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UNITED STATES INTERNATIONAL

ANALYSIS OF U.S. POLICY TOWARD CHINA 1945-55

Beijing MEIGUO YANJIU [AMERICAN STUDIES] in Chinese Vol 1 No 1, Spring 87 pp
40-68

[Article by Wang Jisi [3769 4874 1835]: "U.S. China Policy a Result of
Misperceptions"]

[Text] The China policy of the United States underwent radical changes in the
decade between 1945 and 1955. The vacillating decision-making process of the
Truman and Eisenhower Administrations, the inconsistencies of their policy
statements, the heated debate on the China question both inside and outside
Congress, the wide variety of policy proposals and intelligence analyses put
forward by U.S. officials, and sensational reports on China in the media all
fully pointed up the complexity and multilevel nature of U.S.-Chinese
relations and provides many attractive research topics for historians and
political scientists in both nations.

On the face of it, the objective of America's China policy in 1944 ran counter
to those of 1945. In 1945, the United States said "it wanted to see a
powerful China." In 1955, on the other hand, it sought to contain, isolate,
and weaken China. Both objectives were put forward explicitly and both were
undisputed within the ruling circle in the United States. The turning point
was the creation of new China, which ended the American dream of setting up a
powerful China in accordance with its own design and signaled the failure of
the longstanding U.S. effort to control China's destiny. Henceforth, the
policy aimed at weakening China remained in place for over 2 decades until the
United States again recognized that a strong China was consistent with its
interests.

This article reviews the China policy of the United States in the first 10
years after World War II, emphasizing the impact of U.S.-Chinese relations in
this period on the future China policy. It proposes to analyze from three
perspectives-~-the international strategic setup, conflicting interests between
the United States and China, and U.S. domestic politics--the major elements in
the United States that shaped its China policy, the external changes of the
policy, its intrinsic continuity, and the basic ideology and values of the
United States in handling its relationship with China. These elements and
values have had far-reaching influence for many years and even today.




1. The U.S. Strategy in East Asia and the Soviet Factor

U.S. power in the Pacfic and East Asia expanded rapidly and reached a peak in
China in the first half of the 20th century. Before 1945, U.S. expansion was
thwarted by Japan and checked by such powers as Britain, Russia (and,
subsequently, the Soviet Union.) After the defeat of Japan in the war,
however, U.S. troops were stationed all over the Pacific and found a foothold
in China and Korea. To U.S. expansionists, "there is now the prospect of the
entire Pacific becoming some kind of Hawaii." (Footnote 1) (Franz Schurmann:
"The Logic of World Power," Penguin Press, 1974 edition, p 166) Indeed the
U.S. had drawn up a plan during the Pacific War to occupy Asia and parts of
the Pacific and intended to carry it out as soon as Japan was defeated.
(Footnote 2) (Akira Iriye, "Was there a Cold War in East Asia?" in "The
Problems and Prospects of American-East Asian Relations," edited by John Chay.
Western Viewpoint Publishing House, 1977 edition, p 14) It was exactly this
kind of war plan calling for the subjection of Japan to strict U.S.
guardianship and the elevation of China, its wartime ally, to the position of
a power under U.S. control that set the tone for America's postwar China
policy.

The "Yalta Agreement™ concluded in February 1945 was a grand design born of
U.S.~Soviet compromise to rebuild international order. It drew up a sphere of
influence for each nation in East Asia. Henceforth the Soviet Union would be
content to maintain the rights and interests it obtained at Yalta. George
Kennan, the U.S. diplomat, said with good reason that Soviet policy during
this period was "a flexible and imaginative policy aimed at taking on the
minimal obligations in return for the maximum rights in the Asian continent
outside Soviet Asia." (Footnote 3) (Quoted in Harold C. Hinton: "Three and a
Half Powers," Indiana University Press, 1975 edition, p 32) Franklin
Roosevelt and his special envoy to China, Hurley, had banked on Soviet
cooperation in setting up a coalition government in China to be headed by
Chiang Kai-shek. As a matter of fact, after winning the war of resistance
against Japan, both the United States and the Soviet Union wanted to avoid the
outbreak of a large-scale civil conflict in China. In August 1945, just when
Hurley was mediating between the Kuomintang [KMT] and the Communist Party of
China [CPC], Stalin directly cabled the CPC Central Committee. The gist of
his message was this: Your party should maintain domestic peace and must not
continue the civil war, otherwise there is a danger that the nation would be
destroyed. (Footnote 4) (Xiang Qing [0686 7230]: "Collected Works on the
Relationship between the Communist International and the Chinese Revolution,"
Shanghai People's Publishing House, 1985 edition, p 231) This was the
international background behind Mao Zedong's trip to Chongqing to negotiate
with Chiang Kai-shek.

As the cold war between the United States and Soviet Union intensified in
Europe, the American hopes of turning China into a power became a specific
strategy. Marshall's mission to China was related to the cold war. Its
purpose was not so much to "help the KMT establish authority in China over the
largest area possible" as to expand U.S. influence in China to offset Soviet
influence. (Footnote 5) (Dean Acheson's letter to Truman. See "The China
White Paper," Stanford University Press, 1967 edition, p 11) As for the
extent of Soviet involvement in Chinese politics and whether it was actively



aiding the CPC, these were not primary concerns in U.S. strategic thinking.
The U.S. hung on to China because of the global expansionist strategy it had
adopted with the battle cry of "checking Soviet expansion.” That the pro-
Chiang Kai-shek and anti-CPC policy of the United States became more
pronounced after civil conflict broke out in China resulted inevitably from
its global strategy. As a 1948 report by the National Security Council made
clear, "The basic long-term goal of the United States in China is to encourage
a stable representative government at the head of an independent, united China
that will be friendly to the United States and can check possible Soviet
aggression in the Far East. Given the chaotic situation in China, the primary
feasible goal in the short run is to prevent the CPC from overrunning China."
(Footnote 6) (U.S. Department of State, "Documents on Foreign Relations of the
United States," (abbreviated hereafter as the "Documents,") 1948 Vol 8, p 45)

The basic premise of the United States regarding Sino-Soviet relations during
the civil war was that a "China under communist rule would ally itself closely
with the Soviet Union politically, economically, and militarily." (Footnote 7)
("Documents," 1947 Vol 7 p 287). In 1948, however, Tito broke with Stalin,
which gave rise to American hopes that a similar schism would occur between
China and the Soviet Union. Document 48/2 of the National Security Council
approved by President Truman in December 1949 proposed that the United States
n"gxploit all differences between China and the Soviet Union and between
Stalinists and other forces in China." (Footnote 8) (Quoted in "The United
States and Communist China in 1949 and 1950: the Question of Rapprochement and
Recognition," The U.S. Senate Foreign Relations Committee, 1973 edition, p 5)
A delegation from the CPC and the Chinese government led by Mao Zedong visited
the Soviet Union for 8 long weeks starting 16 December. The U.S. State
Department thought this was the most promising time to sow discord between the
two communist nations. John Davis of the Policy Design Committee predicted
that Soviet "blackmail" might combine with China's own economic difficulties
to produce "divisions in the leadership and coup plots." (Footnote 9)
("Documents," 1950, Vol 6 pp 305-306) Clearly, it was no accident that all key
policy statements by the U.S. Government at this time avoided directly
attacking the CPC. But developments in China, particularly the signing of the
Sino-Soviet treaty in February 1950, bitterly disappointed U.S. of ficials who
now ruled out the possibility of the appearance of a "Titoist tendency" in
China.

The U.S. position on and policy toward the Chinese civil war left no room for
the development of normal U.S.-Chinese relations. It should be said that U.S.
actions to a large extent brought about the last thing America wanted--a close
Sino-Soviet alliance. It is said that some passages in Dean Acheson's China
White Paper and the address by Assistant Secretary of State Dean Rusk in which
he described China as a "Slavic Manchukuo" were designed to stir up anti-
Soviet nationalist feelings among the Chinese. (Footnote 10) (Dorothy Borg and
Waldo Heinrichs ed., "Uncertain Years: Chinese-American Relations, 1947-50,"
Columbia University Press, 1980 edition, p 21) But this kind of derogatory
talk by American officials that dismissed China as a Soviet vassal state was
counterproductive. On the other hand, other plans to drive a wedge between
China and the Soviet Union, such as recognition of new China and the
development of bilateral trade, were never carried out.




By early 1950, a new scenario had appeared--a Sino-Soviet alliance, the
establishment of the Democratic Republic of Vietnam, and the consolidation of
the revolutionary regime in North Korea. The U.S. Government began
reassessing the situation in Asia and came to the conclusion that a
"monolithic communism dominated by Stalin" prevailed there. The bipolar
situation in Asia prompted Truman to link his Asian policy more closely to
U.S.-Soviet confrontation in Europe. NSC-68 adopted by the National Security
Council in April 1950 globalized the country's cold war strategy and lumped
together communist parties everywhere, labelling them a threat to the United
States without making any distinction among them. As its hostility toward the
new China deepened, the United States beefed up military deployments in the
Western Pacific. Although the U.S. Government at one point considered not
taking military actions to prevent the CPC from invading and occupying Taiwan,
this policy came under review by the summer of 1950. As some U.S. scholars
have pointed out, U.S. decision-makers had drawn up a new Asian blueprint
even before the Korean War broke out with the intent of setting up a regional
military grouping to take on the Asian communist movement. U.S. armed
intervention in Korea dovetailed nicely with this new strategy. (Footnote 11)
(Akira Iriye: "Contemporary History As History: American Expansion into the
Pacific since 1941," in "Pacific Historical Review," May 1984, p 202) In this
light, it is not difficult to explain why the United States jumped to the
conclusion that the military conflict in Korea was an act of "international
aggression," instead of admitting that it was an internal conflict within
Korea.

After Chinese volunteers entered the Korean War, U.S. officials still failed
to distinguish between Chinese and Soviet interests. They believed that it
was at Soviet behest that China launched the war to resist U.S. aggression and
aid Korea and that the Korean cease~fire agreement in 1953 was an indirect
consequence of Stalin's death. In reality, however, the main target of U.S.
containment policy in Asia had gradually shifted from the Soviet Union to
China since the early 1950's as China's political status in Asia improved. At
the same time, U.S. policy-makers realized that China must not be portrayed as
a mature international force. 1If they admitted that China was independent and
acted on its own, it would weaken America's own rationale for refusing to
recognize the PRC. Back in 1949, Dean Acheson had put forward three
conditions for U.S. recognition of China. (The new government must
effectively control the territory it claimed to be under its rule, acknowledge
its international obligations, and govern with the consent of the Chinese
people.) (Footnote 12) (Nancy Bernkopf Tucker: "Patterns in the Dust: Chinese-
American Relations and the Recognition Controversy 1949-1950," Columbia
University Press, 1983 edition, p 192) During the Korean War and for a long
time afterwards, the three conditions were replaced by one, namely whether or
not China should be regarded as independent of the Soviet Union. To justify
"nonrecognition,” the United States had consistently sought to manipulate
public opinion and accused the leadership of new China of imposing "alien
rule™ on an "intimidated Chinese public by force."

Despite the heavy blow the United States suffered on the Korean battlefield
and its hue and e¢ry over the Chinese "threat" to American security, Europe
remained more important than Asia in America's global strategy. During the
Korean War, the focus of U.S. military buildup and war preparations was to




step up military strength on its own soil and in Europe. The United States
accorded Europe a more important strategic position not only because it was
economically more developed, but also because Asia lacked a regional military
bloc similar to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization [NATO]. The United
States hoped that the peace treaty signed with Japan in 1951 would be the
anchor of its evolving regional strategy in East Asia and planned to groom the
potential economic power, Japan, to rein in China. Nevertheless, other pro-
American political forces in East Asia were faltering to varying degrees in
the early 1950's. The United States was deeply troubled about the unstable
situation and expanding Chinese influence in the region. The Southeast Asian
Treaty Organization [SEATO], created in Manila in September 1954, embodied the
effort by the Eisenhower Administration to organize military forces in
Southeast Asia under America's wing. It was the U.S. plan to build a defense
line in Southeast Asia to link up with the defense lines in the Taiwan Straits
and the Korean Peninsula to form three front bases for containing China.

U.S. strategists were not content to limit themselves to the string of
bilateral military agreements they had signed with countries in the Asian and
Pacific area or with SEATO, which had only one member in Southeast Asia. They
wanted to turn strategic points in this region into a network, a more complete
anticommunist circle of containment. The forewords to the military treaties
with the Philippines, South Korea, and Australia and New Zealand all mentioned
the need to establish a "more comprehensive regional security system in the
Pacific.® To carry out this strategic plan, the United States must solve the
Indochina problem.

World War II had barely ended before the United States tried to expand its
influence in Indochina in the name of containing the Soviet Union. After the
victory of the Chinese revolution, the United States intensified its
intervention in Indochina, again with the aim of building up the region as a
bulwark against advancing Chinese communism. By then the "domino theory" had
been born. The establishment of the Vietnam Democratic Republic and the
outbreak of the Korean War further validated the argument of some American
strategists that Indochina might become a battlefront in the "communist
offensive to control Asia." In 1951, John Foster Dulles warned of a communist
"plot" to "win wars and create disturbances from Korea through China to
Indochina, Malaysia, the Philippines and west to Tibet and the borders between
Burma, India, and Pakistan." (Footnote 13) (U.S. Department of State Bulletin,
1951, Vol 24, p 484) During the Korean War, many U.S. officials considered
Indochina far more critical strategically than Korea. (Footnote 14) (Russell
D. Buhite: "Soviet-American Relations in Asia, 1945-54," Oklahoma University
Press, 1981 edition, p 212) Accordingly the U.S. increased aid to France
continuously. In the spring of 1954, as French troops were being routed at
Dienbienphu, the United States was already paying 80 percent of the costs of
the war France was fighting in Vietnam.

Although Eisenhower admitted there was no "conclusive evidence that Red China
was openly involved in the Indochinese conflict," (Footnote 15) (Dwight D.
Eisenhower: "Mandate for Change 1953-56," Doubleday Publishing House, 1963
edition, p 340) he at one point went along with the proposal by John Foster
Dulles, his secretary of state, and (Lei Fu De), chairman of the joint chiefs
of staff, to send troops to Indochina (Footnote 16) (Richard J. Barnet,




"Intervention and Revolution," Palladian Publisher, 1968 edition, p 195), bomb
Chinese bases and lines of communications, and even "attack offshore islands
along the Chinese coast, eg., Hainandao, from land and sea." (Footnote 17)
("Mandate for Change," p 104) Dulles's "massive retaliation" strategy was
exactly aimed at China. He threatened, "The dispatch of Chinese troops to
Indochina may mean a war on Chinese soil." (Footnote 18) ("Chinas: U.S. Policy
since 1945" in Congressional Quarterly, 1979, p 101)

Similar to its calculations regarding the Soviet factor when it first decided
to intervene more extensively in China's internal affairs, U.S. Indochinese
strategy was not posited on any conclusion that the Soviet Union or China was
already deeply involved in Indochinese affairs. What was more important was
their assumption that the success of the Vietnamese Revolution would benefit
the Soviet Union and China and signify the bankruptcy of the U.S. policy of
containing China.

The United States held back from directly intervening in Indochina out of
three considerations. First, some U.S. officials were concerned that the use
of U.S. troops to help the French militarily might force China to send units
to support Vietnam. Second, the Korean War, which was not popular with the
American public, was still a fresh memory. Third, Britain advised the United
States not to drag the West into another Asian war. The U.S. government
itself also worried that allies and world opinion might respond unfavorably to
any risky move on its part.

In view of the U.S. evaluation of the strategic importance of Indochina, the
growing tendency in the American ruling clique to rely on force in foreign
affairs, the unwavering faith of the Chinese leadership, America's nemesis, in
revolution, and its serious concern for national security, there was every
reason to conclude that but for the Korean War, the United States and China
might have clashed militarily near China's southern border.

Only when the establishment of SEATO became a certainly did the United States
reluctantly accept the 1954 Geneva Agreement on Indochina. Apart from the
hidden crisis in Indochina, the Eisenhower Administration considered the
overall strategic situation in East Asia in the mid-1950's to be favorable to
America and hoped to consolidate it by strengthening relations with allies in
the region and shoring up the dominant positions of anti-Communist Asian
regimes within their own countries. It was not without a measure of
satisfaction that Dulles called SEATO the "Monroe Doctrine" of Asia when it
was founded. (Footnote 19) (Ibid., p 104) Earlier, Robertson, assistant
secretary of state for the Far East, had admitted that the U.S. objective in
East Asia was to maintain "its dominant position." (Footnote 20) (Quoted in O.
Edmund Clubb: "Formosa and the Offshore Islands in American Policy, 1950~
1955," in Political Science Quarterly, December 1959 No 4, p 520)

The U.S.-Soviet relationship in East Asia in the mid-1950's was in a way
similar to that in the 1940's, both tacitly recognizing the other's sphere of
influence. The Soviet Union was still preoccupied with subjugating Eastern
Europe and, like the United States, was content to keep the status quo for the
time being. In East Asia, China and the Soviet Union drew closer to each
other in the 1950's, but their strategic interests remained markedly



dissimilar, as demonstrated by the Taiwan Strait crisis in 1954-55. 1In
January 1955, the Soviet Union tabled a resolution at the United Nations which
called on "all parties to avoid acts of hostility in the area around Taiwan."
This in effect limited China's freedom to take military action within its own
jurisdiction. (Footnote 21) (John Gittings: "The World and China 1922-72," (Ai
Li Mi Xiu En) Publishing House, 1974 edition, p 109) By liberating its
offshore islands, China demonstrated to the world its determination to solve
the Taiwan issue. Later in 1955, it also played an active role in the Bandung
Conference, which was objectively a challenge to the understanding between the
Soviet Union and the United States on maintaining the status quo in East Asia.
These two historical facts and the subsequent ambassadorial talks between
China and the United States further underlined the independence of Chinese
diplomacy. From then on, the development of U.S.-Chinese relations moved even
further from the orbit of U.S.~-Soviet relations. After the four-power summit
meeting in Geneva in July 1955, the cold war between the United States and
Soviet Union began to thaw, but U.S. hostility toward China remained
unchanged.

As far as American perceptions of the Sino-Soviet relationship is concerned,
Dulles, like Acheson, (and unlike Rusk, Robertson, (Lei Fu De) in the
military, and others) privately recognized that the Chinese leadership
maintained "a certain independence" from Moscow. But he believed that the
most effective way to bring about a Sino-Soviet split was to "exert the
greatest pressure on the Chinese people, instead of easing it." (Footnote 22)
(Quoted in John Lewis Gaddis: "Strategies of Containment," Oxford University
Press, 1982 edition, p 143. Robertson did not see the possibility of a Sino-
Soviet split. See Sulzberger: "Four Decades of Turbulent Change in Seven
Continents," Tianjin People's Publishing House, 1979 edition, p 299) This
high-handed policy toward China was consistent with the position of Truman and
Acheson following the outbreak of the Korean War (Footnote 23) (Harry Truman:
"Memoirs," Doubleday Publishing House, 1956 edition, Vol 2, p 403) and
reflected a longstanding guiding philosophy among American policy-makers.

2. The Conflict Between U.S. Policy and Chinese National Interests

If postwar American expansionism in Asia and the Pacific and U.S.-Soviet
rivalry were the main driving force behind U.S. China policy, then the
conflict between the United States and China was the consequence of that
policy. As long as the United States refused to abandon its hegemonistic
designs in East Asia, it could not possibly avoid interfering in China's
internal affairs. America's deep entanglement in Chinese politics was a
product of its global foreign policy. But the former also impacted the
latter, prompting the ruling circle in the United States to change its China
policy endlessly, thereby affecting American foreign policy as a whole.

In the first postwar years, the United States hoped that China would rise as a
pro-American power and be the policeman of Asia, a role that was closely
related to America's plan for internal Chinese polities., To play this role,
China should become a "truly liberal democratic" state~~as defined by the
United States, of course. Both Hurley the mediator and Marshall the envoy
declared that their goal was to promote democracy in China through the
establishment of a coalition government. Before civil war finally erupted,




not a few American officials compared the KMT-CPC struggle to two-party
politics within the United States itself. They believed that the two major
political parties in China should check and balance each other as the two
parties did in the American political system, but only with the United States
acting as the arbitrator above. The United States, they argued, should put
pressure on the KMT and, through it, the CPC, to create a two-party political
system that would satisfy the Americans that it was headed in the direction of
democratization.

U.S. leaders had little real sympathy with Chiang Kai-shek's dictatorship.
However, swayed by strategic considerations described above and ideological
prejudice, the United States sided with Chiang against the CPC in China's
civil war. Thus the expediency of preventing the CPC from seizing power
buried the ideals held by some Americans about "democratization" in China. As
their fantasy of "reshaping" Chinese politics in the American and European
image faded, American officials tried to do the next best thing: reforming the
KMT internally. When this effort proved futile, their last resort was to
change horses and forced Chiang Kai-shek to step down. As for the CPC, U.S.
officials never entertained any hopes of reforming its internal structure.
This was because other than attacking the CPC through the KMT, the United
States had no political leverage on it and was therefore unable to impose its
political demands on its leadership. Moreover, as the 1940's drew to a close,
the idea that the CPC consisted of mere "land reformers" and "nationalists"
had fewer and fewer believers. The image of the CPC as a group of "true
communists" was then well established. The United States could only hope to
prevent Chinese communist forces from expanding by any means possible and
encourage a "break between the so-called Titoists and Stalinists."

When its effort to prevent the CPC from seizing power nationwide ultimately
failed, the U.S. State Department for a while did hope to establish some kind
of normal contact with the new Chinese government, but there was no evidence
to suggest that top U.S. leaders seriously considered severing ties with the
KMT regime before its demise. In the debate in the United States over the
recognition of the new China, few people raised this question: As long as the
United States continued to regard the KMT regime as the Chinese government and
deal with it, would the new China accept U.S. "diplomatic recognition?" U.S.
officials seemed to imagine that once the United States, in its magnanimity,
extended its hand of recognition, the CPC would rush to embrace the offer.

Led by Acheson, U.S. State Department officials were aware of the advantages
of establishing diplomatic relations with Beijing. They hoped that through
contacts with the leaders of new China, the United States would be able to
keep its foothold on the mainland, gradually restore its influence, and set
China against the Soviet Union. But they consistently underestimated the
CPC's strength and determination to maintain its independence. In 1949, Huang
Hua [7806 5478] said in Nanjing that China was willing to receive (Si Tu Lei
Deng) in Beijing. This and other events and rumors in the same year gave
Americans the wrong impression that the CPC and some other leaders had favors
to ask of Washington from a position of weakness. They concluded, therefore,
that the United States should continue to put pressure on the CPC to force it
to soften its attitude toward the United States. U.S. officials reckoned also
that the new China, unable to clean up the economic mess left by the old




regime, would sooner or later turn to the West for help. (Footnote 24) (Robert
M. Blum: "Drawing the Line: The Origin of the American Containment Policy in
East Asia," Norton Publishing Co., 1982 edition, p 171) They theorized that
with no large-scale assistance from the Soviet Union, diplomatically isolated,
and subject to an economic blockade by the United States and the West, the
Chinese revolutionary regime would be forced to change its domestic and
foreign policies, even if it managed to survive.

The United States paid a price for this policy: its influence was all but
eliminated from the Chinese mainland. From then on, what little contacts
there were between U.S. of ficials and the CPC during the civil war came toa
halt and the United States ended up with even less of an objective basis for
determining the new Chinese leadership's foreign policy intent.

In the early part of the Korean War, the United States intended to occupy the
entire Korean Peninsula militarily without provoking a direct confrontation
with either the Soviet Union or China, a policy that was said to "remove
public doubts and show resolve and strength. (Footnote 25) (Allen S. Whiting:
"China Crosses the Yalu," Stanford University Press, 1960 edition, p 171)
Through public statements and third countries, the Truman Administration
guaranteed to China that the United States had no intention of invading it.
But Chinese leaders found American guarantees untrustworthy: From the Hurley
and Marshall missions to America's military blockade of the Taiwan Straits in
violation of Truman's pledge in January 1950, American policy statements often
contradicted one another and were no longer credible. In the eyes of Chinese
leaders, the U.S. promise relayed through Britain and India that U.S. troops
would halt their northern advance was sheer deception. (Footnote 26)
" ("Selected

Works of Zhou Enlai, Part II" People's Publishing House, 1984 edition, p 52)
The United States succeeded in neither making China believe its promises now
cowing it into submission.

The war of nerves and trial of strength between the United States and China
during the Korean War showed that U.S. policy-makers always assumed that
Chinese leaders thought, reasoned, and made policies the way they did. They
either dismissed the clear and unequivocal Chinese warnings as SO much
"pbluffing" or imagined that China could be intimidated by force. American
misjudgments were mainly caused by overconfidence in its own military prowess,
especially its air superiority, and its fetish with the deterrence effect of
nuclear weapons. Both Eisenhower and Dulles thought that it was primarily
American threats to drop nuclear bombs on China that brought the Korean War to
an end. (Footnote 27) (Alexander L. George and Richard Smoke: "Deterrence in
American Foreign Policy," Columbia University Press, 1974 edition, p 241) Yet
the result of the Korean War exactly demonstrated that when China believed its
own security was seriously threatened, it was capable of and had the courage
to defeat superiorly-equipped U.S. troops. Tang Tsou, a famous scholar,
pointed out, "Ironically the Korean War marks the partial realization of
President Roosevelt's wartime policy of turning China into a power." (Footnote
28) (Tang Tsou: "America's Failure in China 1941-1950," Chicago University
Press, 1963 edition, p 589)




U.S.-Chinese antagonism in the Korean War in a sense clarified and embodied
the nature of U.S.-Chinese relations at the time. During World War II, the
conflict between U.S. expansionist dreams in Asia and the demands of Chinese
national liberation was muted by the presence of a common enemy, Japan. In
the late 1940's, this conflict manifested itself in U.S. intervention in
China's internal affairs, but since the KMT regime, which claimed to represent
Chinese interests, threw in its lot with the United States and since the U.S.
policy of opposing the Chinese revolution was heavily ideological, the nature
of this contradiction was not fully revealed. Even right before Chinese and
U.S. troops met face to face in Korea, the Truman Administration was still
doing its best to portray the Soviet Union, not the United States, as the
greatest threat to Chinese independence after Japan and a common enemy to both
China and the United States. (Footnote 29) (Robert Blum: "The United States
and China in World Affairs," McGraw-Hill, 1966 edition, p 113) After the CPC
seized power nationally, however, the Chinese revolutionary interests it
represented clashed head-on with the U.S. strategy of containing China. As
Chinese national consciousness and revolutionary spirit soared to a historic
high, military buildup and expansionism in the United States also reached a
peak. When the Korean War broke out, these new phenomena in the two countries
as well as their conflicting interests exploded overnight into a war of nerves
and a trial of strength on a large scale. This struggle between China and the
United States was inevitable. What was accidental was its timing, location,
and form.

The Korean War scarred U.S.-Chinese relations, but it was relatively short-
lived. In contrast, the dispatch of the Seventh Fleet to blockade the Taiwan
Straits transformed the Taiwan issue into the most serious and long lasting
political dispute in bilateral relations. Actually, for some time both before
and after new China was founded, the United States had been scheming to detach
Taiwan from China. (Footnote 30) (Zi Zhongjun [6327 0022 4596]: "The Test of
History" in "International Studies," 1982 No 3) U.S. policy-makers bent on
this course of action found an excuse and an opportunity to encroach on Taiwan
in the Korean conflict.

From both the Chinese and U.S. perspectives, the Taiwan issue included two
aspects: politics and territorial integrity. As far as the CPC was concerned,
that Taiwan remained an outstanding issue suggested that the revolution had
not been a total success. The U.S. blockade of the Taiwan Strait and its plot
to create "two Chinas" constituted an infringement upon Chinese sovereignty
and territorial integrity. If the Taiwan issue was resolved, the great cause
of national unification would be achieved politically and in terms of
territorial integrity. One way to bring about unification was to negotiate
with the KMT regime, but the idea of Taiwan territorial integrity as put
forward by the United States left no room for negotiation.

To the ruling circle in the United States, Taiwan was politically important
because the KMT's fortunes were linked to U.S. domestic polities in a thousand
and one ways. And protecting the Taiwan authorities was a symbol of U.S. will
to "oppose world communism." Moreover, Taiwan's strategic position was
pivotal to maintaining the U.S. foothold in the western Pacific. When the two
considerations--using Chiang Kai-shek to serve U.S. political aims and
continuing to occupy Taiwan for strategic purposes--proved to be incompatible
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with each other, the United States often gave priority to the latter. In the
1950's, American policy-makers believed that it would be in United States'
best long-term interests and help reconcile the political and strategic
considerations mentioned above to keep up the political and military pressure
exerted by Taiwan on the mainland and deny that Taiwan was part of Chinese
territory. While the U.S. Government never formally announced a "two Chinas"
policy, in reality it had always deliberately sought to make the territorial
division between the Chinese mainland and Taiwan permanent.

In 1954-55, nevertheless, the U.S. Government realized the complexity of the
Taiwan issue and was unwilling to play up Taiwan's "international status.”
Instead it chose to take an ambiguous position on the sovereignty of Taiwan
and the Penghu Islands. That way it avoided driving the Chiang Kai-shek
regime into a tight corner, while giving themselves some room to maneuver in
the future regarding the Taiwan issue. As noted above, the U.S. strategic
goal in East Asia in this period was to consolidate its foothold and maintain
the status quo. Thus it wanted both Chinese leaders and the Taiwan
authorities to accept the break-up of China as a fait accompli. As Eisenhower
privately noted, "As for the Formosa issue, I really hope it is as simple as
drawing a line and saying, 'Thus far and no further.' (Footnote 31)
(Eisenhower's letter to (Wen De Mai), 28 February 1955. Central White House
Archives, Box 28, Eisenhower Library.)

The existing state of national division was unacceptable to the Chinese
leadership. In September 1954, the CPC Central Committee put the mission of
liberating Taiwan on the top of its agenda, reasoning that it would be a grave
political error not to do so. (Footnote 32) (Wang Bingnan [3769 0014 0589]:
"Nine Years of Chinese-U.S. Negotiations in Retrospect," in SHIJIE ZHISHI,
1984 No 24, p 23) Eight months after tension began in the Taiwan Straits,
Zhou Enlai took the initiative at the Bandung Conference to propose to the
United States that they sit down and talk. After some hesitation, Eisenhower
and Dulles softened their rhetoric and agreed to negotiate with China. They
sincerely hoped to reach some kind of compromise with the Chinese leaders, but
on conditions unacceptable to the latter. One of the basic conditions was
that China acquiesced to the U.S. "two Chinas" plan. Incidentally this was
also unacceptable to the KMT authorities in Taiwan.

One of the characteristics of U.S.-Chinese relations in 1945-55 was that
Chiang Kai-shek time and again exploited U.S. domestic politics and foreign
policy to his own advantage. At this he often proved more politically astute
than his U.S. supporters. While the KMT failed to extract a formal U.S.
commitment to defend Quemoy and Mazu during the Taiwan Straits crisis, it did
obtain logistical and public support from the United States for its illegal
occupation of offshore islands. There were many other similar intrigues by
the two sides in subsequent years, as they tried to make use of each other
while fearful of being made use of itself.

From the mid-1950's onward, as the Soviet factor in U.S.-Chinese relations

diminished in importance, the three-sided relationship among the CPC, KMT, and
the United States reemerged as a key element and became the most intricate
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aspect of U.S.-Chinese relations, one which also had the most far-reaching
results. Whether consciously or otherwise, the United States consistently
linked its China policy to domestic Chinese politics.

3. American Domestic Politics and its China Policy

No other issue in U.S. foreign relations after the war was so entangled in its
domestic politics as the China question. As American scholars see it, "an
understanding of bureaucratic politics will enable China policy analysts to
answer many questions otherwise unanswerable and come up with much more
comprehensive, profound, and subtle explanations." (Footnote 33) (Warren I.
Cohen, "The United States and China since 1945," in "New Frontiers in
American-East Asian Relations," ed. by Warren I. Cohen. Columbia University
Press, 1983 edition, p 140) Understanding the pluralistic nature of U.S.
politics and its policy-making process indeed provides a clue to analyzing
many involved phenomena in U.S.-Chinese relations.

The prelude to the "great China debate" in the United States opened in 1945.
At the time there was a difference of opinion between the U.S. ambassador to
China, Hurley, on the one hand, and career diplomats at the U.S. embassy and
political advisers attached to the U.S. military headquarters in China, on the
other. President Roosevelt supported Hurley's position, thus ending the
debate on policy and goals. Although few people believed Hurley's later
charges of "insubordination" and "pro-communism" among his subordinates,
dissenting U.S. diplomats well versed in Chinese political affairs were all
transferred out of China.

The Republican Party began criticizing the Democrats' China policy in late
1946, but it took a few months for the criticisms to gain momentum. When
Congress started debating the China issue, the KMT's military position did not
seem very worrisome to the United States. From March through June 1947, the
Truman Doctrine and the Marshall Plan were successively unveiled, both
revealing the "Europe first, Asia second" preference of the U.S. Government in
undertaking overseas commitments and obligations. This was criticized by
Republicans who gave priority to the Asian and Pacific region.

The conclusion of the (Wen De Mai) fact-finding mission was that the KMT
regime must immediately carry out reforms across the board and take measures
to improve the Chinese economy. By the end of 1947, as the KMT found itself
facing an increasingly grim economic and military situation, another debate on
the China question took place in Congress. The Republicans demanded that
major steps be taken to help Chiang Kai-shek hold the northeast. Anxious to
stop the China question from boiling over in U.S. politics and getting in the
way of his re-election, the Truman Administration indicated in the spring of
1948 a willingness to compromise with Congress on the "China Aid Bill."

There was a consensus wWithin the U.S. ruling circle over the general strategy
of "marshalling vast resources to contain Soviet expansion." And a China
policy of aiding Chiang Kai-shek and opposing the communists was part of this
general strategy. There were two controversial aspects about this China
policy: What priority should "China aid" be accorded and would assistance
aimed at propping up the KMT government have the expected effects? The China
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debate from 19U47-48 did absolutely nothing to change the overall thrust of
U.S. policy. Truman, Marshall, and their policy advisers firmly opposed
pouring too much resources into China, while hoping to arrest the progress of
the Chinese revolution to the greatest extent possible. As a result of the
debate, the China issue became interwoven with U.S. domestic politiecs.
Henceforth it became more difficult for U.S. policy-makers to adjust their
policy or extricate themselves from the China question.

The "China Lobby" was an extensive and loosely-organized group consisting of
staunchly anti-communist individuals and organizations. Ironically they were
all critical of the Truman Administration's China policy. Otherwise there was
little similarity among them. They mainly targeted Congress and the
Republican Party in their operations. In 1949, when the Truman Administration
indicated it might draw a line between itself and the KMT regime, which was
about to go under, pro-Chiang Kai-shek anti-communist forces collaborated with
Republicans intent on undermining the administration. As soon as it came out,
the China White Paper was instantly denounced by the "China Lobby" as a
"whitewash by the Truman Administration to cover up its responsibility for
selling out free China."

Pressure from the "China Lobby" and the military and Congressional opposition
made it even harder for the Truman Administration to choose a more realistic
China policy before and after the establishment of the PRC. For instance, the
State Department did explore, without success, the possibility of recognizing
the revolutionary Chinese government. The reason was none other than the
thunderous opposition from Republicans. From late 1949 to early 1950, Acheson
was reluctant to reveal U.S. intentions to control Taiwan for fear of creating
a "territorial recovery issue." The military, on the other hand, was not
inclined toward hiding its strategic designs on Taiwan. Bradley, chairman of
the joint chiefs of staff, Johnson, the defense secretary, and Dean Rusk, the
assistant secretary of state, had voiced opposition to disengagement from
Taiwan on the eve of the Korean War.

The so-called "Red Scare" in the United States, that is, a fear of "communist
infiltration activities in government agencies," also had a negative effect on
the Truman Administration's China policy. Hurley's accusations against
diplomats stationed in China were followed by a string of cases involving so-
called "communist espionage.' After the successful testing of an atomic bomb
by the Soviet Union and the triumph of the Chinese revolution, the fear of
communism and anti-communist propaganda in the United States intensified by
the day. It was in this political atmosphere than McCarthyism began running
rampant in early 1950's. Senator McCarthy, who led the "anti-communist witch-
hunt," argued that the main danger facing the United States was not foreign
communism, but the communist party and traitors in hiding inside the country.
Although the Truman Administration was one of the targets of attack by
McCarthyites, his anti-Soviet anti-communist actions worldwide and