been compeJled to read speeches outlining new polic~es
which they had opposed in private. In 1958 Liu Shao-ch’i read a speech
endorsing the Great Leap Forward , which , according to some analysts , he
actually opposed .

Lin Piao , Report to the Ninth Nationa l (o ~zoreac of tine Cor ’rnnn , c~
Pa rt~’ of China, Peking, Fore ign Languages Press , April 1 , 1969 , pp. 79-81 . 
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I. in P an hex t nade a speech on (let nbc r 1 , 1969 and used a~ most time

S inc to m V  m l  t i  yr~ ; as the  1l-honrb I eyt communique , but he av o i d e d  making

~ t at cu -a l  t h a t  i t hrc-~emr t , the  w o r l d  re v o l u t i o n  has entered a great
new e m ~a .‘‘ I n s t e a d , L i n  desy m m  bed t h e  prc~ ions p:m~ t 20 years us one con—
t i iUo i5 p e r i o d  ~ i th o u t  m m I ~ ‘great ner ~ e r a s . ”

In  the  pa ’-~t 2() ‘c ar s , t ilL mos t ofoun d changes have taken
j~~~L - e in the in t e rn a t i ’ua i situation . The revolutionary
‘mm ~ e n c n n  t of the  pc p ie  of  various countri Cs iS surg ing to
mnm p re c ed &n t ed h e i g h t s , w h i  ii U. ~ . i m p e r i a l  ism and s o c i a l —

i m p e r i a l i s m  ire becomin g  more i s o l a t e d  than ever before .
I n  orde r to c~ t r i c a t e  them selves from the pred icament  of
b e m n r ~ aeset  w i t h  d i f f i c u l t  les b o t h  at home and ab road ,

i i i  i i  i and sociol-i m p~ r i a l_ism arc col ludin~
and at the sa c t i m e  c o n ten d i n g  with each other carrying

:It a rus  c x~~- I ion ur n J m r  p rep ara t  ions and w i l d l y  a t —
t e u pt in~ cug I f l ee r  : m w a r  of ag gr e s s i o n  agai  nst  our
c’ - n m n t rv and f i  m - V ’ m - a m l t  l v  re~- ,r t  ing to nuc lea r  b l a c k m a i l
a g a i n s t  us • 

*

In r e t  r - ~; cc t  , se  can see t h a t  there w e re t e l l  - t a l e  d i f ferences
)et r%eehm Lin Piao ’s speech and the speech g iven on the  same day by Premier

Chou Ln -lai. Tht- speeches were pub l  ~ V5 h C V i  t cmget lrer. Chou also avoided
sue ng t h a t  “the world recolni t ion has entered a great new era ,” but dif-

fered ~~V wl1 ~~t from L i n  N an in p r o v i d i n m ~ a new account of Soviet -American
rel ations:

The present  i n t e rna t iona l  s i t u a t i o n  is exce l len t . The revolu-
tionary s t rugg les  ot  t he  peop le in various countries are vi g-
orously developing ani forcefully pounding at the reactionary
rule of the imperialists and their 1acl~evs . U.S. imperialism
and social-imperialism are bo th bese t with difficulties both
at home and abroad and are finding things toug her and toug h e r .
In order to contend_ f~~~~pi~eres_of influence and suppress the
~~~pTC of various countries ,~ they chan t peace_while h o t h of them
are a c t u a l l y engaged in  f renz ied  arms expans ion _ and t s a r  prepara-
t ion s . Th~’y are stepp i ng up their col lusion in their attempt
to form a ring of enc i rc l ement against China and carrying out

“ \ ‘ ice  Chairman Li n P iao ’ s Speech , ” repr i n ted in P,c h~~n~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

No. - 10 , Octobe r 3 , 1969 , pp. 15-16.

I
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w a r  t h rea t s  a e a j m i s t  her , must mak e f u l l  p repa ra—
t t o n s  against the war threats of U~~.Jj~m e r i a l i s mnm and s oc i a l -

V imperlalLsm , inc l uding their nuc l ear war threats.

The sharp re lin ct ion in Ch i r m e s e  s t a t  L - n e n r t  s -~c it the Sue i et ~ V\ i i r C F l  c an

relationship in 1970- 1971 seems a I i : i o s t  is su rp ri s i ng  is l ’ ei~ing ’ s new

fornul at ion of Soy i i t  — -\me r i e a r l  ‘‘comitendi ng and c u l l  udi  n~~’ in 1 0~9 . Pos—

s i  !-~ly, d i s a g r e em e n t  w a - - so i n t e n se  t h a t  no comprom i  se - ,l i t  emei t co u ld be

worked out . In  mim y event , the n u c l e a r  t e s t  of October 1970 , w h i c h  o r d i c u r -

1 IV  w o u l d  ha V e e required  a d e s c r ip t i o n  of the b a s i c  interna l ional  p o l i t i c a l

s i t  u t i o n , w a s  Sim p l Y n u t  p u b l i c l y’ announced . I n  s i m i  l a r  mut ed fashion ,

C h i ne s e  s t a t e m e n t s  in  1971 managed to disc uss t he  Sovi ets and V~JTlCr iCaflS

sepa r a t e l Y , thus avoiding the internally inconsist ent phrase “contendin g

and c o l l u d i n g . ” By 1972 , severa l  mo n t h s  aft em - the  f a l l  of I~i n P i a o  a n d

his Politburo allies , Peking had stopped mentioning collusion between

W a s h i ngton and ~t o s cow . Al tho ugh S\ I . T had b egun in t h e  cont  e x t , :incord i ng

o Pek i ng , of a ‘‘Soviet — A r n r e c i  can n u c l e a r  m i i i  t a r e  a l l i a n c e ’’ and ‘ a nmo n~ t

conspiracy against China ,” after t h e  SALT I agree ments  -,V.er e  s i gned in
1972, Peking announced this “superficial compromise and ease-off only

served to prepare for a new f i gh t ” between the  U n i t ed ~1 i t es and t h e  USSR .

Premier Chou En-lai’s Speech , p. 18.

FBIS , October 2, 1972, p. B2.

•1
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-\ surnr sing :ispect of the t ’ i r s ~ Chinese reaction t o  t i r e  S a viet -  V

\ m e r i e a n  SV -\IVT acreeri’ ;it signed in  ‘l L ) s L O ) i S  V I O L  107 .~ , w as  time delay of

a l m o s t  t w o  m o n t i m s  i n  the Chinese respon se. Ncn the r the Ch i nese me dia

n or  t ilL - Ch i n e s e  spokesmen i t  t l i - U . N . and o ther  d i sa rmament  forum s

- ~e n n t  no n t i ’  ~Ios~~ow 5 ‘ C T  a~~n i ‘mel t u n t i l  P r emie r  Chou L n — l a i  addressed
visitin g del~ -c,at ion fr om  Yemen on J u l y 17 . Presumably, an in te n s i v e V

k i t e  w a s  o c c u r r i n g  i n  ‘e k i n g  d u r i n g  these IW O  months because t he  SALT
a4reennun t s ran c o at  r rv  to L V \ c t  at  ions of some Ch i n es e leade r s.  Fo r
nea r l y  th ree  years s i n c e  R i m  P i a o ’ s speech t o  the  9th P a r t y  Congress ,

Chinese media had stressed the contending and q uar r e l i n g  between the two

-~~ : ) c r [ ) o w e r s  and d e r i d e d  anr’ d is.im -m ar remr t n e g o t i a t i o n s  between Mosco w and
l ash i n g t o n  as “ f r a u d u l e n t . ’’

As r e c e n t l y- as ~ k I L V  1 , 1172 , L i n  P ing  had stated at the U . N . tha t  a rms
reduct ions  by the tw o  superpowers w o u l d  be i m p o s s i b l e , yet SALT I clearly’ V

V c on t a i n ed p r o v i s i o n s  for l i m i t a t i o n s  on further c o n s t r u c t i o n  of ABM5 ,
c e r t a i n k inds  of radars , and a c e i l i n g  of 100 launchers  for each of two
.-\h~i s i te s  a l lowed  t o the  U . S .  and U SSR . The agreement , at least  poten-

t i a l l y , a l l owed the Sovie ts  and A m e r i c a n s  to reduce the i r  m i l i t a r y  ex-
pend i tu re s  on s t ru t  c-cl - fo rce , y et  Lin Ping had said this was impossible:

. To oppose arms ex p o r t- i ‘ in  and ‘-ai r pr ep -  i m’ : t t  ions by th e  super-
powers nd demand t~ e r i s i n g  of s a v i n g s  from d i sa rmament  to
1.mpr - ) ve  the 1 i v e l  i hou d  of tile peop le and a s s i  -~t the deve lop ing
c o u n t  v ie s  — —  such  -i d e s i r e  is q u i t e  u n d e r s t a n d a b l e  and en l ay s
our scm1~, t i .

In  recent  ~~~~~ , however , t he  i ct  a l  s t a t . e of affairs is t h a t
t i m e  t w o  superpowers  are ~t epp i n g  up tire i r a r m s  race , i n c r eas ing

- - t h e i r  m i l i t a r y  e x p e n d i t u r e s , am id p u s h i n g  t h e i r  p01 ev of aggres-
s i o n  and e xp a n s i o n .  Wh it they ar e preoccupied w i  t i r  is t o  cut
down t h e  expend i I are s  in  o t he r  f i e l d s  so as to Step ti~ arms
e x p a n s i o n  and war  p r i g - u - I t  n u r i s .  They are in no way prepared
t . - ) r e 1 l t L c  t h e i r  a r m a m e n t s  and ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
!) r e o v er , Si mi c e iiT~Tr_ ar si r~~~~~~ j~~oi r an wa i j irepa at i o n s_ are

J c t e r r m i n n c d bX their social sys t em and i~~~er i a 1 ist ,1~o l i c v ,  it is
a l l  t h e  more impossible for t he m to use tire savings to assist
t in’ dev e l o p i n g  count r i  cs.

- V  ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - -V - - ~~ 
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In the c ircumnstances of the s V eppe l ‘up arms cxpan s  I u rn arid w a r
preparations 1w the  two superj)ower-i arid their striving t a r
world hegemony , the quest ion of di - , i i - rnnatr i ’n t cannot  pass i b l y
be settled .

Lin Ping ’s speech added a new element t o  the rme t~ S o vi e t ~~,\r c r i e a m n  S t r a te g i c

r e l a t ionsh ip in h i s  adamant po r t r aya l  t h a t  the  Am er icans  and R u s s i a n s
could not possibly agree because of their social s stern s, aggressive

policies , and striving for world hegemony . i-arlicr in 1972 , the

Chinese media republished two articles from the Alb anian press which

argued that genuine Soviet-American arms control would never he achieved :

Comrades , endless nuclear tests , on the ground and underground ,
in the sea and air, the colossal expenditure on the frenzied
armament race, as well as the Soviet-U.S . aggression and covert
plots , have revealed their true features and aims . Comrade [flyer
1-loxha pointed out at the 6th Congress of the Albanian l’arty of
Labor that “continuous armament is a condition of the existence
of imperialism which sterns from the character of the economic
order and its aggressive policy . That is why, as long as im-
perialist and social-imperialist states exist , there will never
be disarmament in the world. The imperialists and revisionists
arm themselves  and inc rease  the a t t ack ing  forces to occupy and
redivide tire world between then , to suppress the revolutions ,
to destroy the socialist states , and enslave the peo p le . I *

One of the main objectives of the  fraudulent [1.5. i m p e r i a l i s t-
Soviet revisionist agreements on disarmament remains that of
hindering the consolidation of the defen~e c~pacity of the Peop le ’s
Republic of China, the article Say S. The article says in conclusion
“All the peoples of the world are aware not only of the great danger
posed by the frenzied armaments race of the two imperialist super-
powers to real world peace and security, but also of the deceitful
character of their agreements.”

NCNA Peking, May 5, 1972, “Speech by Lin Ping to 3rd United Nations
Conference on Trade and Development ,” reprinted in FBIS , May 8, 1972 ,

V pp. A 17-Al S .

Lin was later promoted from his post as Ambassador to Chile to
Department i-lead of the American section of the Chinese Foreign M i n i s t ry .

NCNA , Peking, International Service in English , March 15 , 1972.
Translated in FB1S , March 16, 1972, pp. A4-A5.

NCNA , Pek ing , I n t e rna t iona l  Ser v i c e  in E n g l i s h , January 16 ,
1972 , reprinted in FRIS , January 17 , 1972 , pp. A 19-A20 . One Albanian
article that Peking did not repeat stated that the defense capacity of
the People ’s Republic of China had become “an insurmountable obstacle for
the hegemonistic plans of tire U .S.A. and the Sor let Union .” See FB1S ,
Sovi et Union , .January 19 , 1972 , p. B3.

- ~~~~~~~~~— - . —- -- --- ~~~~~ -- -— - -
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e m ’ ( ‘ l io n had :r ,td e two SJ>eeL’ImcS on l y  t u n i c  ~eeks be t  or e- h i s
Jul s 17 ~A I , i  e m i n e n t  w h i c h  comp l e t e l y i gnored t i e  S ov iet - .-~~ie , ’ ican  agree-

ment s . Both  ut’ Pr emier  Chou ’s speeches on June 25 and July 9 mentioned

r a c l e i r  w e ; l p o r r s  and seemed a t r r m o s t  s t r a i n e d  in  t h e i r  omi s s ion  of comment

on t h e  SAl .  I agreem ents si gned in Moscow May 26. On June  5 , Premier

Chou ’ s banque t speech to the Si- i l,anka de lega t ion  noted that :

In ord er to d i v i d e  sp he r e s  of i n f l u e n c e , t h e  one or tr ’ e
superpowers ar e contendi n g ev er ywhere , from land to sea ,
from Europe to tne Middle East and South A sia , and from
t i re  M e d i t e r r a n e a n  Sea to the Indian Ocean . Wherever they
contend w i t h  each o the r , t h e r e  is no t r a n q u il i t y .*

P r e m i e r  Chou had made ano the r  speech to the  Yemen de lega t ion  on July ’  ii

r L - e i e w i n g  Ch i nes e f or ei gn pol icy’  and tire w o r l d  s i tua t ion , but he s t i l l

f a i l e d  to m e n t i o n  the  SALT ag reemen t s .  P resumabl y ,  the  Chi n ese reached

a decis io n on how to interpret SAL’I’ between July ’ 9 and July 17, tw o l l l ) l l t h S

a f t e r  the SALT agreements  were announced to the w o r l d .  Pe rhaps the dis-
cus s ions w i t h  fo re i gn leaders amid the necessity for reply ing to thi-i r com-

ments on SALT prompted the Chinese Politburo to conclude their debate .

Premier Chou En-lai ’s attack on tire SALT agreements of May 1972 con-

t a m ed fou r f e a t u r e s,  lie f i r s t  sought to deny tha t  the SALT agrceme lmt  was

in  ony way a step f o r w a r d  toward  e n d i n g  the  arms race or toward arms red o - ’ - 
V

t i o n .  The n Chou asser ted tha t  in fact  the arms expansion and war prepar’a-
t i o ns of the  two superpowers have increased because , Chou explained , each

su perpower w a s  now t r y i n g  i ts  ut most to g a i n  m i l i t a r y  super io r i ty  over the
o t h e r .  Chou ’ s t h i r d  point  was tha t  an arms race in convent iona l  weapons

wa s  a l so  occurring, thus  imp l y ing  tha t  even if there were some sort of

minor progress or arms slow-down in the  nuclear w e u p o r i s  f i e l d , the  con-

ventional weapons competition continued and mi ght even overshadow the

FBIS June 26, 1972, p. A9. 
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nuc I c ’ar co enp e t  i t  ion . [inall y, (: hou st  r ’essed t ire dccci  t f u l ne s s  or f r a u d u —
l e i r c e  of t h e  ~i g r ’ i-e~ l i n t  b y p o i n t i n g  Out  that , “Tire ink on the agreement s
was hardl y dry” when the U.S. announced m r  increase in m i l i t a r y  expend i-
tures and tine Soviets began to t e s t  “new typc weapons .” W i t h  these four
po i nts , Chou E n - l a i  w~~-~ ab le  to as sert  the e a r l i e r  pre-SAL’!’ po s i t i o n o f
the C h in e s e  g-vern ment t h a t  d i sa rmament  b y t he  two su perpowers was o u t  of

tire question. \ l t i n o r m g l i  t i n e  hre v it > and d e l a y  i n Premier  Chou E n — l a i ’ s
s t a t e m e n t  su g g e s t s  s t r ong ly  tha t  t i re  Ch inese  l eade r sh ip  was  unab le  to agree
comple t e ly -  on the  imp l i c a t i o ns of SAL T I , there is l i t t l e  o ther  ev idence
to examine on the Chinese  react ions to L ;\ L T at t~r i s time . Chou ‘ s comp lete

comment on SALT I w a s  as follows :

Th e ’ s up e rp o w e r s  h ave not ceased t h e i r  e x p a n s i o n  and aggress ion
aga ins t  other countries , and tin e i n t e r n a t i o n a l  s i t u a t i o n  is
far from t ru ly  re laxe d . What co i l s  for a t t e n t i o n  is tire
fac t  tha t , wh i l e  mouthing “d i s - t r m o e r m t ’ and “ t h e  s t r e n g t h e n i n g
of international security, ” ~n reality thee are c o n t i n u i n g  to
step up arms expansion and war preparations. In order  to contend
for world hegemony, they arc engaged in an arms race not only’ in
nuclear armaments, but also in conventional armaments, each try ing
to gain superiority. The agreements they reached not long ago on
the so-called limitation of strategic nuclear weapons were by no
means “a step ” toward curbing t ire arms race as they boasted , but
mar ked the  be g inning  of a new stage of their arms race. The fact
is that  the ink on the agreements was hardl y dry before one an-
nounced an increase of billioni of dollars for military expenditure
and the other hastened to test new-type weapons , clamoring for
seizing nuclear superiority. “Disarmament” is out of the question,
l e t  alo ne “ i n t e r n a t i o n a l  peace and security ,” in the circumstances
when the superpowers continue to i n t ens i fy  the i r  arms expansion and
war preparations , to set up military bases of all descri ption s and
to station armed forces in o ther  coun t r i e s  and to direct nu~~lear
blackmail and nuclear threats to people of all countries !

*
Premier Chou En-lai ’s speech was featured tire next day by tire e.

i’r~< :
‘
~~

‘1C3~ See New York Times, July 18 , 197 2 , “Arms-Curb Pacts Attacked
by Chou -- lie Accuses U.S. and Soviet of New Weapons Race .

**
\ CNA , Peking,  July 17 , 1972 , t ran slated in FB I S , July  18 , 197 2 ,

pp. A2-A3. Reprinted also in Peking Review, No.  29 , J u l y  21 , 19 72 , p. 6.

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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i~ l n e i n  he began he deny ing t h at SAI ,T w a s  “a s te p ” toward s c u r h i n g

t b n e  i r r : s race , Chou seemed c o n s t ra i n e d  to show that the  SALT I agreements

d id not c o n s t i t u t e  c o l l u s i o n  h e t w ~’ e n r  t he  Sov i e t s  arid Americans . I )eputy

Fore i gn m ~1j no -- t er  Lh i~~~ K u a n - i r u a  expanded on t h i s  theme i n h i s  U :~. speech

thnr

~

ee’ w e e k s  l a t e r  when he p r ay  i d e d  a new d e f i n i t i o n  of S o v i e t — U . S .  c o l —

labora t  ion . Ch iao Ku a n -h u a  s a rcast  c a l ly  downgraded a S o v i e t - A m e r i c a n

“Specia l  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  to aver t  c o n f l i c t s  wh ich  would  serve to increase

international t e n s i o n s . ” C h i a o  u sked :

What s p e c i a l  r e s p o n s l l ) i l i t y  - \ c c o r d i n g  to Khrushchev ’ s
“ t h e o ry , ” do th ey not st ini n d for Soviet-U.S . collaboration for V

world doni nat ion? Of course ,_ one can talk I he that , but  it
s- :nl d not he so easy to have it reali~~~~

’

gii,ja~ Ku an-hua had found a new argument , l i k e Li n P i n g  before  him , to

Jerr y  t ha t  the agreement at S \ L l  i n d i c a t e d  any Sov ie t -U .S .  co l lus ion , and

Chiao ’s U.N . speecir provided a basis for future Chinese criticism of

SALT I I .

Chiao Kuan-hua used a strange formulation in explaining why’ China

had delay-ed so long in commenting on the SALT agreements. In recent

years , t h i s  formulat ion has been used only one other time by Chinese
**

leaders to avoid d i s c u s s ian s  of ex t r eme ly  sens i t ive  i s sues .  Chiao

said :

Not long ago some agreements on the l imi t a t ion  of strateg ic
armaments  were reached by the Soviet Union and the U n i t e d
S ta t e s  in high-level tolb’ i . There was no need for us to

- 

FBIS October 6, 1972 , “Text of Chiao Kuan-hua Address at U.N .
General Assembly , 3 October 1972 ,” p. A7. Note that Chiao :m~ o i d c - h the
de l i c a t e  co l l u s i o n  is sue by implying that  Soviet- - \rner i ca n c o l l i , i : r -  t i o n
had only  been discussed hy the Soviets and Americans , but not actuall y
carried out. In a speech to the U.N . on November 11 , lP V-’ , Ch ia o  would
re fer t o  t h i s  p o t e n t i a l  c o l l a b or a t i o n  as mere ly -  “tik old K h r u s h c h e v i t e
dream .” See FBIS , November 15 , 1972 , p. A7 .

In Chou hn - l a i ’ s speech to the 10th Par ty  C o ngr e s s  he dea l t  w i t h
the sens i t ive  issue of t h e  achievements of the Cultural Revolution by V

say ing  tha , “there i s  no need to dwel l  on it here . ” See Richard Wic h ,
“The hr ’n t i n  Party C o n i g m ’ e s s :  The Power Structure and the Succession Ques- —

tiomi ,” Co~~ni7 ; 2 uz t ’~’- er ’~j ,  No. 58 , Apr i l/ June 1974 , p.  233. According to
Wich , “Such a phrase may be taken as a signal that  sensi t ive or contentious
issues are being swept under the rug for the time being .”

_ _ _  _ __ _ _
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cr ) rTrn ne n t on these  agreements_ if ~~~~~~ are_ regarded merely as
hj l a t c r a l _ a f f a i r s  between the Soviet u nio n and the United

~t , L t e s .  But , if they  are being blow n up as tremendous
a c h i e v em e n t s  on t he  road of reducing the threa t  of nuclear
si r , we cinn ’nn ot  agree .

C 1 i ao kuan -l a then  s n n h t l y i n t roduced  a theme  s h n i c h  would  — —  wi ti

c e r t ain ;a r -  rat m Ofl .i - - —  chuac tori :e Chinese cO:oni ne nts on S A L I  for th e  next
three years: t he  superpowers ’ struggle for sup eriorit y i n  weapons would
lead to a world ,~ar  h e t s c c n  titC V According to Chiao :

The agreements onl y sti p u l a t e  so imm e l imi ta t ion on tire
i - n a r t i t : ~ of certain categories of nuclear weapons in the
possession of the Soviet Union and tire halted States , but
imnpo se no l im i t a t i on  at a l l  on t h e i r  q u a l i t y ,  nor do they
m e n t i o n  a s ingle  word Th ou t  the destruction of nuclear
wea pons . This  can by no m ea ns  be regarded as a step towards
nuclear  disarmament . On the contrary ,  this  marks the  b eg inning
of a new stage in the So~’iet-U S. nuclear arms race. Before the
ink on the agreem ents  had dried , the one hastened to test new-
type nuclear  weapons and the other expressed i ts intention to
make  a big increase immediately in its milit ary expenditure.
flow can th i s  be described as reducing the threa t  of a nuclear
war? We hold that no fond i l lus ion  should be cherished about
t h ese agreements .  In 1921 , the maj or naval powers at t h e  t i m e
pres cr ibed l i mi t a t ion  on thei r respect iv e to ta l  tonnages of
capi ta l  sh i ps and the l im i t a t i on  w aS  r ea f f i rmed in 1930. Ever’ --
body k now s what_ p~~~~ d in the end. I t  is not wi thou t meaning
to reca l l  th is  h i s to r i ca l  case today .

In the same speech , Chiao sought to p lay  down the importance of

SALT by diver t ing the attention of the U . N . members toward two other

aspects of the arms race between the Soviets and the Americans . The
forei gn deployments of nuclear forces and the mnaintenance of military

bases abroad , he said , were the more urgent ques t ions  of arms contro l to

wh ich the world  should turn i ts  a t ten t ion . Chiao sa id :

The a c t u a l  s i tua t ion  in the wor ld  today is t h i s :  the two
superpowers are main ta in ing  mi l i t a ry  bases of various kinds ,

F B I S , October 6 ,  1972 , p. A7 . Later , Chinese statements in 1974-
1975 would stress the increased probability of war between the superpowers.

L -
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including nuc l ear bases , and stationing large numbers of
t h e i r  armed forces , including nuclear -missile forces , in

man l y’ count r ies ;  . . . time most urgent  question today is
tire w i t h d r a w a l  of fo re ign  armed forces , rather  than the
reduction of armaments. Let the two superpowers withdraw
i l l  t h e i r  arm r m e d forces , both  convent iona l  and nuc l e a r ,  back
to t h e i r  own cou nt r ies . I f  they do not eve n want to  effect
a n-. n t i r d ra wal , how can one be l i eve  that they are w i l l i n g  to
make an a rm s r e d u c t i on ? *

These two  speeches by Premier  Ch ou En- la i  and \-‘ice Forei gn ‘linister’
Chiao Kuan-irua disparaged the SALT I agreement , but nei ther  ac tua l ly
anialy:ed tire p r o v i s i o n s  of tire permanent treaty on ABM , the inter im agree-
ment on offensive missile forces , the American unilateral statement and
assoc ia ted  pro toco l .  As far as can be dete rmined , no sta temen t descr ibed

tire SALT I agreements to the Chinese peop le. To this day , the public not

onl y does not o f f i c i a l l y  know that  Americans have landed on the noon , but
a l s o  i s  unaw are  of any deta~ 1s of tire permanent agreement to l imi t ABM
sys tems .

VI~he j o i n t  ed i tor ia l  of i- eop l- e ’s Dai l~i , Red FL ag ,  and Liberation Ar~ Tg

on October 1 , 197 2 , the ~3i-d anniversary of the founding of the PRC ,
provided a br ief  new comment on SALT agreements.  I t  sought to dis pel any’
idea t h a t  t h e  Soviets and Americans were successful ly colluding :

Thoug h the two superpowers , the Soviet Union and the United
Sta tes , ha ve conducted negotiat ions and concluded certain
agreements , the i r  s u p e r f i c i a l  compromise and ease-off only
serve to prepare for a new fi ght. The Soviet Union and the
Uni ted States si gned in ~1oscow an agreement on the so-called
limitation of strateg ic offensive arms, but before the ink
was dry one stepped up the tes t ing and manufactur ing of new
nuclear weapons and the other increased its military expenditures
enormously. Thus they entered a new stage of nuclear arms race .

This joint editorial also featured another new theme which sought

to deny any apparent Soviet-American collusion in Europe since the MBFR

negotiations had begun:

*
Ibid.

**
Sec below . p .  ~0. V

***
FBIS , October 2, 1972 , p. B2.

I
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Soviet r ev i s ion i sm has exerted i t se l f  to play  up the so-
called European securi ty question only to pinpoint Europe
as ti e main area of i ts contention with U.S. i m p e r i a l i s m .
In the course of this contention , the Soviet revisionist
renegade cli que has further revealed its true colors of
social-imperialism. with a growing appetite , it is reaching
out its hands everywhere . It is even more deceitful than
old—lin e n - ;n pe r  i t l i s n m m . . . . C h a i r m a n  Mao t eaches :  ‘‘l~it h
regard t~ t h e  cm es t  ion of world bar- , there are but t w u ~-
s i b il i t i e s : One is that the- war will g i v e  rise to revolu-
t io n , and tire other is that  revolu t ion  will prevent war .”
‘The danger of a new w o r l d  war  s t ij i  ex is t s , and the PeoP le
of a l l  countries must g~ t prepared . But revolution is tire
main trend in the  world today . ” We must unite . . , to
f i rmly  oppose the po l i cy  of aggression ar d  war of I c r i a l i sm
and soc i a l - imper i a l i sm , especially to expose the Soviet re- 

*vis ion ist  scheme of sham re la xati on but real exp ansion . .

In t he fo l lowing  months , th e Ch inese fou nd nume rou s occa sions to

rhetorica l l y a t t ack  th e Soviets and the SALT agreement without specifying

any details  of that agreement. For example , an N CN V’\ co rr espondent f i l e d

a dispatch from the U. N .  on October 10 , 1972 , which  acc used the Soviet s

V of fever ish ly  develo p ing nulcea r weapons and p lu n g ing “head over h e e l s
into the nuclear  arms race in a bid for nuclear supe rio r i t y . ’ l’ ck i n g

then pub l i c i  :ed the ‘fASS announcement on October 12 tha t  the Soviets

would test  rocket s in the Paci f ic  by accusing the Soviets of stepp ing
up the arms race:

Since the d ish ing  up of the Sov ie t -U .S .  “ag reements on th e
l imi t a t ion  of strateg ic arma men ts ,” the two sides have not
slackened the development of strateg ic nuclear armaments ,
but ha v e entered a new stage in the race.***

At th e en d of the se rocket tes ts  in t h e Pac i f i c , the Chinese cited an
Associated Pr ess  report tirat tire U . S .  Defense Department had confirmed

I b i d . ,  p. 83.
FB I S , October 13 , 197 2 , p. A6.

***
NCNA In ternat ional  Service in Eng l i sh , Octobe r 17 , 1972 , t ranslated

in FBIS , October 18, 1972, p. A l .

-- --~~~ ‘ V- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -~~~~~~ V~~~~~~~ - ~ -- —-~~~—--“ - -~~
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that t l i - - s e  S o v i e t  lau n c h i m i g s  were t e s t s  of i n t e r c o n t i n e n t a l  b a l l i s t i c

miss n ic s w m t i r  multi ple warheads. Peking commented that : “Since the

si g n i n g of thei. r ‘ag ree m en t on th e l im i t a t i on of s t r a t eg ic armaments , ’
on Max ’ 2~ t h i s  year , the Sovi et Union and Un i t ed  States  have stepped up
t h e i r  t e s t s  fo r  i m p r o v i n g  t h e i r  s t ra tegic armament . ”

A lth a ng h th re re  was no d i s c u s s i o n  of tire d e t a i l s  of tire SAL t agree-

ment or the n u c l e a r  balance in tire l e n gthy statement by Chinese r epresent~-

t i v e  Chem r Ciru to tire U . N. General Assembl y on October 24, there were several

st atements d u r i ng  t ire r es t  of 1972 concerning the Soviet-American arms race .

, \ o n m e  compared the strateg ic balance or described SALT in detail. One of

the c loses t  comparisons  occurred in a November 12 , 1972 Peop le ’s L) ai~g

“Commentator ” a r t i c l e which  ca l l ed  the Soviets irypocrites:  
V

V 1~hey have shouted themse lves  hoarse about p r o h i b i t i n g  the
use of nuc lea r  weapons w h i l e  expanding the i r  nuc lear  arsenal
w i t h tire fastest possible speed. In the last six years alone
t h e i r  s t r a t egic nuc lea r  weapons have increased more than six-
fold . . . . It is clear to all that behind the smokescreen of
sham d i sa rma m en t , Soviet revisionist-social imperialism has
developed into one of the countries with the biggest military
machines , in to a dangerous a~ gressive force. This fact de-
serves the vi gilance of all. *

In a speech to the uJni-ted Nations in November , Chiao Kuan-hua pre-

sen ted a new argument to show why tire Soviets were engaged in sham dis-

armament discussions . Ue implied again that the Soviets may Irope to

collude with the Americans , but a c t u a l l y  had not achieved their “dream”:

Why should the Soviet Union frantically continue to develop
its nuclear weapons while at the same time desperately opposing

N C N \  In te rna t iona l  Service in Eng l i sh , October 26 , 1972 , t rans la ted
in FB I S , October 22 , 1972 , p. Al.

Repr in ted  in Pe~~ nzg Pcrier.~, No. 46, November 17 , 1972 , pp. 6-7.
This statement , irowever , avoided describing the Soviets as anything more
than “one of the . . . bi ggest mi l i t a ry  machines , ” cer ta inly  not the
dominant superpower. This statement and others simply repeated the Chinese
charge that Soviet-American agreements on limitation of strategic arms and
other such agreements were “new starting points in the nuclear arms race.”
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o’~b er s  conduc t i ng the necessary nuc lea r  t e - s t s  for self-defense?
The plain truth is that it has r e c e n t l y  reac}red an agreement
wr th the United States on the limitation of strateg ic arms ,
se that it is reviving the old Khrushchevite dream of Soviet-

V U.S. collaboration for world domination , that is , So .-’iet-U.S.
co l l abo ra t ion  to ma in t a in  nuclear monopol y and n u c l e a r ’  ~ n n e r i o r i t v
and to carry out r r u c l e a r  b l ackmai l  and nuc lear  t h r e — r t s  agai n~ t t i ne
people of the w o r l d .  A c t u a l l y  th i s  is t r y i n g  to  keep the  wor ld
und~ S o v i e t -U . S .  con t r o l in the name ol m r un t a i n i n g  w o m ’ l d  ~ e n ~~e.
To use Khrushchev  words , “ I f  air y madman n~anted war , we ( i n t i re
Soviet  tinion and tir e Uni ted S ta te ’s )  would but have  to shake our
fi ngers to warn him off .” . . . ‘fire sta rk f a c t s  have shown that
the Soviet leaders have ne i ther  l a id  down the i r  b u t c h e r  kn ive s
nor will they become Bhuddists.*

Another theme in the Chinese commentary on SALT I em erged in an
NCNA dispatch from the U.N . November 19, 197 2 whic lr  quoted an anonymous
U .N . delegate from West Africa:

The United States and the Soviet Union have held secret t a l k s ,
who knows what they have done? Perhap s they have reached a
secret agreement on not using iruclear weapons aga ins t  each o ther ,
but would  they use these weapons against  the non-nuclear  s t a t e s?
Heaven knows !**

CHINESE STATEMENTS, JUNE 1973-JUNE 1974

Throughout the first half of 1973, Chinese public statements n b c - n t

the Soviet-American strategic balance and SALT negotiations merely repeated
***

the earlier lines established in 1972.

Some statements were imaginative in expanding on earlier themes.

For example , a domestic Peking broadcast in Chinese cited Secretary of

flefense Melvin Laird ’s report to Congress that the United States “will

continue its arms race with another superpower.” Peking , probabl y glee-

fully, quoted Secretary Laird’s rejection of the concept that “a profound

and lasting fundamental change in the Russian ’s basic attitude toward the

West” had occurred . According to Laird :

*
FBIS , November 15 , 1972 , PP . A 7-A 8 .  P e k i n g  N CN. \  In t e r n a t i o n a l

Service in English , November fl , 1972.

FBIS November 20, 1972 , p. A12. This illustrates a common method V

used by Peki ng to l et o thers  speak by proxy for China.
**-k

See , for exa mp le , the broadcast  in .Japanese to T ap an , ‘Iciro Is
ilanrper ing Nu c l e a r  Disarmament? ”  t r a n s l a t e d  iir F B I S , Ja nuary 15 , 1973 ,
pp. A4-A5 .

--
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There is a tendency among certain people on both sides
of the Atlantic to believe tirat there is reason or a
pretext for leveling off the defense efforts in this
new era of negotiations uch a presumption is
premature . Detente without sufficient defense is n~t
dependable. On the contrary , it is my view that pro-
found diff erences a1~parently continue to exist between

Peking continued by citing testimony of Elliot Richardson before

the U.S. Senate Armed Services Committee on January 9, after he had

been designated to succeed Laird as Secretary of Defense:

The United States “must maintain fully sufficient military
strength” and her technolog ical superiority weaponry . He
(R ichardson)  asked for Congressional support for additional
weapon systems , and said tirat he would do his best to insure
that the result of the Phase I U.S.-USSR strategic arms
limitation talks do not ham~per sufficient U.S. deterrence
ca~pabi1ity . He also opposed the unilateral reduction of U.S.
forces in Europe .

Peking also quoted President Nixon approvingly when he stated that

the strategic power of the Soviets and Americans was in approximate

balance :

In addition to beefing up the strategic rruclear striking
forces, Nixon proposed further modernization of conventional
army , navy , marine, and air force elements with improved
weapons . I-f e said: “While the s trateg ic nuclear power of
the United States and the Soviet Union is i n n  approxinrate
balance, it is unrealistic to expect that tire risk of es-
calation to strategic nuclear war will deter either aggres-
sion with conventional forces or against smaller countries.~ **

*
Peking NCN,~ Domestic Service in Chinese, January 12, 1973, trans-

lated in FB1S , January 15, 1973, pp. A3-A4 . Richardson ’s imp lication
(that if he did not do his best , then SALT might irarm the U.S. deterrence
capability) came close to a Chinese acknowledgement that SALT was a

V 
serious effort to limit strategic arms rather than empty superpower
propaganda.

H **
Peking Review, No. 6 , Feburary 9 , 1973 , p.  17.
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This statement by Peking contained precise fi gures of the American

defense budget and said that new funds for the American deterrent force

amounted to $7.4 billion , which had been allocated for the Trident sub-

marine program, the B-i Intercontinental Bomber , and the Minuteman 111.

It also added that the 1974 budget would allocate 52.4 billion to the

Atomic Energy Commission responsible for production of nuclear warheads .

But this  report fa i led  to suggest any comparison wi th  the Soviet Union ’ s

strategic military budget.

NCNA cited a Brit ish newspaper report about the Soviets “arming

to the teeth and pursuing their race for military superiority .” The

British article focused on Europe :

The article then referred to the massive troop deployment
in Europe by the Warsaw Pact Organization and N ATO . It
said that “on the west frontiers of Russia , 700 nuclear
rockets are permanently aimed at” western countries.
“About 7000 nuclear warheads under American contro l in
Europe are opposed by 3500 Soviet  warheads . ” “The NATO
forces in Europe have 8100 tanks , the Warsaw group has
21 , 200. N ATO and Europe can throw into battle 2,850 war-
p lanes of different kinds , the Warsaw group has 5 ,36O.~ *

In a length y interview Premier Chou En-lai added two new points to

the ongoing discussion of the Soviet-Anrerican balance when he said that

Defense Secretary Laird had asked for a $100 billion arms budget , rh i l e

the Soviets had apparently lied by saying they only had an arms budget

of $20 billion. “Who can believe such a statement? ” the Premier asked :

There is , however , one man in the Soviet Un ion who spoke
the truth. lie is Suslov, ChaiinAan of tire ForeiiiT Relat ioir s
Committee at the Supreme Soviet Presidium . Suslov sa id :
“The United States acts from a posit ion of strength , and
the Soviet Union must act from a position of strength as
well  .“

In this interview , Premier Chou made a new point about Soviet’ approaches

to strateg ic arms talks:

NCNA English , Peking , February 10 , 1973 , translated in FB I S.
February 12, 1972, p. A18.

**
FBIS Broadcast, no date.

_ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  A
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T h i s  js the main weak point of the Soviet Union . When they
h e a r  t he  word “war , ” they  are f r i ghtened . The United States
has e x p l o i t e d  t h i s  fear wh icir  tire Soviet Union has aird has
played upon it .  Why does the Uni ted  States not show fear~
and why does the Soviet Union do so? The Soviet Union
c la ims  that  it  is worr ied about ma in ta in ing  peace. The
Sov ie t  Un io n sornetinics t e l l s  the wo r ld tir at if th e Sov iet
Union were to take forceful  action World War I I I  would
b r eak out . Don ’t you b e l i e v e  i t  -- that  Wo r ld Wa r I I I
would break out i *

A Chinese broadcast in Marc lr 1973 focused on Soviet arms expendi-

tures , bu t  not in comparative perspective :

They (tire USSR) are engaged in rabid arms expansion and war
preparations and advocate the doctrine of putting “the problem
of national defense above all. ” Since Brezhnev came to power,
m i l i tary expendi ture  in tire Soviet Union has reached the record
Iri gh in h i s tory . Tens of b i l l i o n s  of rubles have been allo-
cated for the development of missiles and nuclear weapons. Even
Brezhnev himself irad to admit that “the expenditures on the army
and armaments have been a very bi g burden to our budget and na-
tional economy .”

President Nixon ’s visit to Moscow to sign SALT I in May 1972 Irad

not been re ported in the  Ch in ese pr ess un t i l  it was over , and similarl y

Peking made no mention of Brezhnev ’s visit to Ameri ca for several weeks.

The first reaction of t he  Chinese  press to Brezhnev ’s v i s i t  to America

in June 1973 occurred in the Communis t-control led  newspaper in Hong Kong ,

Wen .7~~ Pao. .-\n ar t ic le  be l i t t l ed  the Nixon-Brezhnev agreement to hasten

progress toward limiting nuclear arms . It said that arms limitation agree-

ments would have little si gnificance because the two powers already irad

“quite enough” nuclear arms and sought to preserve “a nuclear monopoly.”

*
Ib id.

~~~~V e 1 e
I
~~~ Daily, Ma rch 14 , 1973 , p. 5; also Peking NCNA in Eng l i sh

March 13 , 1973 , t ransla ted in FBIS , March 14 , 1973 , pp. A13-Al4 .

New York Times, June 25, 1973.
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Al though a Peking dispatch briefly mentioned the “agreement on the

prevention of nuclear war ” on July 25, it was not until August 5 that

the Peking media actually analyzed the results of the Soviet-American
**

summit conference in a lengthy NCNA dispatch six weeks after the

meeting which featured a rare direct comparison of Soviet-American

strategic forces and contained a review of ten years of Soviet-American

arms competition . NCNA summarized Soviet behavior as follows :

History is inexorable. The ten years during which social
imperi a lism kept c lamoring fo r “disarmament ” have been ten
years of Soviet contention with the United States for nuclear
superiori ty, for a nuclear overlord position , and for frenzied
armament expansion , nuclear arms expansion in particular . Its
true colors as a nuclear overlord have revealed themselves more
and more fully and its frauds hav e been brou~ht into the li ght
of day one after another by its owi r act ions.  **

This first Chinese reaction to the S o v i e t - U . S .  agreements  hr June

1973 compared them directly to the May 1972 SALT agreements , asserting

that both agreements had been followed by new steps in the arms race

between the two superpowers:

Immediately after the signing of the “agreement on certain
measures with respect to the limitation of strateg ic offensive
arms” last year , cal ls were made in the U.S. Congress for “action”
and “improvement” on strategic offensive systems . The then U .S.
Defense Secretary Melvin R. Laird said at a Congress session that
“Peace cannot be bought cheaply,” that “this is no time for corn-
placency,” that “it is essential to maintain technological supe-
riority” and that “we must continue such existing deployment
programs as MIRV and SA1~f (si c ) . ” Soon after the Soviet-U .S. talks
in June this year (1973) , the present U.S . Defense Secretary James
Schlesinger said that it was essential to “insure that we Irave
credible deterrence . . . across the entire spectrum of risk” to
check the “adventurous acts ” of the Soviet Union . From these
statements i t  can be seen that the disarmament “treaties ” and the
“agreement ” of all descri ptions are ~ust as cheap as tire scraps
of paper they were written on. . . .

*
NCNA , Eng lish , Peking , July 25 , 1973 , translated in FBIS , July 26,

1973 , p. A l.
**FBIS , Augus t 6, 1973 , p. Al.

Ibid . , p. A4. V

*** *
Ibid ., pp. A3-A4 .
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Th i s  a r t i c l e  i n  - \ u g t r s t  1973 p rov ided  China ’ s f i r s t  spec i f ic  con-
: ; i r i s o n s  of Sov i e t  and American n u c l e a r  forces :

\c corLi I ng to data supp l ied  by the ln te rn~ t i onal I n s t i t u t e
for ~trat cg ic Studies in London , the Soviet Union had on~y1100 1CBM s i n  1963 , the  year  when tir e “p a r t i a l  nuclear test
b ait  :7~ Itv” w as  si gned , h u t  now i t  has over 1500 ICBMs,
s h o w i n g  an i n c r e a s e  of ‘~ore  than 15 t imes co mpared w i t h  10
y ea r s  ~~~~ The number of SLBMs is now S times as many as that
in ~~~~ ~.ith militar y units being equipped with the latest
mi s s i l e s only in the last few years. [)uring the same period ,
tire number of Soviet “strategic missile forces” more than
quadrupled stern news agencies reported that from
\la v 26, 1972 tire day the agreement on the “limitation ” of
offensive strateg ic arms was signed , through July 6 of the
sane year , the Soviet Union carried out seven tests of inter-

J conti rreir tal missiles and eight tests of submarine-launched
ballistic missiles , or about once every four days . . . . It
is crystal clear that far from play ing its part in avoiding
‘another round in the strategic arms race,” the agreement

~ (SALT) has bee n the  acce ler ator of “another round” in tire
V Sov ie t -U .S .  nuclear  race. . . . It should be pointed out that

in these ten years , the  other superpower , the United States,
in s t r i v i n g  to ma in ta in  its superior i ty ,  has spared no e f fo r t s
in tl-re nuclear arms race  too . In th i s  period , it spent $70 ,000
to  ~~u ,OO ) m i l l i o n  for t h i s  purpose , conducted 200 t o 300 nuc lea r
t ;t s  and expanded its strateg ic armed forces. As a re~uIt ,
t L ~ number of its ICBMs has increased to rnore than 1000 as corn-

wi th that over 400 at the time the “partial nuclear test
ban treaty” was signed in 1963 , and the number of nuclear SLBMs
has also increased over 150 percent.*

The article made a direct , but selective and vague compari son of

the two strateg ic forces :

lire United States has left the Soviet Union far behind in
nu1~~~j~1c independently targetable missiles and has begun to
equip its forces with them . Immediately after the signing
of the “agreement on certain measures with respect to limita-
tion of strategic offensive arms” last year, calls were made
in t ire tJ.S. Congress for “action ” and “improvement” on stra-
teg ic offensive systems .**

-— 
*
Ibid.

I b i d . ,  p.  A3. Reprinted in F- ~/u . ?. ‘
- -

~~~, No . 32 , Aug u st 10 , 1973 ,
“len Years of ‘Pisarmament’ Ballyhoo , Ten Years of Frenzied Arms Expansion ,”
pp. ~-7 . hssentiall> the same article was broadcast i n  Chinese througirout
Ch i na on August 18, 1973 and is translated in FBIS , -\ u fu s t  21 , 1973 , pp. A8-
A9 .  L i r e  Ch ine se  vers ion of tire a r t i c l e  f a i l e d  to ‘~iake amy overall comparison
of the  Soviet forces w i t h  tire American forces , h u t d i d  f i x  the Soviet I CB M
force  it 1~~)() m i s s i l e s .  The Chinese  domes t i c  aud i ence was not t o l d  that  the
U. S . had 500 fewer JLj ~Ms than t h e  S o v i e t s .

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~-- ~~~- - ~~~
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N e a t l y  s i x  ~c, - ks a f t e r  Rr e~ iirie ~ ‘ S visit to America , NCN A made an

i n d i r e c t  comment ba sed on t h e  r e m a r k s  of U . S .  L) e ferise s ecre t  a rv  Sci r l e - ;  1 nger ,
r e f e r r i n g  to recent Sovie t  M I I < V  m i s s i l e  t e s t s :

A new round of nuclear arms race is being stepped up between
the Soviet Union and tire United States after Brezhnev ’s visit
to the United States. The U . S . military authorities announced
yesterday that the United States is ‘‘not i n  a position t o
tolerate ,” and will “respond” to , the stepped up Soviet u f f rt-
to develop M I R V  in order to seek “strateg ic a d v a n t a g e ’ in the
Soviet-U.S. nuclear arms race. . . . Referring t o  recent Soviet
MIRV missile tests , U.S. Defense Secretary Schlesinger said it
a press conference yesterday f a~~’f~~ ~ov lets are seeking
strateg ic advantage; they do have an aggressive program .” This,
he warned, “would result in an overall imbalance (between tire
United States and the Soviet Union) and we do not plan to be
a position in which we are facing an overall imbalance. ” l i e  said:
“We are increasingly looking to a period in which tire em~ih a s i s  of
the Department of Defense shifts from the hostilities in Southeast
Asia and that region to the responsibilities of the Department of
Defense and the much wid~r compass represented by other parts of
the world , notably NATO .

The Chinese article continued to quote Schlesinger at length :

Schlesinger stressed that intensified Soviet effort to
make MIRV has effected the current round of the U.S.-
Soviet strateg ic arms limitation talks . What is more ,
the United States would reconsider tire in ter im agreement
on the strategic nuclear weapons reached between the two
s in the previous stage of the talks , he in t ima t~~T~

The Chi nese article then quoted Schlesinger about the SALT I agreemen t :

He pointed out that the U.S . -Soviet int erim agreeme nt on
strateg ic nuc lear weapons was si gned in Moscow in May last
year on the basis that the United States had a clea r and
demonstrable superiority with regard to certain technolog ical
features , while the Soviets had the advantage of throw weig ht
and numbers in terms of ICBM launchers. He stressed : “As the
Soviets close the technolo g ical gap ,” the United States “is
not in a position to tolerate the numerical or quantitative
advantages presently possessed by the Soviet Union .~I **

*
See NCNA , Eng lish , August 18 , 1973 , tran s l ated in EBIS , August 21 ,

1973, p. A4 .
**Ibid.

Ibid .
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On . \ u y u s t  7 , 1Y’ 3 , NCN-\ i l l u s t r a t e d  t he e f f e c t s  of the Soviet M I R V

t es t s on tire u n i t e d  States SALT posture by quoting at length from several
U.S . officials and wire reports , concluding “that is Irow the two super-

powers arc c~~nten d in~ in an intensified nuclear arms race without yielding

an in ch to each  o th e r . ” ’F h i s  \C\A d i s pa t ch  approving l y quoted U.S .  Deputy
Defen se Sc~- rc-ta ry l~i l l i a m Clements , J r . :

(Clent ents) r - -~~e a ] e d  that the United States is vi gorously
pus~u i n g  t he  d e v e l o p m e n t  of a new s t r a teg ic  weapon - -  the
cruise missile. In emphasizin g the necessity of developing
th is ; c . ~ weapon , he drew attention to the “vi gorous pace”
of Sov iet st r ateg ic weapon development .  The USSR has “moved
much more v i goro usl y t h a n  the U.S .” in the deployment of
sucir kind of cruise m i s s i l e s  as we l l  as in MIRV tests, he

No doubt i’.ith hi gh sp i r i ts , the same Chinese dispatcir reported that
the United States :

• . . is considerirrg several “hard” alternatives should
LI” fail to have the Soviet Union cut si gn i f ica n t ly

i t s  nu c l e a r  a rsena l .  The (UN ) report revealed that
other  “ l ess dr ast ic ” op t i on s also under con s ide ra t ion
also inc l ude: taking the lid off deployment  of the
M i r n i t e a a n  I I I  m i s s i l e  -- “the most advanced version
of the standard tJ.S. ICIIM” - - increas ing  the  f i repower
of t h i s  mis s i l e ,  i mproving i ts  ta r g e t - h i t t i n g  accuracy,
and d c~ e I 0j2ing a mobile land-based ICBM force.

Some administration officials believe tirat tire U.S.
government  must  tell tire Russians  b l u n t l y  t i ra t  un l ess
they agree to what arc termed “equal aggregates” of
missile 1)~~er , there will be no SALT II agreement.

Peking again quoted Secretary Schlesinger on December 1 , 1973 to

i l l u s t r a t e  -\merican determination to “rival for nuc lear superioritY
***w i t h Soviet Union . ” The NC N A dispatch quoted from Schlesinger ’s press

“U .S. Official s Quoted on USSR ’s SALT Negotiating Stance ,” Peking ,
NLNA , Eng l i s h , -\u go s t  27 , 1973 , F B I S , August 27 . 1973 , pp. A 9-AlO.

**
Ibid.

Peking NCN A , Engli sh , December 1 , 1973 , transl ated in FBIS ,

V 
December 3, 1973 , p. A6. 
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co nference in W a s i r i n ~ t o n ;

The United States fears  tha t  the v i gorous bu i ld -up  of the
Sov ie t  nuclear  a rmaments  “could create an imbalance in -.

the strateg ic_area.” . . . The Secretary ’s statement demon- ’
-, t - i t  es that t h e  t w o  sup crp o i ~e r s  , N o v i  -t tinion and the U n i ted
st at e s , are  locked in rn intensifie d nuc lea r  arms t-acc for
military s u pe r i o r it - - - . . . . The U n i t e d  States should “take
the_ app r~p~J a te  eo : : ;te rmeasures ” to prevent the Soviets
from “reaching for strst ~~ 1c superiority,” he dec la red .
Schlesinger also urged the NATO alliance to maintain its
capacity of offsetting t h e  Warsa w Pact forces .*

Two statements by Chinese spokesmen at the U.N . in the last few weeks

of 1973 showed that  the  b a s i c  pol icy that the Soviets  and the Americans

were contendin g for world hegemony remained intact. Chuang Yen told the

U .N.:

In the present circumstances in this tire two superpowers
are contendin g for nuclear superiorit y and try ing to
divide spheres of influence by extending their nuclear
umbrellas in an attempt to dominate the world , the in-
discriminate and sweeping denunciation of nuclear tests
wi thou t  d i f f e r e n t i a t i n g  their  nature , i n e f f e c t  on ly
benefits the superpowers ’ nuclear monopoly and nuclear ~~blackmail to the detrimen t of the people of the world.

When Chiao Kuan-hua gave his  annual address to the U . N.  General
Ass emb ly session on October 2, 1973 he provided a lengthy analysis of

the Soviet-American agreement on the prevention of nuclear war signed

by Pr’-~ bnev and Nixon in Washington the prev i ous .July:

The si gning of such an agreement by the Soviet Union
and the United States is by no means accidental but
is derived from the so-called princi ple which they
ag reed upon in 1972 that the Soviet Union and the
United States have “security interests based on tire
princi pl e of equality. ” . . . To put it bluntly, it
mean rivalry for world hegemony -- where everyone goes ,

*

~~~~~~ 
Decemb er 3, 1973 , p. A7.

The Chinese statement is reprinted in Pck~n.i ii’ :~’i ew, No. 4S ,November 30, 1973 , pp. 17-18; NCNA , November 17 , 1973; FBIS , November 28 ,
1973.
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th e o t h e r  w i l l  do tire same . ~~~~ they have done is

~ imp 1~ - t o _w rap nr~ t h i s  conte t r t  in  the form of an agree-
1 11Cr t . In f ict , t I L l S  l igreef l ient  is a mere scrap of paper.
T c ~ stains no c’: p i i c i t  under tak ing  on the nonuse of
n u c l e a r  i~c:ipons , still less does it envisage the complete
pro ir ib i t ion atid tho  rough destruction of mud ear weapons .
The U . S .  - -- - e rnment  was more f rank when it  stated tha t
t he- ~~~~~ ~~~~~; V t  i~as on l y a general statement of policy
.~i r i ch  d i d  not involve any particular positive actions
t hat e i t l i ~ r s i d e  had to t ake , and pointed out tha t
.;gi - c. c ut s  r~ei -e trot a l w a y s  maintained and there was
no th ing  s e l f -en f o r c i n g  about th i s  document . However ,

- reiet leaders have sade a great fanfare , la udi ng
this ;geeemcnt to tire skies , alleg ing that it ushered
i i  ‘ i new era ’ in  in t r n s i at i o n al  r e l a t i o n s  and opened
up “historical v is t — is for  s t rengthening universal  security
a;; a whole ,’ and that it was “indeed of historical importance
fo r a l l  ma nk ind. ’ [he- irave thei r motives for so eu log izi n g tire

~:s:~~: o n t .  (Chiao then  asks if the Soviets and Americans will
be ab le  to c o o p e r a t e . )  . . .  The United States w i l l  not t ake
tiui ~ . l vi n ~. doon . why ? Because the desperate  s t rugg le for
~~~~~~~~~~~~V 7 ~~Tt\

: anI r d  iregemony still goes on. The
)fltcn t~~~~~~~~~~~~fl thC SOVjCt Union and United States now

ex tends  a l l  over the woi’1d. *

Pe krng -;:‘okesaan c lo se f  l~) 73  w i t h  a ?eorZc ‘s :~-~~ Z~ ar t i c l e  on November 6 ,
1973 , wtr i cir noted t i ;it  the  Sov ie t s  h ad bee n “har ping so painstaking ly ”
on t !-r ’ s i t u a t i o n  of r e l a x i n g  tensions in the world , but  tha t  t he r ace
i c r  nuc lea r  s up e r i o r i ty  “added a l i t t l e  sme l l  o f gun powder to the situa-

t i o n . ”

Perhaps the sharpest Chinese evasion of reality over the issue of

colluding and contending occurred in November 1973 in response to tire

agreement by the Soviets and Americans in July 1973 on “prevention of
nuclear w a r .” An ortirodox Western interpretation of this agreement

would ‘e tha t it strengthened Soviet-American determination to cooperate

in t h e  ev r n l t  ot n r c l e . i r  emergency . The key point of the agreement

st r I)ulateS~

T h i s  speech is reprinted in P ekinq Rc; ’;~~w, No. 40 , October 5 , 1973 ,
pp. la-F .

0, -~ -~~e 
‘
~ ~ il ~~~~~ November  6 , 1973 , “To P revent Nuclear  War or to

Con tend for N u c l e a r  Super ior i ty?”  by i l s iang Mi t rg .

-

~

- -

~ 
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I f  • • . i- e lat i ons between the par t ies  or between e i ther
n a r t v  and other coun t r i es  . . . or i f  r e l a t i o n s  between
countries not parti~’s to this agreement appear to iir’.- ilve
t he  risk of nuc l ear war . . • the United States and tire
Soviet Union . . . sh all immediately enter into urgent
consultations with each other. . . . *

But the Chinese interpretation of this agreement to consult was

strained . i~~ fnj Review said:

This amounts to a declaration that the two are to interfere
in everything under the sun. In other words , the contention
between the two hegemonic powers , the United States and the
Soviet Union , has been extended to the four corners of tire
earth . And sure enough , no sooner had the recent Middle East V

war erupted than the two “entered into urgent consultations ,”
doing all they could to bring the situation under their con-
tro l . . . and when something does happen , no “consultation”
can cover up the very essence of the contention between the two
hegemonic powers.

This descri ption of the Soviet-American contention in the October 1973

Mideast war was the exact opposite of the Chinese account given in 1967

of Soviet-American collusion in that Mideast conflict . V

Two other comparisons of the strategic balance in 1973 were also

very selective in describing the quantitative and qualitative differences

between the superpowers . Peking Review wrote :

Soviet intercontinental  b a l l i s t i c  missi les  have increased
over 15 time s in the last 10 years. . . . They have been
contending as before for superiority in nuclear missile
weapons and their carrying vehicles. The number of Sov iet
nuclear missile submarines rose from seven in 1968 to 39 in
1972. . . . It is plain that the Soviet Union has gained time

“Are They Preventing Nuclear War , or Contending for Nuclear Superiority?”
by Hsian g M i n g ,  Peki~ij I V J V V V , November 16 , l9 73 .  The domestic Cirinese ver-
sion of this article appears in translation in FBIS , November 6, 1975 , pp. Al-
A S .

** Ibid. 
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th r oug h var ious  agreements on f a l s e  disarmament and is trying
to catch up with and surpass tire United States in both quali ty
and~~ u a i r t i ty  of s t rat ~~~~c weapons. Na tu ra l ly ,  the la t ter  w i l l
not throw in the ppg~ . Here one can clearly see that the
two superpowers , wh i l e  si gning one agreement a f te r  another ,
a r - c locked in round a f t e r  round of the b a t t l e  for nuclear
supr eirr acy. In today ’s world , only the Soviet Union and tinited
Sta te s  are in a_pos i t ion_ to f i ght a major  n u c l e cr  war.~

Sim i l a r l y ,  a re leas e from the New China News Agency, November 9 , 1973 ,
provided the third vague description of the Soviet strateg ic forces up

to t i rat  date , hut avoided any comparison w i t h  American forces:

I n the past decade , its intercontiner~ta 1 b a l l i st i c  mi ssil es
r~ p o r tedl y  increased more than 10 times and its submarine—
luoncired ballistic missiles as well as the size of its
“strateg ic rocket forces” have also increased many fo ld .
i t  has a lso  developed ABMs and M IRV s. Total tonnage of
w a r  sh i ps of various types has doubled . Its fleets sail
almost to every ocean of the world. At the same time , tire
Soviet Union has been s t e a d i l y  expanding and s t rengthening
its forces and bases on foreign soil.

‘bII\IIS i STATL~’IENTS IN 1974

The propaganda theme that the Soviets and Americans were each seeking

ove ra l l  s t r a t eg ic super ior i ty -  had begun in 1972. Dur ing 1974 , Peking bega n

c i t i ng a wide var ie ty ’  of Soviet , American , and ot h er autho r i t a t iv e sources h
V

to prove t h i s  po in t .  In addi t ion to Secretary Schlesinger and the U . S .

press , tire Chinese quoted the Soviet journal , (7; u ats of’ tize Armed
e
!~~~~~r o :  “The policy of the Communist party of the Soviet Union in military

technology ” is to achieve “milit ary superiority” over the other superpower.

The theme of these extensive quotations was always the same : the two

superpowers are contending  for overa l l  supe r io r i t y .  One NCNA dispatch

summed it up this way :

* Ibid.
**N CNA , Peking , March 3 , 1974 .

I
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At present , the limited States is exertinz( its utmost
efforts to maintain and develop its sup .V riority in
technique , particularly in MIRVs . The Soviet Union ,
taking the lead in terms of quantity of stratef ic
missi les and warheads capacity, is devoting its
efforts to research and producing the MIIt7; in an at-
t e mp t  to catc h up w i t h  and surpass tire United States
in terms of technique and win overall superiority. . . . *

Surprisingly, the Chinese throughout 1973 had failed to mention the

single , most important development in SALT negotiations : the Soviets and

Americans has been unable to agree on how the interim agreement on stra-

t;- gic offensive forces could be converted into a permanent agreement .

This failure was admitted in the American press and described by some

American commentators as an indication of “stalemate ” in SALT . During

1974, however , Peking quickly repeated Western comments on the lack of

progress in SALT until tire dramatic breakthrough in November at \ladivost (7.

when Peking fell strangely silent.

During most of 1~~74 the Chinese had little difficulty- in supporting

their view of the SALT negotiations as sup erpower contention because so

much of the Western press was also reporting no p r og r e ss  JL  SALT. It

was onl y after the Vladivostok agreements in N o v e m l i e r -  1974 tlr:rt Chinese

interpretations became awkward and stra ined . Peking then magnified

superpower con f l i c t  far beyond the level described in tire iwOs t  by fore-
cas t i ng an “inevitable ” war between the U.S. and the USSR . Until tir e

Vladivostok agreements , the Chinese were content to allow American of-

f icials , especially Secretary’ Schlesinger, and the Western press to speak

for China by proxy . Most Chinese statements on SALT simply- cited tire

opinions of others, a rhetorical device which would strengthen tire hand
of those in Peking who argued that contradictions among tire imperialists

could never disappear or revert to anti-China collusion .

NCNA , Peking , February 21 , 1974.

Murrey Marder , “A-Pact Product of Stalemate ,” ~~-t z o: -’z ° ct - ,
July 5, 1974; Paul Nitze , “Assessing the Strategic-Arms Negotiations
in Moscow ,” Vew York Tirneo , July 26, 1974 . These articles also refer
to the July 1974 summit when the two sides chose to abandon the objective
of a permanent Sgreement and to work instead for a ten-year agreement to

V 

limit offensive missiles . 
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The logical vulnerability in this Chinese analysis stemmed from

its comp lete omission of any of the Western comment on the progressive

aspects of ‘-h \IV T 11 symbo l i zed  by the cont inuing  exchange of specific
offers by the two su es of alternative limits on gross numbers of MIRVs

and delivery vehicles. Because the Chinese did not appreciate the slow ,

but steady negotiating aspect of SALT II , they were perhaps surprised by

the joint Soviet-American announcement of an agreement to limit MIRVs and

delivery vehicles.

The source most frequently cited by the Chinese in 1974 on the

Soviet-American strategic balance was James Schlesinger. He was cited

approving ly in most of the twelve major statements on SALT II that Peking
made in 1974.

The first Chinese statement on the strategic arms balance in 1974

featured Secretary Schlesinger talking to a news conference on January 10.

Schlesinger was identified as one who “iras repeatedly and openly expressed

h i s  concer n ov er i n ten s i f i e d  Sovi et eff or ts to develop nuclear weapons”:

lie emphasized that if the United States does not move airead,
the Soviet Union could, by 1980, achieve nuclear s~p~riority
that would be “impermissible to the United States ,” and the
United States would fail to duplicate the Soviet program at
its peril. In actual fact the nuclear arms race between the
two superpowers , the Soviet Union and the United States , has
n e v er  ceased . Schlesinger ’s remarks simply show that the race
c-mt  i nues and is becoming sharper and sharper. . . . Tir e United
States, however, is not in the least relaxing its efforts. .

On January 4 , a D efense Department o f f i c i a l  disclosed the U . S .
p lan  to beg in production w i t h i n  three years of a new fami ly
of missiles , namely “the cruise missile.”

Schlesinger was quoted again on January 30:

Schles inger has repeatedly declared in the  last few mon t h s
that tire United States is “not in a position to tolerate”

~~Tet “strategic superiority” and that if the Russians
“insist on racing, we are prepared to match them .” He an-
nounced at a press conference on January 24 tirut “(U.S. mili-
tary) outlays in 1975 will be up significarrtly, on the order
of SS-$7 b ill ion .”

NCNA , hng lish , January 12 , 1974 ; Peking J?c;’icw , No. 3, January 18 ,
1974; FBIS , January 14, 1974 .

** Ibid.

NcN\ , Peking, January’ 30, 197-1 , reprinted in FBIS , January 31
197--I , p. -\S .
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One week l a t e r , Pe k ing  pronounced the SAL ! i r e - g o t  j u t  ions “more dead

than alive .” Accordin g to the article:

“SALT 11” s tarted in  .\ovenrber 1972. The talks h a v e  be- e r r
in an “apparent in~passc’ s ilIcc with each side seeking nuclear
superiority over the  o t h e r .  l i r e  t i  I k s were res  urne d i a

on January 30, 1974 . Outside tire -i ~~ -~ ings , bot h s i d e s  i ce-p
ti c the mad momentum or t h e  irire le ar trrz~s expari s ion . The S o v i e t
Union ~R -gan testing m i  ssi 1 - - 

-

~. i t h mul t 1pl~ sa mczeads l a s t  e r r ,
o n l y -  two months  a f t e r  summ it  t r l ~ s ;h i rl7ton r- cgardc
t h i s  as a si gn of So~ iet i n t e n t i o n s  to ach i ~-~ c al l -rouird l i t r e  l e ar
su p e r i o r i t y  i n t he  S ov i e t - U . S .  n u c l e a r  arms r ace  he U.S.
m i l i t a r y -  au ih o r i t  i es a re  r e v i s i n g  their__‘‘ tal7et ing s t m i t e g v ’’ in
order to enhance their nuclear deterrence by dep loying mom~~~~~better-aimed n u c l ea r  r~capons a g i i n s t  Soviet  mmmi litarv targets.
At t he same t i m e , the Uni ted  S t V ;t e s  has been more strenuous in
thei r researcir and the manufac ture  of ties strateg ic  nucl ea r
weapons , which include nuclear missiles , n u c l e a r  missile sub-
marines and strateg ic bombers , in an attempt to maintain the
so-called U.S.-Soviet ~militar\~ balance .~T**

When SALT II negotiations resumed in Geneva in 1- e b r o a r y  107 1 a Nes

China News Agency release summed up SALT since Novembe r- 1972 say ing too t

the negotiations had gone nowhere . This release carried the first descri p-

tion by China of the total number of Soviet strateg ic missil es:

During the period from June 1969 when the first round of
the talks was about to start , to May 1972 when the first
round ended , the Soviet Union increased its stockpile of
strateg ic nuclear missiles from 1210 to 2107. And by t ue
time the leaders of the two countries met again and reached
an agreement  on ‘‘has ic pr inc ip les for  n e g o t i a t i o n s  on further-
l i mi ta t  ion of s t r a t eg ic o f f e n si v e wea pons ” in June 1973 the
Soviet Union had fur ther increased the stockp ile to 2 2 0 8 ,
a nearl y 100 j rcent  i ncrease in ~~ ur years! During the
same period , thou 1~ the United~~Tiite~~did not increase its
stockpi les  of sucir weapons , i, t wa s  con d u c t i n g  research and
v igorous ly  producing new s t r a t eg i c  weapons to c o n t i n u o u s l y
dev e lop it s  techn ica l  s~p~rio r i ty .  I n view of these  f a c t s,
t h e  U. S .j ~~ess_ a d m i t t e d  t ire Sovf ~i-U .S.  “disarmament  agree-
l ; y r ;t , w h i c h  h a s  been bragged about so muc !r , is not w o r t h  the

- - - ,, *** V___________________
i t  is  w r i t t e n  on.

‘1- 1 ?ct .’ 
- 

~~, N o .  , , Feb r t r i r v  8 , 197 - 1 PB I S , January  31 , 107 1 -

Ibid. -

N~~ -\ , Pe k i n g ,  F ebrua r y  21 , 197- ! . 

_ _ _ _  _ _
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\ February 22 ar t i c l e  in Pek ing  h- - ;- i - ‘0 Do-l ip aga in  summed up

SAL ! II as a “wild nuclear arms i-ace .” It continued :

Since the SAL’! II negotiation beiLan in Nove mber 1972 ,
because each side tried to limit the other ’s military
strength and develop its own , the talks made no progress
at all. Outs ide tire talks , both sides have entered a new
round in the nuclear arms race , ~~~peting with even greater
intensity for technical_~~p~~~o~~~y. . . . Both su~perpowers
have a lway s  reregarded n u c l e a r  weapons as tire backbone of their
“position of s tr en~~ç’~~ in contendilr& for world hegemony . Each
\-iants to ach ieve  superiority over the other.”

I n Ma r cir , NCNA again quoted Sec r u t a r -y  S c h l e s i n g e r :

Schlesinger said: “Th e Soviet Union ~buws that it , a t  leas t,
sees no inconsistency between the detente and increasing mili-
tary’ capabilities. . . .“ in view of tire development of tire
Soviet nuclear forces , t ie: L f t m i t~ d ~;tate s must keep its “nuclear
deterrent forces ,” he said. “1-; a m in i rnum , we must keel) a visible
s t r a t e g ic  nuc lea r_b a l w t c e . ” l i e  ;r ~~so str-essed tha t  i n the sphe re
of n u c l e a r  forces , in a d J i t  ion t o  ke ep ing_the capabilities of
“r e l a t i v e l e  m a s s i v e  resj~on sc , ’ t b c  U n i t e d  Sta tes  espec i a l l y needed
to be~~~rov ided  w i t h ”a wider  cet  of much more selective targ~~~ng

V 

~p~~ion s . ” “Through possession of such a v ’sible capability, we
hope to r e in fo rce  dete r-r -cnce by removing tire temptation for an
adversary to consider any kind of nuclear attack ,” he said .***

\CNA reported ~larch 31 on Secretary Kissinger ’s visit to tire Soviet Union

the previous week and cited Western news reports tirat the joint Soviet-

\mcrican commun ique “made no mention of progress on any of the issues
****

dividing the United States and the Soviet Union .” According to NCNA :

Peer ~c ’s Dai! -p, February 22, 1974, reprinted in Peking Review, No. 9,
j March 1, 1974, p. 23.

**Ib id.
***

V 
NCNA , Eng l ish , March 6, 1974, reprinted in FBIS , March 7 , 1974,

pp. A4-AS .
****

- V 
NCNA , Peking , in Engl i sh , March 31 , 1974 , reprinted in FBIS ,

-\p ri l 1 , 1974 , p. A 13 .

~~~ I.luIlr~ 
— — -— V 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ —~~ - 
- -~.l_— 44



--- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -~~~- .—- - --~~~-- -- - -~~~~——~~~- - - ------ ~~~---- —-~~~~~V-—--~~

52

It may be held that the current visit to Moscow in an
attempt to break tire stalemate in the focal issue , the
second phase of SALT, has ended in a breakdown . . . . A
reporter covering Kissin ger ’s visit said that ”Kissiirger
was leaving Moscow practically with empty hands. ” Com—
menting on Kissinger ’s Moscow visit , a nwi er of Wes tern
p~pers pointed out tirat 0.5.-Soviet contention i s t e t t ~~~g
more acute.~

Once again, Peking simp ly let one part of the Western media speak for it.

The Chinese also quoted from tire Soviet press. On toe occasion of

Soviet MIRV tests in tire Pacific , Peking said:

The Soviet revisionists have long been dreaming to achieve
“military superiority” over the other superpower. The S o v i e t
journal -7- nrrunic~;c ~~ tee ~ii” ’te ico~~ - : ;  openly declared tir at
it is “the policy of the Communist Party- of the Soviet Union
in military technology- ” to achieve “military superiority ’ over
the other superpower . . . . They arc competing for “militar y-
superiority” in the nuc lear arms race with U.S. imperiali snl .**

Soviet Defense Mi nister Grechko , unlike his American counterpart ,

was featured only a few times in the Chinese press. Addressing a meeting

in the Kremlin on March 13, Grechko was quoted as saying :

The condition of the current international situation demands
that the Soviets maintain high vigilance , steadil y’ raise the
defense capability of the Soviet state , and strengthen the
armed forces . The party holds that this is the main task.
“To further raise conbtt preparedness is the center of our
attention ,” he added.

The Chinese article continues:

In his articles written for Pra v -ii and ~1 ou’ma’sl-~t, Grechko
said that “the war preparedness of imperialism is spear-
headed against our country .” . . . At the same time , other
Soviet revisionist brass hats and the_SovieLJ~ress have
been calling noisily for all-round intensified armament

* Ibid.
NCNA Peking, March 3 , 1974 , reprinted in FBI S , Marcir 4 , 1974 , p. A S .
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expansion and w aLJ~~ep a rat  i o n s .  . . . Apart from con t inu ing
to increase conven t  i onal w e a p o n s , tire Sov iet Un io n i s stepp ing
up energeticall y’ the testing and manufacture of M I R V  to catch
up with or surpass the (lim ited States technically so as to at-
tain n u c l e a r  superiorit y \. Yej~j shev , Chie f of th e
C -ue -ra 1 Political l’- ;nii- t rncn t of tire Soy i et Arm y and tire Navy’,
recen t 1 y ru sh ed  to t lie oo~’ jet Ar med 1-orces in Last Germany
to step mm j w a r -  nre 1ei r a t  i O I l S  t h e r e  ~~

This  same C h i n e s e  a r t i c l e  a l so  reported Schlesinger ’s views

on c o n v e n t  iona l  forces , r et  ar~et ing doct rine , and the necessity to

ma intain a milit ary I ) a ItmIc e with tir e Soviets. The Chinese article

i m p l i e d  that a publi c spirit of competition with the USSR, but not

China , existed in tire United States:

U . S .  p~pers and news agencies constantly publish articles
analyzing the correlation of military strength between the
U.S. and the Soviet Union and new trends in armament ex-
pansion and war preparation. An A.P. article dated Marcir 14
said: “Russia is off and running and the United States is

~~- t t i n g  set to sprint, if necessary.” An article in the New
~
)
~o: ‘L?Th~8 said: “Realistically, the United States faces one

conceivable threat ,  the Soviet Union .~I**

NCN A carried major excerpts from Secretary Schlesinger ’s testimony

to the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on April 4. According to Peking ,

Schlesinger emphasized that “as the Soviet Union reaches nuclear parity

with the United States , this places a higher value on NATO ’s conventional

m i l i t a r y  c apab i l i t i e s .”

Ni N A , Peking, March 31 , 1974, reprinted in FBIS , April 1 , 1974,
pp. A1 3--\lS .

Ibid ., p. Al5. The Chinese also cited the Japanese monthly’ joic- ;i:rl
‘-!- i~~~p~~~ t~o1ro to suggest tirat , “deployment of most of the strateg ic.
nuclear weapons possessed by the United States and tire Sovi et U n ion is
aimed at each other .” See NCNA , Pek ing , Ap r i l  5, 1974, reprinted in FBIS ,
April 9, 1974, p. \ll .

*-k *NC NA , Peking , Apr i l  9 , 1974 .

~ 
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Although Peking cont inued to avoid m aking detailed Soviet-U.S.

military comparisons, a new development was signaled when People ’s [A2tl~’
compared Soviet and American military budgets . The comparison implied
that Moscow and Washington were about equal in arms spending :

Although the total value of its national produc t is only
just over a half that of the United States , it would rather
have guns before butter in disregard of its difficulties in
the nationa l economy and its actua l military~~pending ap-
proaches that of the United States .~

A surprisingly quick reaction to a setback in SALT II appeared on

Apri l 13:

U.S . Secretary of State Henry Kissinger said that the United
States and the Soviet Union “will not have a permanent agree-
ment (on strategic arms limitation) this year . Whether there
can be an agreement on part of it really is not clear yet .”
Kissinger made the remarks to reporters in Washington yester-
day , according to reports by Western news agencies . This
shows the stepped up race in nuclear arms expansion between
the two superpowers .**

This article concluded that “the deadlock of negotiation ” reflects
***the “fierce scramble between the two superpowers for world domination .”

The next Chinese comment on SALT for domestic audiences occurred on

May 16 in People ’s DaiZ-y , but added nothing new . The customary quotation

from Secretary Schlesinger said:

The Soviet Union sees “no inconsistency between detente
V 

and their increasing military capabilities .” Therefore ,
the U .S. must “have a strong milita ry deterrent .” See
how the two superpowers are locked in an intense rivalry
over the question of nuclear weapons , trying by every
means to offset each other . All the talks about dis-
armament are just lies !****

People ’s Dai ly ,  April 5 , 1974. “The Superpower Labe l for Soviet
Revisionism Cannot Be Removed ,” by Fan Hsiao , reprinted in FBIS , April 8 ,
1974 , pp. A16-A19 .

NCNA , Peking , April 13, 1974 , reprinted in FB IS , April 15 , 1974 ,
p . A9 .

Ibid .

People ’s Daily, May 16 , 1974 , “A Swindler ’s Motto ” by Using Ming ,
reprinted in FBIS , May 17 , 1974 , pp. A l l - A 12 .
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Another major  review of SALT occurred on May -1 in the f’e-~p le ‘s D ’~il ~j .
i t  featured the most specif ic  discussion of SALT to da te .  W h i l e  avoid ing
a d e t a i l e d  compar iso n of t he st rateg ic ba la nce , the ar t i c e gav e a length y
d e s c r i p t i o n  of tire proposals and counterproposals  of both sides:

:~~~ soon as the second_phase_of SALT began, the U.S. Congress
demande d t h a t  in i t s  t a l k s  w i t h  the Soviet  Union the U . S .  Govern-
ment should not he in an inferior p o s i t i o n  but  m a i n t a i n  forever
U. S. nuclear  arm s superior i ty  in the “pe nn anent agreement .” The
Un i t e d  States openly pointed out tha t  du r ing  the t a l k s  “the
U n i t e d  Sta tes  is not  in a pos: it ion to t o l e r a t e  any numer ica l
ad vantages present ly  possessed by the Sovie t  Union . ” The United
States wanted  the Soviet Union to reduce the number of its inter-
continental missiles in order to maintain an “essential equivalence”
w i t h  the Uni ted  States. But the Soviet revisionists on the pretext
of ma in t a i n in g a “basic principle of equal security, ” called for
the “freezing ” of the quota on the number of miss iles situated in
the “agreement ” in an attempt to keep its lead in the number of
in t e r c o n t i n e n t a l  n i s s i l e s .  The Soviet r ev i s ion i s t s  t r i ed  to l im i t
by every means the technical development on U.S. nuclear weapons
and strategic bombers carrying nuclear warheads , while leaving
unimpaired its own superiority in throw-weight . At the sane time ,
the United States wanted to limit the Soviet advantage on
throw-weight , while leaving intact its superiority in
nuclear technique . The limitation of M IRVs was the key issue
during the second phase of SALT. Fearing that the Soviet revi-
sionists would surpas s it on this matter , the United States called
for cessation of multip le warhead missile tests by the two sides ,
while on the contrary the Soviets revisionists dem anded a ban on

4 
deployment , and no restriction on tests in order to overtake the
Un i t e d  States.  Besides , the Soviet r ev i s ion i s t s  proposed a restric-
t i~ a on all  nuclear weapons whi ch can reach the Soviet te r r i tory
as strategic offensive weapons, trying in this  way to limit the

j  tactica l nuclear  weapons the United States deployed in Western
Europe ; while the United States was against this and demanded th at
the Soviet Union remove the intermediate range missiles deployed
in East Europe . The second phase of SALT has basically run into
an impasse because of the bitter braw l. ~~

“ 
-______

The next Chinese domestic comment on SALT occurred Jun e 28 in
an article broadcast by Hsiang Ming which quoted the 1972 Yearbook ~~e”:i~

~nd Disarmament in the World published by the International Peace Re-

search Inst itut e in Stockholm. According to Peking, this journal cites:

*Peop le ? .9 Dai ly ,  May 24 , 1974 , p. 6 reprinted in FBIS , May 28, 1974,

4
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Clearcut facts showing tha t what the two s up c r H m e r s  are
doing is by no means disarmament but lar ge-scale arms
expansion. Each wants to prevai l  over its opponent.
Despite the so-called nuclear disarmament agreements of
one kind or another between the Soviet u n i o n  and the Un i t ed
States , both still continue to carry out their advanced 1973
nuclear plans in giant st r ides as fa r  is c1uanti tv and quality
are concerned .*

Tn July Peking quoted Senator John Stennis , Chairman of the Senate
Arms Services Committee , saying that he supported the new Pentagon

bud get to make U.S . nuclear weapons “more effective because the Soviet
**Union has moved forward greatly in this field of weaponry .”

Peking ’s second major statement on SALT in 1974 occurred on August 0
** *in an article entitled , “Talk of Detente Cannot Cover tip Fierce Contention .”

The author Chang Lin addressed those who mi ght he fooled by the natLire of

the  arms control “ t a lks  and agreements ” between Moscow and Wash ing ton :

Such talks and agreements are of onl y superficial value
and decept ive  by nature , for the i r  real ob jec t ive  is to
facilitate still greater and fiercer contention .

Chang dealt with three sets of negotiations . First cane the European

security conference. He explained that the Soviets want recognition of

the fact that Eas tern Europe is in their sphere of influence while tire

United States wants to further infiltra~~ into Eastern Europe and the

Soviet Union w i t h  cu l t u r a l  interchange . After stating that the Soviets

“hope to maintain their current superiority in terms of conventional

m i l i t a r y  s t rength over the West in Cent ra l  Europe , ” he portrayed the
U . s .  and \~\VFO as seeking to weaken or even eliminate this “current

supe r i o r i t y ” enjoyed by the Soviets .  Accordin .~ to Cha n g , “Fo r th i s
reason , the talks between the two sides are deadlocked .”

“A Mask of Falsehood ,” Peking domest ic broadca st , t ran slated in
FB I S , June 28 , 1974, pp. A8-A9.

NCNA , Peki ng, July 26, 1974, reprinted in FBIS . ~Ju1 v 29 , 1974 ,
p. Al3.

P ?o1~~~’8 - ) ~~i - 1 - j ,  August 20 , 1974 , reprinted in FBIS , August 21 ,
1974, pp. A1 -A4 . 
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Tire second example of a superficial agreement was the 1973 Soviet-

American Middle Last ceasefire agreement in the U.N . Security Council.

V-\cco1ding to Ch an g, i t  is easy  to see that  tire two sUperpo ~ erS have

made use of the Middle East ceasefire to contend for spheres of in-

fluence under the cover  of jointly seeking a “just and lasting peace”

in tire area.

Charrg then turns his attention to the SALT agreements:

Both the Soviet Union and the United States regard nuc l ear
weapons as an important means in their contention for world
hegemony . They have regularly ireld talks and signed a number
of so-called agreements , all of which - - witirout exception --
are designed to limit others in developing nuclear weapons
w h i l e  t h e y  themselves are l e f t  free to promote t h e i r  own nuclear
w e ap o n ry , thereby mainta in ing  and seizing nuclear superior i ty
in the content-ion for world hegemony .

Take the talks o~i strategic arms , for instance. In l~)72 the
Soviet Union and the United States signed an agreement limiting
offensive strateg ic nuclear weapons after a heated debate . Soviet
revisionism boasted that the agreement would usher in a new era in the
strugg le to avoid a strateg ic weapons race . However , the agreement ’s
“ l i m i t a t i o n s ” on offensive s t rategic  weapons only required a limit
on the  number  of m i s s i l e s .  There were no l imi ta t ions  placed on the
improvement on the quality of the missiles. As soon as the agree-
ment  was s i gned , Soviet revf~ionism made ~verv effort to moderni ze
i t s  m i ss ih -~ and to test and develop m i s s i l e s  wi th  m u l t i p l e  warheads ,
thus t u rn ing  the Sove t-U .S .  nuclear  race from one of quan t i t y  to
one of quality .

Last year , the Soviet Un ion and the Uni ted States agreed to ta lk
on a permanent  t rea ty  on l i m i t i n g  o f fens ive  s t ra tegic weapons. However ,
because Soviet r e v i s i o n i s m  has made such strenuous e f for t s  for
superiority in the quality of guided missiles while tJ .S. imperialism
has sought to ~~ p se 1 i a i t~; on th i s ,  no progress has been made at
the talks. Under these c i rcumstances ,  the Soviet Union and the
United States can do nothing this year but say that they will , at
a la ter  da t e , i n s t i t u t e  a new agreement covering the period until
1985 . What th i s  means  is that the so-called permanent treaty has
fallen to pieces.

As to the so-called agreement on the prevention of nuclear war signed
by the Soviet Union and the United States , it is n o t h i n g  but  a wo rth-
less piece of paper. Soviet revisionism has praised this agreement
is the peak of peaceful diplomacy and tire first swallow that brings to
a ll people a reduction in the threat of nuclear war. However , this
agreement neither stipulates that the Soviet Union and the United
States shal l not use nuclear weapons , nor does it effect the nuclear
arm aments of the Soviet Union and the Unite d States in the least. The
fact tha t  the Soviet Un i~~n and the United States have subsequently in-
creased the pace of the i r  nuc lea r  arms program shows that  the so-cal led
“peak ” and “sw a l low” are nothing but lies.

V —- - V 
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Having disposed of these Soviet-American agreements as fraudulent and

st’perfici al , Chang Lin became quite categorical in his denunciation

of the prospects for Soviet-Arneri~~in cooperation. His comments differed

sharply in tone from Peking ’s more relaxed descriptions in 1973 and 1974

of the negotiations . Rather than citing other authorities such as

Secretary Schlesinger or Defense Minister Grechko , Chang seemed to be

lashing out at unseen Chinese “comrades” who may have begun to challenge
the prevailing line by arguing that Soviet-American collusion is impos-
sible:

Contention for world hegemony is fundamental to the nature
of Soviet-U.S. relations , and the contradictions between
them can never be solved. It is simply not true that Soviet-
U.S. relations have changed from antagonism into full develop-
ment as alleged by Soviet revisionism. The so-called machine
of cooperation set into motion by Soviet revisionism and U.S.
imperialism and the SALT agreements simply do not portend any
shift toward peace in the antagonism between them . On the
contrary , they denote the increasingly sharp and antagonistic
relations between the Soviet Union and the United States.
Soviet revisionism ’s reason for using “talks” and “agreements”
to spread the illusion of detente is to benumb the world’s
people and to cover up its accute contention with U.S. im-
perial ism. *

One week later, as if to back up Chang Lin ’s argument , a Shanghai

workers’ group also argued that the contention between the Soviets and
Americans is becoming “increasingly acute and the arms race is keener

**than ever.” According to the Shanghai group , “as Brezhnev once said ,

detente is not a goal but a kind of tactic for a limited time .” This

article contained a new phrase: “Like U.S. imperialism , Soviet revisionist

social imperialism has become a new source of world war in the present era .”

The Chinese comment on September 14 noted that a Soviet naval task

force cruised off the waters of Hawaii, according to American news re-
***ports , but NCNA drew no conclusions from th i s .

*FBIS , August 21 , 1974 , p. 84.
**Peking ’s domestic service , August 30 , 1974 , translated in FBIS .

September 3, 1974 , p. A6 .
NCNA , Peking , September 14, 1974 , reprinted in FBIS , September 16,

L 
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The speech by Cir iao Kuan-hua at the U.N. General Assembly on

August 2 further developed the themes that the Shanghai group and

Clrang Lin had expressed . According to Chiao :

So long as imperialism and social imperialism exist, there
will be the danger of war, and genuine detente or “lasting
p~ace” will be impossible. Today , the danger of war comes
from the superpowers . . . . With this contention between
the two superpowers going on as it is , eventually, either
the superpowers will go to war against each other or the
people will rise in revolution ; . . . *

Chiao went on:

The basic contradictions in the world are further sharpeni ~~,

particularly the contradiction between the two superpowers
on the one hand the people of all countries on the other and
the contradiction between t he  two superpowers themselves.
In the past year, the contention between the two superpowers

for spheres of influence and world hegemony has become
:iore intense . . . . “Detente” has become a kind of quack medicine
hawked by the Soviet leadership ever~~here. But none of us will
forget that it was after the reaching of a stack of agreements
at the second U.S.-Soviet talks that the Middle East war broke
out , and that it was after the reaching of more agreements at
the third U.S. -Soviet  t a l k s  t h a t  the Cyprus events occurred .
So then , where is the “detente?” . . . To keep a “balance of
p ower ” the U n i t e d  Sta tes  arid the Soviet Union reached cer ta in
i~ reements on “strategic arms limitation ” but it has becqm~more ev iden t at the third summit talks that~ at bottom, these
agreements se r ve  the purpose of bigger and more intensified
contention . \s far as balance is concerned, it has always
been relative and temporary whether in nature or in human 

V

society, while imbalance is absolute and constant. In the
real life of today, there is in fact “no balance of power”
between the two superppwers. I ns tead , each side is desperately
trying to ?ut 5

~~~~~ 
and overwhelm the other , and the wildest

arms race is on.

*Peking R~:’vis’r, No.  41, October 11 , 1974, p. 10.

Ib id., p. 10.
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In the following weeks there were several Chinese statements about

Soviet ICBM tests , but it was not u n t i l  October 27 that  a major  new
statement was issued . Two days after the American announcement , Peking

reported in a broadcast to the Chinese people that tire U.S. had tested

an air-launched Minuteman-type ICBM from an aircraft over California. V

The broadcast also quoted from the October 26 Ncio York Tim- 8 that 
V

“Kissinger and the Department of Defense have consistently pushed this

mobile ICBM test program in order to give the Soviet Union an impression

that the United States is fully prepared to match them in developing

mobile ICBMs .” It also quoted the October 20 W
~~~~

- :-tcr~ Post that Air

Force General George Brown , Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, had

“ordered all efforts should be made to develop this new weapons system.”

This important article also contained the first Chinese analysis of

the .-\B~-t treaty signed at SALT I in May 1972.

Some U.S. newspapers and journals recently said t h a t  the
U ni t ed Stat es had d iscovered throug h reconnaissance that  the
Soviet  Union has recen t ly  t r i a l -p roduced  a kind of land-based
mobile ICBM . They also said that the United States has de-
tected that the Soviet Union is trial-producing a new mobile
anti-ballistic guided missiles system . ~1any U.S. officials
hold that by so doing the Soviet Union has “openly violated ”
the U.S.-Soviet agreement on anti-ballistic guided m i s si l es . *

Another N CNA broadcast reported tha t the ~V€o~ Yoe~: riV ’s~~!o on October 10

said that the U.S. had detected that the Soviets had developed a mobile

intercontinental ballistic missile which “could have far-reaching effects

on the nuclear balance between the Soviet Union and the United States.”

The article was quite brief, however , and carried no explanation of mobile

ICBM capabilities.

The last major statements on SALT and the strateg ic arms balance in

1974 came at the United Nations in November. Chinese representative

NCNA Peking , October 22, 1974, reprinted in FBIS , October 29. 1974 ,
p. A3-A4 . In effect, Peking had simply delayed media coverage of the ABM
treaty until the U.S. press described possible Soviet violations of the
treaty over two years after it was signed . Peking could then report the
episode as further evidence of superpower conflict which by extension in-
validated the argument that “collusion ” occurred at SALT.

NCNA , Peking, October 24 , 1974, reprinted in FBIS , October 31 , 1974,
p. A9.
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An Ch i h - v u a i i  spoke on ~overnber 4 , comparing the Soviet and American

r e l a t i v e  e f f o r t  in t h e  nuc l ear arms race in very va~~~e term s :

Since the beginning af the “strateg ic arms l imitation talks”
the arms race between the two superpowers has never been abated .
One of theni has been particularly ei rer ~ e t ic  in  tirat respect.
In recent years , while strenuously developing conventional
weapons , it has beeii developing its nuclear weap~ ns on an Un-

~~~~~dented_ scale and with up ax-alle led  speed. In the past
decade , its ICBMs have increased almost tenfold and in the
last two years it has gone a step further to develop MIRVs
on a large s cale in contention fo r  nuclear superiority.
Not to be outdone , the other superpower has declared its in-
tention never to be reduced to a “secondary power” in terms
of mil itary strem~th and is also on~ aged in intensified arms
expJn ’~ion . Recent 1~- , when the here resuming the “SALT” talks ,
one suP~~~~ower  mad - t rem ndaus e ffor t s  to develop mobile ICBMs
w h e r e L j o n  the_ ot i t e r  1 : L - r ~ owur  decl ared the successful  t e s t ing
l au n c h i n g _ of an IC BM I r a ” an airp lane. This  ma rks the beg inning
of a new roun d of the ar: - race he su1 erpowers, plagued
by ever  more serious economic difficulties , ai-c- seeking, or will
inevitably seek, a way out i~rough the further militarization of

j r flat i onal economies “~~

Although most of An Chih-yuan ’s talk did not deviate from previous Ch inese

policies , he did add one detail to the earlier theme expressed by several

spokesmen about the possibility of a world war between the two superpowers:

The people of various countries who went through two world
V wars hope to prevent the imperialists from making a new war .

Their demand i s  entire ly justified . Lhe ques tion  is what
po l i cy  should he adopted in order to e f f e c t i v e l y  prevent the
~~p~~ppwers_ from_ lau nc~-& ing _a new war . . . imperialism is a
source of war in modern t imes .  So long as imper ia l ism and
social imperialism exists , there exists tire danger of war
and imperialism invariabl y resorts to the policy of peace
deception and the policy of war alternately. The moie it
is actively engaged in expansion and aggression abroad and
in war preparations , the more energetically it will sing

NCN A , Pekin~ , November 5, 1974, reprinted in FBIS, November 6, 1974,
p.  A9; also in P-~*i ncj R~’i’iaw , No. 47 , November 22 , 1974 , p. 13-15.
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“detente” and “disarmament .” The imj~~~ialist j-)owers did
the same prior to the breakout~~ oth Id

A burst  of Chinese propaganda a c t i v i t y  occurred a f t e r  the announce-
ment of the Vladivostok agreements in November . Secretary Kissinger an-

nounced that the Soviets and Americans had agreed on numerical limitations

of MD- ’,’ vehicles and nuclear delivery vehicles , but the Chinese press did

not directly report any agreement for over a month. Instead , Peking

launched a barrage attack on “Soviet disarmament fraud .” A new charge

was made that the “most serious and real threat to the security of mankind

at present comes from the unbridled arms race between the two superpowers .”

The image that the two superpowers were neck and neck in tire nuclear
***

arms race was again conveyed in an article at the end of 1974. A section V

entitled “Feverish Nuclear Arms Expans i on” made this comparison:

While engaging in massive nuclear arms expansion , both sides pay
great attention to develop ing conventional arms. . . . It (USS R)
has surpassed the United States both in the speed of building more
ships and in the to ta l  number of surface vessels  and submarines .
I t  is now making every effort to turn out aircraft carriers and
speedup nuclear-powering of its submarine fleet in the race to
catch up wi th  the U n i t e d  States in these two f i e l d s . . . . The
United States also deems it imperative to put more effort into
developing its conventional war capability. Shortly after the 1973
M iddle East war , it summed up the experien ce gained in the war; in
the military budget for fiscal year 1975 set forth earl y las t yea r ,

*

Ibid., FBI S, p. A9. A New York Trr ~ec story on Am’s speech noted
that:

The General Assembly ’s annual arms debate offers virtuall y
the only app ’rtunity for the United States and other dis-
armament  ~pecialists to hear China ’s views and to h a v e  a
chance for any kind of private exchange outside the m e e t i n g
roOm~~.

See 1V~w Y, r <  riec , November 5, 1974.

N CN A , Peking, November 20, 1974, reprinted in FBIS , November 21),
1974 , p. A l .  This a r t i c l e  again cited the In t e rna t iona l  Peace Research
Institute of Sweden which said that the Soviets had increased th e i r  nuclear
submarines by 50 percent and their SLBM5 by 40 percent from 1971-197 .1 .
There were no comparative figures on the Soviet -American s t r a t e g ic balance ,
however . The article did note that the Soviet armed units in Europe had
increased by one-third since 1972.

NCNA , Peking, November 30, 1974; reprinted in FBIS , January 2, l9~ 5-
‘ and Peking Review, No. 3, January 17 , 1975.
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it called for greater efforts to increase production and
‘storage of munit ions , tanks , an t i - t ank  miss i les , and anti-
a i r c r a f t  we apons , and other conventional  weapons.  In recent
years it also has continuously stepped up development of its V

naval forces in the scramble with the Soviet revisionists for
maritime hegemony . . . . Al l  th i s  shows that so-called “lasting
peace” and “a generation of peace” are nothing but deceitful
talk. The nature of imperialism determines that the nature 

V

between the two hegemonic p~~~~ s . . . can only be one of V

fierce contention, making the outbreak of war hard to avoid
as ri valry between the two hegemonic powers sharpens,

the danger of war looms l argq~ .*

An importan t and de f in i t i ve  ar t ic le  appeared in Peop le ’s Dail y on

Dec embe r 2 7 , 1974 . I t  d i rec t ly  addressed the Vladivostok agreements:

As long as the two superpowers do not stop the nuclear arms
race , they cannot rely on the smokescreen of “strategic arms
limitation .” They irave recently made a big noise about the
“agreement” which the two sides have reached and the maximum
“quota ” on st rateg ic arms s t ipulated in the “agreement , ” thus
making great contributions to “deterrence .”
People w i l l  a l l  ask: “What has the so-called “quota” re-
stricted?”

It allows the tinited States to catch up witir the Soviet Union
by increasing a large number of vehicles for strategic weapons
and ~iiiT~~is the two sides to build their MIRVs en masse. It also
allows the two sides to improve effectively the quality of their
strategic missiles to better suit their needs in their conten-
tion for nuclear superiority; it allows the two sides to eiiiance
the s i z e  of the t irr ow-wei ght  of miss i l es  and to make them more
wei ght y;  it  a l lows the two sides to desi gn and produce new ground
and air  mobi le  ICBMs wi thout  l imi ta t ions  to replenish and replace
thei r respective a rsenal .  ~~j~~~1y show the profusel y
lauded “quota” is nothing but the new “emulation rules” for the
next round of nuclear arms race. . . . The two countries are
staging an old play which can make no “box-office earnings” and
is unable to arouse people ’s interest. The reason why they
produce this scrap of paper to deceive themselves and others
is to seek some political gain to cover up their dire straits
at home and abroad so as to resuscitate their moribund policy of
“detente.

“Sov i e t - U . S .  Contention for Hegemony In t ens i f i e s . ”

Peop le ’s Dail y ,  December 27, 1974; article by Jen Ku-ping , “Limitation
of Nuclear Weapons or Contention for Nuclear Superiority?”
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Jen also quoted U.S. military leaders as indicating that “the U.S.

must maintain a superiority of nearly 2 to 1 over the Soviet Union in

the number of ICBMs equipped with MIRVs .” According to Jen :

Each side strives to restrict its opponent but none is able
to do so in the end . Sometimes their strength seems about
the same, but this is only a temporary and relative phenomenon;
the basic situation is imbalance. It is also imj ~~ssiI~~e t o
reach a ba1ance.~

*

Ibid .
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V. CONCLUSIONS

~ i t i ’ i n  tire limits of tin s paper , we cannot expect more than cursory

tre it-~c-nt of a few important aspects of tire Chinese perceptions of SALT
and t h e  strateg ic balance . Three key findings stand out .

I-i r -~t , i t  appears that Chinese [- h l a statements are not particularly

V 
sen s i t i v e  to the  impl ica t ions  of po ten t ia l  sh i f t s  in the mi l i t a ry  balance
caused by the development , production , or deployment of specific new

wea pons systems . In 1974 , for example , a l though Peking quickly reported
both tire American test of an air-launched ICBM and frequent Soviet tests

of MIRVed ICBMs in the Pacific , the only “conclusion” Peking ’s media

drew from tirese events was that these events confirmed the validity of

V tire Chinese propaganda line in effect since 1972 that the two superpowers

are competing for strategic superiority.

Our second f ind ing  is that the Chinese bel ieve there have been three

reversals in the overall  s t ra teg ic balance in 1957 , 196 5 and 197 2.  Fi r st

came ~lao Tse-tung ’s proclamation in 1957 in response to Soviet successes

i n  I CBM tes ts  and Sputn ik  s a t e l l i t e s  that the “ East Wind prevails over the
iV e st  Wi nd .” Several s ta tements  during the next seven years from 1957-1964
rout in u ed to assert th e m ilitar y superiority of the socialist camp .

Then a second shift occurred in 1965 when Peking began to accuse the
Sov i et Union and the United States of global collusion against China .

‘ u r i r r g this period. Peking did not exp l ic i t l y  compar e t he st r ateg ic ba la nce .

~rosumabl y such a comparison would be i l log ical or superf luous because the

U S .  and USSR were  a l l e g e d l y  no more adversa r i es  than were tir e U . S .  and

Nr itain. Many areas of the world were said by Peking to be the scene of

Sov i e t - A m e r i c a n  co l lus ion  i n c l u d i n g  the f i e ld  of s t ra tegic  arms . The

a nnouncement of tir e American decision to deploy a l imited ABM system was

sa i d  by P e k i n g  to prove tha t  Moscow and Washington had consp ired at tire

1967 Glassboro summit meetings to form a “nuclear military alliance” to

oppose China . The differences between Soviet and Chinese assessments of

the strategic balance emerged as a key issue in the Sino-Soviet ideolog ical 
V
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debate , and Peking cons i s t en t ly  mocked tire Sov i et s  in l J ( -1- l965 , de-
sc r ib ing  tinem as ‘‘ sca red out o f t i l e  ir  w i t  s of ’ \ m e r i c a n  i~u c l ear n e u p o l i $

Despite the ob v iou s imp l i c a t i on t h a t  ~;ome type of real  Am erican
strategic superiority had caused this Soviet intimidation , the Chinese

press avoided giving any description or exp licit comparisons of the

number or quality of Soviet and American strateg ic offensive forces.

Rather, abstract statements that nuclear weapons could not decide wars

were made repeatedly.
It is possible that the Peking media was as uncertain as tire Western

press of the actual size and capabilities of the Soviet strategic forces

during this period , because Moscow had never fulI~- informed Peking about

the status of Soviet strategic forces , particularly Soviet numerical in-

feriority in ICBMs . If the strategic balance from 1965-1969 was hi ginly

ambiguous , then Peking ’s silence would seem to reflect caution in ac-

cepting Western public estimates of Soviet inferiority .
V 

There may be other poss ible  exp l ana t ions  of Pek ing ’s v i e ~-s , h e se v e r .

For example , it may be conjectured that Peking believed the United States

actually held the strategic advantage , but that it would be unwise to

alarm the Chinese people by revealing this fact. On t i l e  other hand , if

Peking believed the Soviets to be strategically superior , it mi gint be
unwise  and impolitic to say so p u b l i c l y  thereby a l l o w i n g  tire Soviets to
infer that China ’s leaders were somehow intimidated by Soviet strength .

A third possibility is that Peking ’s leadership may simp ly have been

unable to agree on the question . There is evidence that during 1963

Chinese leaders quarreled eve r  differing assessments of tire threat to

China posed by the U.S. bombing and milit ary buildup in Vietnam .

* 

Western public estimates of  Soviet ICBM s t rength varied from “200
or 300” in August IJu)) to “l es. t h u ~ 73” in  November 1961 according to
The E~ -~~~r rc ~. . This  p o i n t  is documented in a forthcoming Rand study by
Herbert Goldhamjner.

See esp eci a l ly  Ja y ‘ra y lor , -~~~ini ~n-~ Jo uHica s t ;  ~a L- ~, Praeger , 1974 ,
pp. 36-41. Also important are: Ilarr h arding and Melvin Gurtov , “The
Purge of Lo Jui-ch ’ing: The Politics of Chinese Strateg ic Planning,” The
Rand Corporat ion , 197 1 ; Michael Yahuda , “Kremlinology and the Chinese
Strateg ic Debate , 1965-1966 ,” ‘

~~~ [~~1V Z  .~~u V z~~~tV ’P L l , No.  49 , January-March 1972;
Donald Zagoria , Vie~~ Vv1 ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ Pegasus Books , 1967.
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-—V-- - - __  _ _



- -

67

Nevertheless , Chinese perceptions of the strategic balance in 1964-1969

remain relatively inaccessible to us in contrast to the many statements

made from 1972-1974.

Beg inn ing  la t e in 1968 , we may trace the gradual , complex emergence

of the third and most recent reversal in Peking ’s perceptions of the

strateg ic balance . The first explicit , quantitative strategic comparisons
*

were not to appear until 1972, but several speeches by Lin Piao and Chou

En-lai im 1969 outlined this entirely new perception of the Soviet-American

strateg ic relationship. The earlier accusations of global superpower col-

lusion and a “monstrous conspiracy against China” gradually disappeared

from the Chinese press while a new theme was introduced : fierce super-

power contending for world hegemony with China and the Third World merely

playing the role of endangered bystanders. Probably as part of this new

theme, an important Chinese editorial in January 1972 conceded (if only by

implication) that the United States had once possessed military superiority :

Peking announced that the U.S. had “lost” its absolute military superiority

over the USSR . No exp lanation was given .

Since 1964, there had been no assertions that either the Soviet Union

or the United States possessed overall strategic superiority. In the

Chinese press , neither the “East Wind” nor the “socialist camp” seemed to

exist anymore , let alone prevail over anything . Rather, the Chinese media

quoted Western sources, especially Secretary Schlesinger frequently and

at length , to suggest that approximate equality in strategic forces now

prevail.

This Chinese view of “essential equivalence” does not seem to be

the same as the American definition of a stable balance. According to

Pek ing :

Eacir side strives to restrict its opponent but none is able
to do so in the end . Sometimes their strength seems about
the same, but this is only a te~i~ orary and relative phenomenon ;
th e basic situat ion is imbalance. It is also impossible to
reach a balance .

At the same time , the U.S. threat to China was downplayed and the
Soviet Union was increasingly portrayed as the primary tirreat to China .

P eop le ‘a -7- r i  ~~~~~ December 27 , 1974; a r t  i d e  by len Ku-p ing , “Limita-
tion of Nuclear Weapons or Contention for Nuclear Superiority ?”
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According to several other Chinese statements made from 1972-1974, tine

Soviet Union is aggressively seeking strateg ic superiority, but the

United States intends to match any significant Soviet increases.

Throughout 1972-1974, Peking ’s rhetorical tone resembled the outraged

muckraker who exposes each new agreement on arms limitation as a fraud

to cover up an uncontrolled , “frenzied” superpower arms race . In short ,

Peking seems to be saying that “essential equivalence” in strategic forces

can only be temporarily attained because Soviet aggressiveness will upset

the balance and cause an American response.

The third key finding of this preliminary analysis of Chinese views

of SALT concerns the relationship between Peking ’s internal political

struggle for power and the shifts in attitudes toward the Soviet-American

strategic relationsh ips. It is beyond the scope of this study to analyze

the domestic political influences upon all three reversals in the strateg ic

balance outl ined above , but some tentative comments about tine third shift

in Chinese statements may be helpful.

Why did the gradual shift from “global collusion ’ to “fierce contending ”

occur after 1968? Three explanations immediately may be suggested:

o There have been “real world” shifts in Soviet-American
relations which were correctly assessed by Peking ’s

leaders and , quite rationally, announced in the
Chinese media.

o The editors and reporters of NCNA and P eop le ’rr Daiiy

operate in an organizational context -- e . g . ,  desi r e

for promotions -- that induces them to hedge their uncertain
views of Soviet-American relations by coining ambiguous

phrases l ike “contending and at the same time colluding .”

o Peking ’s leaders have compromised their differing view s on

the nature of Soviet-American relations and, like the com-
mittee that invented the camel, the Politburo invented tire

phrase “contending and colluding” precisely because it was

contradictory and thus combined two opposing viewpoints.

*

Less frequent is the formulation that both superpowers want to
achieve strategic superior i ty . For example , see above , p. 56.
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This third explanation seems sli ghtly more plausible than the

first two . As certain leaders left the Politburo after 1,169 , we would

expect the inconsistent or compromise formulation to change toward one

side or the  o ther .  This in fact  is what happened a f t e r  tile fa l l  of Lin

Piao and his allies.

Let us also examine the first explanat ion which posits that after

mid-1968 , Moscow and Washington actually did reduce their earlier “col-

luding ” and did , in some sense , begin to “contend” for world hegemony .

The problem with tin s interpretation is that it does not square with

three major events in 1968 which preceded the shift in Peking ’s attitude :

o In August 1968, the Western press stated that the United

States had acquiesced in the Soviet invasion of Czecho-

slovakia ~nd contrasted the relative mildness of the

-\oerican response in 1968 to the outraged protests

orchestrated by Washington af ter  the Soviet invasion

of Hungary in 1956. This episode hardly signified that

the superpowers had reduced collusion and increased con-

tention.

o In July 1968 Soviet Foreign ~.linister Gromyko announced

Soviet acceptance of the U.S. proposal for strateg ic

arms limitation talks.

o Final I~’, the Vietnam peace negotiations began in the spring — 
V

of 1968 after intensive Soviet-American diplomatic activity.

Tinus , in 1968 far from a dramatic increase in Soviet-American confronta-

V tion and rivalry , there were signs of Irei ghtened , if limited , Soviet-

American political cooperation.

It was as though Peking ’s earlier paranoid allegations of Soviet-

American global  co l lus ion  were a ni ghtmare coming t r r i c~. 1-low the n co u ld

Chinese leaders and political analysts portray this new superpower re-

lationshi p as “contending ”? A major new initiative must have been mounted

in Peking at the time to counteract the obvious threat of increased Soviet-

- - American collusion . The scene of this initiative was probably in October

1968 at the first central committee meeting since the Cultural Revolution .

The language of the communique subtly suggested that China would welcome

- - , - . ‘ V--- - -~~~
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new members of a “broad” alliance against the Soviet Uinion . \ithoug h

the message was apparently not appreciated by tine Johnson administration ,

Peking made its point a little more bluntly (but still very indirectly)

a month later in November by offering to restore diplomatic contact w i t h

the United States in Warsaw and by republisining a twenty-year-old article

by Mao justifying negotiations with the enemy in the name of attaining

higher goals.

This Chinese initiative toward the Johnson administration was not

responded to , but newly elected President Nixon opened a confidential

channel to Peking two weeks after his inauguration . Nevertheless , almost

three months passed before an American response was made thus leaving

Premier Chou En-lai and the moderate leaders in Peking who had presumabl y

proposed the idea in an exposed and vulnerable position ideolog ically.

The Chinese press began to carry furious attacks on c om r a i e s  (name l y Li ’j
Shao-ch’i) who had underestimated the power of the U.S. or made too many

concessions to the Americans .

The new Nixon administration accepted Peking ’s offer to meet in l~ar’-~aw ,

but seems to have been insensitive to the Chinese motives th at had proa~~ e~i

Peking ’s dramatic initiative. Imagine the political context. Peking ’s

pragmatists probably genuinely feared Soviet-American collusion against China

and hoped to prevent it by opening ties to Washington , while V~~ t j ~~ ,~~~
V more or-

thodox leaders like Lin Piao wanted to cling to the old line that Chi n a ’s tso

main enemies were colluding so intensively that nothing could be gained

by establishing ties with the “U.S. imperialists. ” Perinaps t ire worst re-

sponse that the Nixon administration could have made in that dontc\ t --

“Foreign Policy Report to Congress ,” DOC?4J ?U V~~~~~ Z T  -~~~ , c1)ruarv 9 .
1972, USIS Hong Kong, February 10, 1972.

**
Although one CIA analyst has asserted that tire Lin Piao a ff a ir i n

1971 did not involve foreign pol icy issues in a centra l or deci ’;ive manne r
and that China ’s foreign policy did not become an issue in the p~~ er st riig-
gle between Lin Piao and Chou Em-lai until late 1970, t h e r e  seems to be con-
siderable evidence that this view is erroneous . The first s tudy  is Phili p

- 
V Br idgham , “The Fall of Lin Piao ,” 7~’:ina V2uo ~~’t o r~~~ y ,  No.  55. Jul y/Se ptember

1973, pp. 427-449. The alternative interpretation is Roger Brown ’s “Status ,
Power and Crisis, in Sino—Soviet Relations ,” presented at The Rand Corpora-
tion Special Seminar , January 1975. See also •Tay Taylor , ‘/‘~ uz V 1 f r l V~~ ~-‘ - ot-~-
e~2st Asia~ Praeger , 1974, pp. 165-169 , which parallels Brown ’s argument
and contradicts Bridgham ’s on this point.
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sirort of making a joint “collusive ” statement with the USSR publicly

ridiculing the Ch i nese offer to meet in Warsaw -- w o u l d  have been to

hi ghli ght openly any aspect of Soviet-American military “collusion ”

agai n st  China . Such s t a tements  could onl y str engthen the hand of
those opposed to establishing an opening to the U.S. Thus, these

hardliners would use such “evidence” of Soviet-American collusion

to argue against the pragmatists ’ proposal to manipulate the potential

rivalry and contending between Moscow and Washington . Unfortunately,

President Nixon made precisel y this type of statement in his press V

conference February 8, 1969. Nixon not only expressed his optimism

about future prospects for tile SALT negotiations , but also pointedly

noted that the intent of his recent decision to deploy a limited ABM

system was anti-Chinese. About a week later , Peking canceled tine War-

saw talks.

Although only briefly sketched , this episode illustrates that Peking ’s

factional strife may well be influenced by the way in which the United

States handles its public treatment of SALT and its description of tire

purpose of U.S. strategic programs . Otirerwise stated , it is possible

that Sov i et-American success in SALT -- especially if not qualified by

public statements that fundamental Soviet-American differences remain

and that SALT is not directed against China or any other power - - may

threaten the political survival of the Chinese leaders and policies

which we would most wish to endure . Ironically, slow or zero progr ess V

in SALT coup led with stern public warnings to the Soviets by Secretary

Schlesinger that the U.S. intends to match any aggressive expansion in

Soviet strategic forces may well reinforce the general policy line , uo rld

view , and political influence of those in Peking who since 1968 have in-

itiated , implemented ,and , at considerable risk to their careers , defended

the pol icy of mak ing important ideological concessions in order to establish V

more cordial relations with the United States . To the extent that DOD and

S-\LT delegation spokesmen wish to preserve and encourage this new Sino-

American relationship, they should remain aware of how the still-quarreling

Chinese leadership may respond to their public statements and tine final 

- ---‘V ---- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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outcome of their negotiations on tine Soviet-American strateg ic balance.

S,-\LT remains a part of “triangular politics ” if only because of the Peculiar

historical sensitivity of the Chinese to a potential Soviet-American con-

spiracy against China . In fact , the two most glaring examples of potential

Soviet-American collusion at SALT have yet to be discussed in the Chinese

press at all win ch suggests the continuing sensitivity of these issues.

Peking ’s failure to report on the provisions of the -\BM treaty inas alread y

been mentioned, but a sec ond aspect of SALT may also be too d e l i c a te  a
political issue to be discussed openly by Peking because it seems to in-

dicate superpower “collusion ,” not “contending. ” The Standing Consultative

Commission (SCC) established in accordance with the ABM treaty brings to-

gether Soviet and American representatives , including military officers ,

under conditions of secrecy requested by the Soviet side to discuss , con-

sider and agree upon a variety of proposals and procedures whicin pre-

sumably involve the sharing of otherwise highly classified intelli gence

information relevant to the strateg ic forces of both sides .

above, pp. 4, 60.

According to SALT Lexicon, U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency,
V 

Washington , D.C. , 1974, pp. 15-16:

It is the responsibility of the SCC to:

(a) consider questions concerning compliance with the
obligations assumed and related situations whicir may be
considered ambiguous;

V (b) provide on a voluntary basis such information as either
Party considers necessary to assure confidence in compliance
with the obligations assumed;

(c) consider questions involving unintended interference with
national technical means of verification ;

(d) consider possible changes in the strategic situation win ch
have a bearing on the provisions of tire Treaty;

(e) agree upon procedures and dates for destruction or dis-
mantling of ABM systems or their components in cases provided
for by the provisions of tir e Treaty;

If) consider , as appropriate , possible proposals for further
increasing the viability of the Treaty, including proposals for
amendments in accordance with the provisions of the ‘l’rcaty;

(g) consider , as appropriate , proposals for  fur ther m c a s ur c~
aimed at limiting strategic arms .

Tine 5CC first convened in December , 19T3 and has s i nce me t
r e g u l a r l y  to consider these mat te r s .
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From Peking ’s perspective , it would be difficult to imagine a more

alarming type of potential Soviet-American “collusion ” than what appears

to be institutionalized secret intelli gence consultations between miii-

tarv officers of the two superpowers in the SCC . Any apparently un-
reciprocated Anlerican concessions in SALT can only heighten Peking ’s

anxiety and undermine its confidence in the long range utility of tilting

toward the United States and frontally opposing the Soviet quest for

global hegemony .

_ _ _ _  _ _ _ _  ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -



_ 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

V 75 APPENDIX A

ANNEX ONE

The Influence of China on SALT I

This section does not attempt to analyze the role of China at

SALT except to sum up four specific examples of Chinese influence

given in John Newhouse ’ s Cold ~zwn : The Story of SALT. This book

is an important source, even if not completely definitive , because

of the author ’s forthright discussion of internal U.S. documents

(NSDM5 in particular) and his attribution of certain views to Henry

Kissinger and other officials. Whether or not Newhouse is correct,

his portrayal of China at SALT I merits attention because it repre-

sents the perceptions of the U.S. officials involved , probably in-

cluding Secreta~’y Kissinger .

Without explicitly analyzing them, Newhouse recounts five

ep isodes of Chinese influence which he scatters throughout his

narrative :

o China provided the impetus or pretext for the Soviets to

deploy the Galosh ABM system around Moscow .
o China provided a rationale for Secretary McNamara to opt

for the so-called “thin ABM” in 1967 and was again men-

tioned in President Nixon ’s February 1969 press conference

as the reason for the U.S. decision to deploy a limited

ABM to defend Minuteman fields.

o In July 1970, the Soviets proposed to the U.S. SALT

Delegation that an agreement be signed on “joint action”

that the two governments would take to punish any third

nuclear power which took “provocative actions” against

the USSR, U.S., or any third country . According to the

Kalbs ’ book, Kissinger, the Secretary of State later

remarked privately that if the Soviets had been serious,

they would have asked him directly rather than the SALT

_ _ _ _ _  - ~~~~~~~..,. —~~~~~V - ’-~~~~~~~~~~~~ _ _ _ _
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Delegation . Nevertheless , Soviet interest in an agree-

ment along these lines seems to have continued and may
have inspired the July 1973 agreement on prevention of

nuclear war which includes a provision for “consultation.”

o Newhouse repeatedly refers to the perception of American

officials that “triangular politics ” was a crucial factor

at SALT. lie asserts that the U.S. opening to China

operated in two general ways: the Soviets were pressured

into making more concessions in SALT than otherwise would

have been the case. Certain U.S. officials were emboldened

to demand greater concessions from the Soviet delegation

V 
because of their perception that the Soviets would have to
be more flexible due to the China factor . In the excerpt

quoted below , for example , Newhouse ’s informant links the

American position on SLBM ’s to China : “Kissinger ’s

as tonish ing  v is i t  to China in Ju ly  (1971) strengthened
the bias of his staff in favor of pressing the Russians

on SLBMs . With the channe l to Peking now wide open , the

United States , they felt , was in a remarkab ly good

position to bargain with Moscow .”

o The timing of the opening of the SALT n e g o t i  t i o u s  seems

to have been perceived by both sides as directly linked

to Sine-Soviet border negotiations . In the view of

Ne whouse ’s informants  in the U.S. Government , the Soviets

would not open negotiations witin Washington until they

had achieved “a parallel negotiation with China on the

border issue .” Newhouse continues , “Not until they had

opened communications with Peking could they adequately

defend themselves against charges of selling out to

Washington to solemnize a contemptible great power nuc-

lear monopoly. . . .Chou agreed to open talks on the

border issue on October 20. - . .Nixon met secretly with

Soviet Ambassador Dobrynin on that same day . Five days
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later , on October 25 , the world learned by joint announce-

ment that SALT would begin on November 17, in h elsinki .”

Here are the relevant quotations from Newhouse. Page 189 con-

cerns tine most memorable initiative that occurred during the first

Vienna round of SALT July 1970. The Soviets formally presented a

proposal on July 10 which provided a “stunning glimpse of Moscow ’s

China phobia.”

On learning of plans for some “provocative” action or attack ,
the two sides--the United States and the Soviet Union--would
take joint steps to prevent it or, if too late , joint retalia-
tory action to punish the guilty party. The Soviets, in effect,
were proposing no less than a superpower alliance against other
nuclear powers. Although clearly aimed at China, the proposal
risked arousing NATO, whose membership includes two other nuc-
lear powers, Britain and France . The Soviet never would ex-
plain exactly what might constitute provocative actions .
Washington rejected the idea immediately and just as swiftly
informed the other NATO governments , lest they hear of it
through another channel and conclude that SALT really did fore-
shadow a great-power axis condominium . Perhaps one day we
wil i know whether Henry Kissinger , during his secret visit to
Peking in July 1971 , told Premier Chou En-lai about Moscow ’s
remarkable anti-China initiative.

Newhouse has a lengthy discussion of the importance of triangular

politics at SALT. On page 220 he writes :

Peking ’s surprise invitation to the American Table Tennis
Team and Premier Chou En-lai ’s remark that “a new page” in
Chinese-American relations had been turned coincided with
the 24th Soviet Party Congress. Soviet leaders must have
been aroused by quickening movement toward the liaison they
most feared. And if the handwriting was not on the wall ,
Kissinger put it there with harsh clarity by suddenly
turning up in Peking on July 9 (1971) one day after the
start of SALT V. Triangular politics had started . Indeed ,
the United States was p1ayin~ at old-fashioned real pol.itique
hitherto an alien style. The SALT agreement reached on May
26, 1972, was the product of multiple purposes and forces
of wh ich none may have been more critical than Washington ’s
revival of 19th century power politics .

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  —- 
~~~~~
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Later in his discussio n , Ne~ house  w r i tes:

The old conventions of r crz l p l i t i - -~’ue were ascendant .
Triangular politics is a euphemism for policy aimed at
moderating relations with Russian and China partly by
playing then off against each other. There would be
no major concessions or movement on SALT--not , at least ,
by Americ~~s--until Nixon ’s February tri p to China , which ,
among other things , would “keep the Russians honest ,” as
one official put it. -: - 

-

The White House was betting that Brezhnev ’s interest in
a successful summit matched its own; that from his point
of view a SALT agreement would put China ’s role and
Chinese pretensions in perspective as nothing else could .
Nixon could go to Peking, but the major business on the
East-West agend~’, could only be performed by the super-
powers, in some cases working with their allies. . .
There is little doubt that Kissinger ’s first China trip
and Nixon ’s commitment to go himself aroused Brezhnev
to hasten the slugg ish pace of his detente diplomacy.
Few concepts are more detested in Moxcow than that of a
multipolar world. . - .N i x o n and Kissinger were concern -
trating on the China trip and holding off on bi g SALT
decisions . Their calculation , of course , was that a
“good” China trip would put added pressure on the
Russians to be anenable on SALT .*

Newhouse stresses that toward the end of the SALT I negotiations

in Spring 1972 the most difficult negotiating issue became the question

of nuclear submarines and submarine-launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs).

Indeed , for the American team , “much the most-sensitive issue turned on —

**
whether SLBMs would be covered.”

The Nixon-Brezhnev meeting had flare and panache. It
reversed the form of earlier summit conferences by ending

~‘-~~p ily, though in a kind of vertiginous confusion remi-
niscent as much as anything else as the keystone cops . .

The affair nearly foundered on the SLBM replacement V -

issue . China seems to have directly affected the American

-- fin Newhouse , Cold Dawn: The Story of SALT, p. 237.
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ne~ o t i at o r s  on the i s sue  of SLBM s , in a ra ther  roun d-
abo ut fashion . (Some ~n Kis s inger ’ s sta f f f e a r e d  that )
spring ing tine SLBM issue mi ght provoke Moscow to r e v i v e
tine PBS issue , now h a p p i l y  on the s h e l f .  His s taff , or
~nirt oi~ it , f e l t  s t rong l y t h a t  the r i s k  was wro th  t a k i n g .

The SLBM issue was thrashed out in hi gh-level
n c et i in g s  oin June 18 aind -June 30 (1971) . The soviets
the n had 22 boats operational and about 13 unde r  con-
s t ruct ion , as co mpared w i t h  11 U . S .  boats operations .
But the Russians were building nuclear submarines at
the rate of eight per year, and , if they chose , could
have virtuall y twice the size of tine U.S. fleet in five
years . Washington had no plans to increase the SLBM
force. . .Kissinger ’s astonishing visit to China in
Ju ly  ( 1971) strengthened the bias  of his  s ta f f  in favor
of pressing the  Russians on SL~Ms. With the channel to
Peking now wide open , the United States, they felt , 

*

was in a remarkably good position to bargain with Moscow .

Another episode in which China influenced SALT involved the

t i1 -~i n g  of the f i r s t  SALT negot ia t ions  in November 1969. According
to Newhouse:

Over t h e summ er and in to ea r ly autumn , Moscow and Washing-
ton played rhetorical badminton with SALT, but not until
the Russians could establish a prallel negotiation with
China on the border issue could they sit down with the
Americans . Soviet leaders had to show tha t they were no
less concerned with tine stability of the Communist bloc
than with stable U.S.-USSR re l ations . Not until they had
opened communications with Peking could they adequate ly
defend themselves against charges of selling out to
Washington to solemnize a contemptible great-power nuclear
monopoly. Not just a Communist bloc but the Third World
was looking on.

After March (1969) , Moscow alternately issued threats and
offered compromises , while shifting large numbers of forces
to the Far East . Fresh incidents touched off by tine
Russians on the Sinkiang border , plus the progressively
m or e - hi gh plausibility of a surg ical nuclear strike , finall y
began to tell. China became less shrill and less obdurate.
In September. Peking bowed to reality. Kosyg in flew to
Hano i for the  funera l  of Lb Ch i -n in , and went on from there
to meet Premier Chou En-iai at the Peking ai rport on
September 20. Chou -~ zreed to cpen talks on the border issue
on October 20.

Ib i d , p p 222~~2 2 V
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It may or may not have been a coincidence that Nixon met
secretly with Soviet Ambassador Dobrynin on that same
day. Five days later, on October 25, the world learned
by joint announcement that SALT would begin on November
17 , in Helsinki .

In this statement, Newhouse is echoing the idea of Uelnut

Sonj-ienfeldt written in 1966 that the China factor could inhibit

Soviet flexibility in strategic arms talks . Presumably, the Chinese

nuclear threat to the Soviet Union may also have inhibited Moscow

area from missile attack. According to Newhouse ,

The Russians, in turn, have never discounted the possibility
that China , fearing precisely (a surgical strike by the
Soviets), might lob a nuclear device at Moscow . By 1969,
there was general acceptance that the real purpose of the
Soviet Galosh ABM was to protect Moscow from primitive
Chinese nuclear weapons, as distinct from high-performance
American missiles .*

*

Ibid., pp. 164-165 .

_ _ _ _ _ _  
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