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" The greedy paws of the European capi-

falists have reached out into China,'and al-
most the first to do so was the Russien gov=-
ernment which now swesars to its 'unselfish-

ness' ",

V..I. Lenin

1900
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“fg  Introduction =5 .

: the early Spring of 1969, the world ‘was stunneo at
V.. - ‘ : »
the spectacle of two P peace-loving, fraternal ‘ oommunzst
”\pewers slugging it out over & tlny island in the frozen Us-‘
\suri River. What was the fightlng all aboutV .Did Chenpao
‘have any spec;al territorial velue. cr was, the bloodshedﬁ“w

prompted by another issue of greater magnitude9

" The purpose of th;s paper is to analyze the territorial

; espect of the Sino-boviet dispute and focus on the two mxli-_.gf”

rtery engagements that erupted along their northeastern boun-nffh
‘dery in 1969._ The ultimate objeotive is to determine why
fthe violenoe oecured. To this end, the peper will present e”

ivehort history of the northeastern berder formation, a. summary

~for the territoriel issue in the developing Russo-Chlnese r;ft,

e desoription of the two military engagements on Chenpao *3‘,ni;£J

1end, ‘a brief insight into the frontier claims, and, rinally,‘4j”fi’

an analysis of Chinese motives.




s Histogx of Border Formation

s

three oenturies, Tsars;) djnesties, poii;nn'

me and gona in tne rar

it During the last

tical leaders and ideologies have all co

Eult, but\the territorial dispute petween Russia and Chira over; !n?
ﬁ thoir mitual boundaries continues. Border problems between the.

l7'f tvo eountries date back into the early 1

ghlics 1st Russia firet began expansion across Siberia towar

7th century when Tsar-
d Centrel

Asia and the Pacific Ocean. Much of the land grabbed in the

Far East by Russia during her imperialistic expansion belonged %

Chinese Empire.
jal claims against the

at one time or other to the ' In order to pro-
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: Rusaiane along the northeaster
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n frontier, it is necessary to

examine briefly a se signed between:{%i
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eat natural wealth offered i
Additionsally, the

Psarist Russia was attracted to

Siberia by the gr n the form of min- 1
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ished initially by . 4
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£ ught its way to the mouth of the Amur River in search of fer-?‘.f
tile velleys rumored to be in the area. Other exulorntory oXe .
peditions followed over the next several years and bloody en=-

:,counters gften occured when the Russians sought ‘tribute from

B Aot Al | BN, e

inatuve Tungus and Daurien tribes that were already paying tri- :
bute to the Manchus.l Despite these provocations, it was not 5
until 1652 that the Manchu Dynasty was aroused to direct action

; against the encroaching Russians. Early that year a force of -

AL PRTE, CRGU SOE RO

;A.Z,Odd'Menchu warriors attacked a Russian encampment near the

J‘lijpfeaent-day city of Khabarovsk in the first recorded major bet;e
xjxiitie between Russian and Chinese forces in Siberia. Howeve:;
}thie wes merely a prelude of things to come for over the next‘
  ft£irty years the Russisns and Manchus would Shntinus t Alush
{:iin the ‘Amur River Basin.

e In 1683, the raie and persistence of Russian expansion in

Efthe Amur Basin provoked the Manchus to send large numbers of

"”,reinrorcements to the contested region. Within two years, most

";Qof the Russian settlements in the lower Amur valley had been
‘deetroyed by the Chinese but sporadic fightlng continued until .

A

“ the two governments agreed to negotiete a peace settlement.u

o

"Frf“*When Russian and Chinese representatives met in ‘Nerchinsk in

.‘1689, the Russians or‘ginally wanted the border %o be drawn &=

1 1y sung an, The Sino-Soviet Territorisl Dis uto ( Philedole
' ph.'u. The, Viestmirster Fross, ) Po =g

Rl
.




Qrborder close to Nerchinsk but the Russians utllL balked._ mhe

”Gbinese then surrounded Nerchinsk with 15,000 troops Cnathe

Russlans, faced with an unfavorable mllltary sztuation, Ilnal-b.‘fl

'ly agreed to the Chinese pOSItlon._r'“ : il ;
On '27 August 1689, the Treaty of Nerchinsk Ses aliiad

The treaty was remarkable in historic terms for two reasons:

& first, it was. the first treaty ever 51gned by Chlna with a.

ok European power based on a concept of equality and, seconoly,mf}f-'

; it rormally delimited a common frontier between the two pow—;ﬁf~

1ers ror the first 1 n Bistepy:
d :

The treaty stipula ed that the common border would ex-
tend from the Argun River in the west, continue along the imur

:; and then northward along the Snilka River to the btanovoy'ﬂbunQ

g by

tains. From here the boundary would continue to the cast elong 8

‘the mountain range to the mouth of the Bay of Ud, on the Sea of -

~;0khotek. This sllowed the entire Amur - Ussurl Rlver Ba51n tof

ieremain in Chinese hands while Russia gained legal sovereignty

'dovar'northeastern Siberia. China's previous claim to this Si=- ;




Vitially unchanged for the next 169 years until the nid-19th
i century when Russia's Tsar Nlcholas I again encouraged the
‘-ngradual resettlement of terrltory in China's backyara. Un-
,;doubtedly, Russia's renewea appetite was stinmlated by the weak-
2?'ness China demonstrated in loszng the Opium War to Great Bri~

‘::‘tein,( 1839-1842 ). At any rate, the first clear violaticn of

% 1tion established a fort at Nikolsyevsk, nesr the mouth of the .

' 'Amur River.a_ By 1853, the expanding Russi.n expiorers had oc-
rvcnpied,important harbors in the Guli of Tartary, established'~

";poeta on Sakhalin Island and during the courss of the next

'~.three years even entrenched themselves along the entire length

. of the Amur River. Although the Chinese government resented -

militarily, to challenge it. Russia had 16,000 infantrymen, -

'5,000 cavalrymen, and 1,000 artillerymen stationed along the

e Mongolian and Hanchurisn borders. China, beset and wealkened

by internal rebelllons and vroblems with France and Britain,.

wae unable to forcefully resist reccgnition of Ru351a*s conquest‘
‘The Treaty of Aigun, signed on 28 MNay 1858, revised the

4w

northeast Russo-Chinese frontier by establishing the aAmur snd

G

B it il oo G i o R e b oo Dl

ﬂ"‘the 1689 Nerchinsk Treaty occured in 1850 when.a Russian exped-

9 Russia's de facto control of the Amur, they were in no position,
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k _Nerchins“ Treaty. The Russians originally de31red the border

n...r‘qr—‘?fw 7P yrvwv-vepey -~ 7

Ussuri Rivers as the new boundary. In other words, Chinakﬁéﬁ'z:f»-

forcea to cede to Tsarist Ru55¢a the northern part oi the Amur

Rlver Vailey, an area of spproximately 185,000 square mlles?

which had been previcusly denied the Russians under the oldm

to extend along the length of the Ussuri River but the 150 OOO

square rniile area east of the river was finally placea undér the

3

JOlnt administration of both nations. i ;‘: '{-fgl;

Tne next year, in 1859, Nikolai Muraveyev, Rugsian Gove rgi
ernor-General of Eastern Siberia and chief negotlator of the;;, f5-
Aigun Treaty, ordered stations to be built along the Ussur;'dlf 
River. Clashes with Chinese troops occured and the sit;aéidh}
remained tense until 1860 when China once mpre'became preocc;- g
pied by the threat of invasion from Fance and Brltaln. Russma
exploited China's weakness again and forced another. terrltoria1 ﬁ»
settlement on the hapless Manchu government - the Treaty of Pe-;?f

king. Signed on 1l November 1860, the treaty gave the Russians 3f

the vast area east of the Ussuri River which had been left unq."

der joint administration by terms of the old Algun treaty.

Vhen combined with the 1858 Treaty of &1gun, the Peclng treaty

®

AW
......

3 As s concession to the Hanchus, a very small enclave on the 3 e
north benk of the imur which conteined several Manchu v11- i
lages was allowed to remain under Chinese sovereignty "“.in .
perpetuity " To the Russicns, however, "perpetuity" only
lasted unt;l 1900 when the Tsarist government exploited the
turmoil of the Boxer Rebellion to seize and annex the area.. .
Tai, Territorial Dispute, p. 37. P e

L This treaty allowed the Russians to acquire an ice~free,f
deep water port on the Pacific called Vliadivostok which'ds e
now the oapital of an crea known as the Soviet Mnritimo Pro-




_q#ﬁabiﬁéhed the basic northeastern boundary still in exis-

:ftehcg.todéy between'the Soviet Union and the Pecple's Repu-

t°fblic Qf'China.




Buckground of the Current Border Dispute

The question of borderlands and lost terrltorles daid
not create the Sino-Soviet split, but as relations grew ,»fi
worse the'dlssen51on seemed to focus increasingly on, the &
existence of frontier problems. Without delving into the
complete history of the break, the following section will
attempt to highlight the decline in Russo=-Chinese relations
with particular attention to the border issue. Hopefully,
it will put the events of March, 1969, in better perspec~ - -

tive.

N o 5 ORI i vis B 2 SR e 500 4

When Maeo Tse-tung and his peasant-oriented Communist

paerty came to power in October of 1949, he owed practically

s

nothing to the Soviet Union. In fact, one could almost sayf;‘

I o s A

that the Chinese Communists achieved power inspite of the
Soviets.5 Nevegtheless, when Mao assumed control of the
country in l9u9, he was confronted with an immediate crisis

in rebuilding a nation tcrn by many years of external #ggres-ﬁ
sion and civil war. The only country willing and able to
supply the aid required was the Soviet Union. So, in Decem; 

ber, Mao journeyed to Moscow and, after a lengthy delay,.éign-

5 Since the beginning of the Chinese Communist Party in 1921,
Russian advice had often been faulty, self-serving, and  °
sometimes nearly disastrous. The Kremlin even tried to
maintain normal relations with the Kuomintang government
until the late 1940s. Russia's only significant aid to
Mao was in turning over surrendered Japanese armaments to
his forces following Japan's defeat in 1945. :

Sl prTRT ) 3 " 3 - . R N
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ed the 30 Year Troaty of Friendship, Alliance, snd Mutual Au-;tif'

sistance. Without g01ng into great detail,,the treaty turned

i out to be nearly as "unegual" as those mentioned in the pre: JE.F#
i vious section. Stalin insisted on special rights such as. (l)

B ik

joint admlnlstratlon of the Changchun Railway, (2) the use or 'eif
naval facilities at Part Arthur, and (3) the-fgrmation.or Jq&nt-'?l

ittt 3~ i

stock companies to exploit China's natural resources. Maoc ..

even had to acknowledge the independence of Outer Mongolia, = .

Sl S

en area he once told Edgar Snow would automatiéelly revert fb "‘ﬂ:

Chinese control upon his victory over Chiang Kai-chek.6,fTﬁ9 »

AV g

emount of money Mao received for these concessions, abbut‘$3opif;;”

OB A T

" R S DR E e LI DL Y i Db S Bl
e G £ RN
& ket Wt S

Fadie it ol
ot Rl - 8

million, was actually not very much considering Chiha|s great ii;f

size and the fact that the country was emerging from & long ;“%

period of destructive war. Supposedly, the loan was only One,{

tenth the amount Mao had asked for.l : ol '-‘;',‘piﬁiif'

Harrison E. Salisbury described the situation very wéi;niff”.

saying: i . . : :ﬁilﬁ"*

" Imagine! China had just got the 1nternational oapital-,‘
ists off her back, and now lMoscow came along and took their . .
place! The new companies were just like the old European cap=-
italist concessionaries - no better, maybe worse. And thesé}
were China's communist comrades who were exploiting her &

N

6 Tai, Territorial Dispute, p. 6l. :

T Dpavid Floyd, Meo Against Knrushchev ( New York: Praeger, 196u ),
p. 13-1l.

8 Harrison E. Salisbury, War Between Russia and Chlna A wa Ybrk.‘
Norton & Co.,. 1969 ), pP. L3. _ B d, S

Nysde




Nevertheless, lao respected Stalin's position as leader
6f the world Communist ﬁ;vément and desparately needed Sov-
iet military, diplomatic, economic, and technical aid.' ic-
~ cordingly, he chose not to disrupt their unity at this point
by raising the question of territory and boﬁndaries.‘ In
fact, the two.countries agreed to cooperate along the north-
‘eastern frontier where the Amur River became known as " the
rivér of friendship " and tradé, in general, flourished a=-
».lohg'not only the Amur but the Argun and Ussuri Rivers as we11.9,
The Korean war erupted less than a year after the found-
iﬁg of the People's Republic of China. Instigated by Stalin,
the war soon required the intervention of the People's Libera-
tion Army ( PLA ) to offset the American response. The Chinese
.sufreer severely in both men and material during the course
of the war but were required, nevertheless, to repay the Sov=-

.. iets for all the military aid they received during the hosti-

.. 1litles. Furthermore, the Soviets used the war as an excuse to

délay the withdrawal of their troops from Port Arthur in 1952

as had been previously agreed upon. It wasn't until 1955 that

Russian troops were completely withdraﬁn from China - ten years
. after they entered to fight the Japanese and five yesrs after

‘Mao's victory over the Kuomintang.lo

9 Tai, Territoriasl Dis uto, P 670

The Changehun Railwuy was transferred to Chinese cuntrol in
1952 and the joint-stock compenies were dissolved in 195L.
Jackson, Borderlands, p. Ol.




| Eu T S —

Fogal Iy

: ;pufiﬁg Nikita Khrushchev's first visit to Chinsa in 165l, -
: Lﬁhq aéparently brought up the queétion of Cuter lbongolia but
thushcﬁev fefused to discuss it. The Soviets later claimed
thét Peking had denanded Soviet permissicn to reincorpcrate

' Outer Mongolia into Chira on the basis that it waé not really

- .an independent country.ll This represented China's first
khbﬁn-attempt‘at discussing territorial questions with the Rus-
s | i

3 During this same year, a book was‘publiShed in Peking con=-
: faining an illustration of China still owning those territories
%%n Aeia loat to the Russians over & century bofore. L2 Cffici-
ﬂfglly; the Chinese goverhment disassociated itself from the téxt
‘but it continued to circulate nevértheless.

So, to say that even the early years of the Russo-Chinese

alliance weré somewhat strained would be highly accurate. Later,
y Knrushchev was to admit that Stalin was responsible for serious
ta fatrains in Sino~Soviet relations between 1949 end his death in
bi953. ' Supposedly they were on the verge of a full split i@ 1950

"ofer the concessions Stalin extracted from Mﬂozl3

\f'l; New York Times, 10 September 196l, p. 3.
: 12'Denm‘.s J. Doolin, Territorial Claims in the Sino-Soviet Con=-

“.*Llict. Documents and inalyses ( Hoover institution Stuaies:
7, stanford, 1965 J, Po 4105 U3 : :

13 New York Times, 6 June 1956, p. 1, 3.




o The Sino-Soviet alliance reached its harmonious zenith

between Stalin's death in 1953 and the 20th Congress of the
'b06Mmunist Party of the Soviet Union ( CPSU ) in 1956. But
figréldtibns'were not so rosey that Peking didn't feel it nec-

o e

0 A e : 2 A
7essary to consolidate firm control over the borderlands of .

'3 Nbrtheastern Nanchuria, Inner mongolla, and Slnkiang Pro-

vince following the elimination of Soviet military presense

;ﬁin 1955 Intensive settlement, colonization, and binifica-_>

tion were practiced along all border areas contiguous to

: }1Russia. According to an offlcial Peking statement,\over

, v% ' 100,000 demobilized soldiers of the PLA sett ledﬁhlong thé
1l

e ?fwaf' Amur, Ussuri, and Sungari Rivers since the early 1950s.
5 o have originated during the 20th Congress of the CPSU held
e 'Lﬁ7g in February of 1956. ' It was during this time that Khrush-

_.chev read .the secret Central Committee report on Stalin's

L?;]“écrimes * and snnounced a policy of ." déQStalinization R
Ihé'héw features of Mr. Khrushchev's report, stated briefly,

" included his rejection of the theory of the inevitability

“:; of war under capitalism and his acceptance of the possibili-
*;;fy<§r peaceful transition to socialism. Althcugh these theo=:
,ﬁ;:;;ries, along with his denunciation of Stalin, were later to

‘' become the subject of bitter controversy. with Paking, they

m Poking Heview, 10 October 1969, B. L.

~~ OQvert difficultles between the two countries are believed:
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i 1f§{]Were not publicly questicned at AGe £ oy the Chincse
-;‘~i;;a“' delegation. In fact the Chinese issued a statement on 05
ﬁﬂ *i; ’:ﬁQFH April 1956 endorsing the criticism of btalln.ls

Rﬂﬁ 3?5 ‘?%itj_q:" From this point on, with few exceptiomns, relations be-

T fween the two communist giants seemed to unravel w1tn build-

e 1ng momentum. An Amur Basin development scheme.was signed

%41n 1956° ln order to benefit inaustry and agriculture along

"Et4._the entire Sino-Soviet far eastern borderlends but the agree-
r'*;ment was never implemented. 16 Also, a secret nuclear sharlng
“i'agreement signed in October of 1957 was to provide SQViet ‘
{ :scientific information and technical materials to enable Ghi-
'§fﬂna'to build her own nuclear weapons. 17 It, too, would fail
'fto be implemented. :
' The seoond known Chinese attempt to raise border gues-
"‘i tions occured during January, 1957, when Chou En-lai met with
. . Kbrushohev in Peking. Chou was frustrated in his initiative, -
‘-”}:however, for " he could not get a satisfactory snswer from
; 5ff'bim‘(.xhrushchev ) at that time f.le o ;
e ‘Khrushchevis de~-Stalinization program in 1956, followed

v by nis criticism of Peking's peasant communes in 1958 and

,,15 Keesing's, Research Report, The Sino-Soviet Diepute ( New
York: Seribner's Sons, 1969 J, p. 10. .

16 Jackson, Borderlands, p. 90.

;f:ﬂ17 Keesing's Report, Sino-Soviet Dispute, p.ld.;
“'}la'Doolin, Territorinl Claims, p. 4.




sians" 19

Although the exact amount'of aovié

: economic aid to China.\

sl

G ments brought differences between the communist giants to‘3~5
BRii 0 o nesa. _On 20 June 1959, the Soviet Union unilaterally repudi

o ated the secret nuclear sharing pact of 1957 This'policy r
_5?'f - versal was deeply resented by the Chinese who later charged

’u'“  that Russia's repudiation was intended .as a gift for the

19 Robert C. North, " The Sino-Soviet Alliance ". The China
Guarterly, No. 1, ( Jan-Mar, 1960 ), p.,56.»h B T

20 yackson, Borderlands, pe 11l g

2l 1p34., p. 1ih.
22 Tai, Territorial Dispute, p. 61-63.




' 1n Septedber’ 123

“sklrmished along their mutual border.‘ 'y month later the So-

'»‘bl frontier incident. Later, Teng stao-ping claimed 1t

fLirst time its ideological differences w;th the boviet party

Chinese. took exceptlon with many Soviet positzons, two ar

: resolve their differences and the Chinese accepted. To say,;?

23 Yeesing's Report, Sino-Soviet Dispute, Pp. 19#2@_"9 ,5;455ﬁgyff

was then that the internal difrerences between the parties‘

g!l - ¢ g L
g w i A
X o - v w i
: ) § 8 Rt B

In April of 1960, the Chinese party made public rur th

was brought into the open.

In a series of articleo entitled " Lons Live Leninism “{ thg

which concerned the danger of war and peacerul transition to 4
socialism as outlined at the 20th Congress of the CPSU in 19S6¢ 5_

In reply, the Russians proposed an international meeting to'

that the meeting, which convened in June, was counterproductive~f;u-
would be 2 mild understatement for tempers reportedly rlared ef— %
ten with Khrushchev attaeking Moo as % en ultra-leftist ultra- ;~

dogmatist, indeed a left-revisionisti '26

2l Floyd, Moo Against Khrushehev, P. 374-375. &N
25 yor a full outline of the differences see the Keesing's Re-

port, Sino-soviet Dispute, p. 25«26, : W s
® mide, p. 27 M e SR SO
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Less than a mpnth later the Chlne«e government was 1n-

formed that all Scviet technLclans working in Ch¢na wquld be, ;,élf

withdrawn by Lugust. Thls unmlaueral declslon by Rusaia‘s'
leaders struck 2 devastating blow at a Ch;neue ecoromy ai

roady ravaged by a period of great natural dleasters.aﬁAca?

complaints although privately the issue was broached aeveral éfz‘
times. As relations disintegrated further durlﬁg the 19603.; 
however, the two powers became 1ncreasinsly nationallstic in’i¥~~“
their actions towards one another and the terrztorial 1ssua
begén to emerge prominéntiy from s field of numerous 1deolo-
gical diffe;ences. In a sense, it almost ‘took on a lmfe of
its owm. Aot : ‘_”

The Caribbean missile crisis of Uctober, 1962, proviued
the backdrop for the public injection of the rroﬁtzer issue‘_
into the Sino-Soviet rift. Irritated over Peklng's charges%.h
of adventurism and capitulaticnism in his hurullng of the cri-:

sis, Khrushchev saw fit to publicly remind the Ghlnese”thaty“f 9;l{

they still toleratea remnents of colonialism ( Iong Kong an4‘ :

Mecao ) in their own backyerd. The obvious inrerence was ﬁhat\‘

o1 Keesing's Report, Sinc-Soviet Diépute, P 27;29;“:35

. X o
TP 5 SR i it
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to revielon. The editorial broad31de ended wzth.this pro’,

found question: : e 5,d7e7"f

* In reising questions of this kind, do you 1ntend o'
raise all the questions of unequal treaties and have a gen-\
eral settlement? " 28 : : : 5

Cbviously, two of the treaties Peking had 1n mind were ;

the 1858 Treaty of Aigun and the 1860 Treaty of Peklng whioh

shaped the present northeastern frontler. : -'j,, '__ 4
A Tew months later, in July of 1962, Mao voiced his own iy

opinion in an interview with a visiting Japanese Soelalist‘w’

delegation. He said, in pert: : v
" About a hundred years ago, the area to the east of

Baikal became Russian territory and since then Vladlvostok, '
Khabarovsk, Kamchetka, and other areas have been Soviet' ter-.r o9

ritory. Ve have not yet presented our account for this 1ist. ¢H¢~“

Border problems between the Chinese and. Ind:.ans also . o
flared up again during October and KNovember of 1962.» The j?;i;%i
Chinese could not help but notice that they received zero Jﬁ?f"“?
public support from the Soviets over their dispute w1th India.
But, at this point, the Chinese should not have erpected their e
willingness to militerily rectify a border dibnute to bring
support from an increasingly snxious IKremlin. LR N

28 hoolin, Territorial Claims, p. W2.
29 Ibid., p. L3.
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- accuse Moscow of " large-scale subverslon'“ 30

Problems in Sinkiang Province surfaced agaln durlng
1962 as bov1et intrigue and propaganda provoked a mass exo
cus of mlnority tribesmen scross the Chlnese border into'~

Russia. king's attempts to halt the defectlons led to Pl

ots, deaths, and w1despread arrests. This was the flrst ma
jor border incident between the two nations and promptea

the Chinese to close down Soviet consulates in the area and

The Soviets hurled chargeu back at Peklng claimlng the.f
Chinese were responsible for the " systemﬂtic violation of"
Soviet frontiers since 1960 " and no less than " S.Ooo,viof:@t;:f;f
lations in 1962 alone.® 3! The Kremlin further accused the
Cainese of illegslly trying to annex dlsputed territory at f o (ﬁ
the confluence of the Amur end Ussuri Rivers and threatened S0 5
a vigorous rebuff il v1olatlons continued.

Déspite a Soviet appeal for more unity, public polemié}{xfﬁ?;
continued thrdugh 1963. In 196L, thé Chinese openly adv&cér;‘ “
ted a split in the international communist movement sayzng .

", ., . like everything else, the international worki g,
class movemen:t tends to divide itself in two, " 32

o,

But later in the year, the Chinese agreed to dlscuss:j

30 pa4, Territorinl Dispute, p. 73.

31 1i1liam E. Griffith, The Sino-Soviet Rift ( Cambridge, The
I‘io I.TO PPQSS, l96h F) po 17“‘1700

32 Keesing's Report, Sino-Socviet Dispute, p. 62-63.




; the border issue in secret with the Soviets on the, aeputy for-e:"v

eign mxnlster level. After six months, the negotlators h“a;n-'ﬁaff

reportedly reached agreement in principle and hlghar level ; Jf: eaA

-.o

negotlations were to begln in Moscow the followlng October.v

party newspapers with the Soviet press descrlblng China‘s

ecquisition of Sinkiang Province in the 18th century as a

¥ forcible enslavement of the peoples and subgugation to a u;:f';'
nost severe national-colonial yoke.' Strong words indood s
because for Marxists to state that a people are subjeet to

* colonlal * rule, cormented the New York Times, is to markn;i?ﬂ a/
them as' candidates for national llberation133 ‘The Chlneqe {#;" 11

apparently arrived at the same conclusion for’ substantlalJl,

troop reinforcements were sent to seal off her northwestern: ST

frontier. 3k : 5 ‘ ‘ ﬂ" ft“"

*

The most virulent criticisms imaginable spewed ferth

from both sides until Khrushchev's removal from power: in 00% 0f
ober, 196L. An uneasy truce set in for several weeks but‘wasf}.JI:

soon shattered by Chinese charges that the Kremlin's qew léh;jsffff

33 Yew York Times, 1l September 196l, p. 16. ' if'ﬂ;ﬁg

34 pai, Territorial Disoute, p. 79.




ders were implementing " Khrushchevism. without Khrushchev.“iww"
Blckerlng continued over the Vietnam war and Sino- Indlan re-,;"
lations, among other things, through 1965. Then, in Narch of

1966, the ‘Chinese rejected an 1nv1tatlon to the 23rd COngress

of the CPSU in a statement which zccused the Huss1ans or ‘Vggfﬂéi

DO AT ISR B DA N Ty

ing farther and farther down the road of revisionism, spl;t-*}.’"”

e -—

ism, and great-power chauvinism; pursuing U.s.~oov1et~colla-f"

boration for the domination of the world; and “ctlvely trying

to build a ring of encirclement around SOCl&llSt Chlna " 36

w

In a letter sent to other communist parties earlyrin.l966,‘“

the Soviets accused China of provoklng the border conflict._ il
In reply, Peking alleged the Soviets had indtiated over 5,000
ncldents between July of 1960 and the end of 1965, had con-vt

centrated troops on the Chinese frontier, and had conducted
military manuevers which presupposed China as the enemy.37 

As the Maoist Cultural Revolution spread through China
in late 1966, rélations between the Soviet and Chinese'partieé
sank even further. DMoscow claimed two mllllcn Chlnese took part |
in mass demonstrations along the northeastern frontier in sup- A
port of Peking's territoriel claims during Oc¢tober. China was

38

also accused of firing on Soviet ships nlylng the Amur. River.y
Soviet troops were reportedly required to remove Chinese: squat--<v

35 Keesing's Report, Sino-Soviet Dispute, p. 76.
36 1pid., p. 86.
37 101d., p. 113.




ters from disputed islands in the Arur Riverbnear'lwnbarovakJ9
and, needlese to say, e;riier agrcements of cooperatlon along
these river systems collapsed completely durlne the yeer._?;'

' On the northwestern irontier events were Just aswbreear--ﬂelf5
ious. Mbre muslem ninorities were roported to have fled into
the Soviet Union where they were recruited into a Soviet-spon-
sored guerrilla army that made 5,000 rcids into Slnkiang Pro-,A :
vince during 1966. 40 R ‘

 The rhetoric exchanged during 1966 and: 1967 was not ohlyr;-b'
absurd, it was far in excess of that normally qund in rele-
tions between states not at war. Chinese insults hurled et
Soviet leaders ofter compared them with ﬂit}er,4Tsar_Niohola314'
II, filthy revisionist swine, the Xu Klux Xlan, and even 44'

®

feu flies freezing to death in the whirling snow.? ultDempn-”#g[

strations of unprecedented violence took place at embassies';if
in both countries and border incidents multlplyed at an lnered-,
ible rate. The Soviets, alarmed at the seemingly 1rratlonal'~"
behavior of the Chinese, increased their ?order guardeforce:i:
from 230,000 to 250,000.42 5 L S
During 1967, border incidents on the Ussuri Rlver exnlo~' 

-

ded to the forefront with reports of " clashes ' during Jenua-‘ .

39 Pai, Territorial Dispute, p. 85. B
40 mne @vening Bulletin, ( Philadelphia ), 31 January'l967.'P};16;‘

i The Keesing's N2nort, Sinco=-Soviet Dispute, bp. 96-98, SN e

42 momas W. Robinson, The Sino-Soviet Border Dispute ('Sahé;sj;
Monica: Project Rand, 1970 ), 29. - PR S
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ry and Decem’oer.,‘!‘3 ‘The incident in January occured.on Chene-
pao Island, the scene of future bloody encounters. Nﬁmerouéﬁ
other violations were recorded by the Chinese on ncarby is-  f
lands north and south of Chenpao. _ i
In fugust of 1968 the Soviet Union and oﬁher EastFEufo-
pean forces invaded Czechoslovekia to suppress the liberal
Dubcek regime. Chou En-lal described the actlon as the most ;y
barefaced and typical specimin of fascist pove* polltlcs dls-;
played by the Soviet revisionist clicque against its agecallgd.
allies.“uu The Chinocse were quick to realize that Bre;hnéﬁ'sl
policy of * limited sovereignty " in curbing dissideht*aiiigsy

could very easily be applied aguinst thomsalves. Iore Chinese

-

troops were rushed to the border areas in case of trouble. Lot g

And trouble, indeed, was just around the corner.

43 Yuri Dmitriyev, " Far Away on the Border ", CDSE, Vol;vzi,
Mo. 11, 2 April 1969. 5 i‘ﬁi‘
Lk Keesing's Report, Sino=-Soviet Dlgpute, D. 105 ' ’
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€ ‘e Flghting o Chenpao Island

LS

The Russians claimed that what transplred that cold‘

morning of 2 Karch 1969 was a szmple case of premeditateQ__ful
- murder. The Chinese, for a variety of reasons, did. not : }ffﬁ 

elaborate.much on details of the fighting but claimed they

had acted in self-defence when a Soviet force, with armoredﬁz

support, opened fire on a Chinese guard unit. Each'sideﬁj

predictably blamed the other and the only thingireally'VQri:»-,

fiable was that the long-stending territoriel dispute had

just been escalated.

Chenpao Island was hsardly, of itself, worth sbilli@ég’ 5_“
blood over. Situated in the Ussuri River about 180 miieS".z ‘

southwest of Knabarovsk, the island is completely frozen much -

of the year. In size, measuring one mile iong by a halflmile

wide, Chenpao is small by any standards. Although it's pre;,;.

dominately forested, there are open areas and boggy .marshes ,?

along both sides. The scil is nct hospitable to agrlculture

and during the Spring thaw the isle is often flooded to sqme.’

extent. Neither Scviet nor Chinese inhabit the islend ai-
though both sides have appearently done logging there and Chi-
]

nese fishermen have occasionally used it as a place to dry

their nets. Neither side of the river is populated to any<de-

gree. At the time in questioﬁ, the Ussuri River was still fro-

zen solid making it possible to walk or drive heavy vehicles

scross to the island.
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Chenpao is difficult because many of the perticipents?;erei
killed during the course of the flghting.- The Chlnese, as
previously mentloned, have not provided much oetall on their' gﬁﬂ?r
‘version of what happened so mcst of the follow;ng narrative
comes rrom a combination of Russian .sources summarized in n
Rand Corporation report. 45 - : e Al

During the early morning hours of 2 Narch, nbout 300
mixed border guurds and regulsr PLi troops in white camouflage
walked across the ice to Chenpac, dug inty: fortiried poaitions
and then laid down for the night. it approximately ll 00 n.m,.
another small group of Chinese began to walk toward thq island’i;;l
shoutlng Maozst slogans as they came. Soviet, border guards.
under the commund of Senior Lieutenant Ivan Ivanovmoh Strelni-

t<“

kov observed the rather boisterous Chinese and headed for the

i

island in two armored cars to meet them. : Arriv;ng on or nearf

the island, Lieutenant Strelnikov and seven or elght of his

£ : 8 ity e Gl
"’i,.; n" )
g

subordinates left the armored vehicles and strode out to warn

the Chinese ageinst trespassing as they had done soiofteh_inf‘?w'

the past. Following Russian regulations, the Soviet troops”*
reportedly had their weapons strapped across thelr chests in

a non-threatening manner. As the Russian commander began to

.us see Thomas !/, Robinson, The S8inc=-Soviet Border. Dispute ( San-
ta Monica: Project Rand, 1970 ). Corroborating information '
can be found in Gerzrd Corr's The Chinese Red Army and Tai*
Sung An's The Sino-Soviet Territorial Lispute.
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demand their evacua tion, tho rront row or unarmeo Ghinese
fell aside exposing e second row whlch opened flre on the:
suspecting Russzans with submachine guns. The nusszanfliou

tenant and most of hlS comrzds were kllled immediately. Si#

d o bewdadii ale v

multaneously, the 300 Chinese that had previou31y moved ont

troops from their prepared positlono., Light artillery supi

¥hat remazined of the bedly mauled bov;ets attempted to fight

back under the direction of Junior bergeant Yurd Bnbinaki. ,‘;35{
: Mbanwhlle, Sovieu troops from another nearby border post‘

had witnessed the engogement and set out to provide help Ar- '75

riving on the scene in an armored car, Senior Lioutenont»Bu-;

his vehiole was hit by rocket fire. Running to another vehi-' 1i5;"}fi

cle, he directed the Soviet defense as each sxde chargedvtha~; i'

Sy
bty

other. After a while, the Russians claim they mahagedito?;:f'f;f%,'

force the remaining Chinese to evacuate their positioquénaﬂ;f~i

s LA

return to the west bink of the river.

The bettle lasted sbout two hours end resulted in heavy:

losses for the Russians -~ 31 dead &nd 1l uounded. The Chiﬁooa

also suffered cesualties but released no exact figuros.>'

sides vacated the island claiming victory.

opmgiblan s gl & o § s
. j: i fhr oA e LAk ml L1 3 A gy



by numercus tanks. o : ‘,»:4 Sl
\ vﬁ.” ¥ ;

At approximately 1:00 p.m., recently arrzved Ruésian”hr

tillery opened up on Chinese positions as. much us rour miléﬁ ua

inland. Enjoying supericr equipment and apparencly employing
better tactics, the Soviets, after several attempts, inally-.m.rd’v
Retreating to the west bank, ;he

broke through Chinese lines.




By 7 00 p.m., the battle was over.. Almcst nine hours

had elapsed ‘since the fightlng erupted ‘end the casualty toll
; 'I'he,-f

border post commander Colonel D. I. Leonov. Chinese casual-

» tiee reportedly were about 800 killed and wounded. An enor-';._”'

mous rigure, almost certainly inrlated somewhat, yet entire-f'

2 A
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rymg factor within cmna.m With that concept in mnd, the

particular. : . :

The two cormuniist powers have long agreed on the desira-3f:l:
bility of a new, comprehensive border treaty. They al;o a= ,
gree thaet such a treaty would involve only: minor adjustments;{iif
mainlyvaffecting riverine islsnds. The stumbling block was
mostly Chinese insistance that Moscow admzt the i lnequality "

of the old l9th century treaties before a new treaty could be

L6 Before the Sinco-Soviet border negotictions of 196u were bro-}_ :

. ken off, China had already displeyed a spirit of ccmpromise = .
in concluding new boundary agreements with Burma, Outer Mbn-;.
golia, Nepsal, Pakistan, and ifghenistan, Indis and Russiu‘ A

'woro the only ones left. Tai, Territoriel Dispute, p. 81

ot




signed. Russia, distrusting Chinese intent;ons, fefﬁséd'but,
proposed instead a new treaty which would effectively supe

' cede the old. Without the admission of 1nequality first,:f“
Ghinese would not agree. ‘ »

altered by the treaty signatories.
decision always goes to tre latter contention.uaztifffk

Soviet policy statements in support of her clazm. FolIfwing.

taken away from China by the Tsars. The declaration stated,;

v y ¥ ity
{ B G

in part: i gl : - A
" e are marching to free the people from thé &oké,éf'”

L8 The standard work on the subject is Chesney Hill, The Doo=

trine of " Rebus Sic Standibus ' in International an. UEi it e

- versity of Missouri Studies, No.

o
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~military force, of foreign money, which is cruuhing the.l4fe

3. B and uhe people of the East, and principally of the people orjf.l
7 China .* . ., The Soviet Government has renounced all the' con~ .’
quests made by the Tsarist Government which took away fromA;#“

China Manchuria and other territories. The populatior ‘of T
»these territories shall decide for thenselves to whlch coun~i
try they would like to belong. “ 49 T

CRe

| An even stronger, more explicit statement was issued onﬁ;»*d

27 September 1920, when the Kao rakhan Menifesto deolared, inf"‘

‘ part: 5 _' i ; v ,;:‘ ‘ ;: -«:i

; 's'_< " The Government of the Russian 5001alistvse§iet.ﬁepubéi

s ~ lics decleres null and void all treaties concluded with Ghina’

. by the former Government of Russia, renounces all- seizurss ¢f.
Chinese territory end oll Russisn concessions in China, and.

restores to China, without compensation and forever, &ll. that

had been predatorily seized rrom her by the Tsar's Governmen
and the Russian bourgeoisie. 50 , Far

In later negotiations, however, the Russ;ans appeared to-'-7m
have second thoughts on the issue and backed away frum-their
previous gener031ty. Today, the Sov;ets have great dlfficul-.

ty in explalning the great 1nconslstencles between their ac-

tions and statements. But it never hurts to try: and,_who

~ knows, someone might believe you. It was doubtlessly in this‘
spirit that V. Khvostov attempted to reject Chlnese territor-‘
ial claims based on the Karakhan statements. erting in the
Soviet publication, Intefnational Life,-in”l965 he §t929d5”,

that unequal treaties were indeed abrogaoted by S°v?°tlié§dereif{:f“

after the Bolshevik Revolution, but these‘tfeeties weregnétlff

L9 For the full English text of the Karakhan Declaration, see -
The China Yesr Book, 192, ed. by H. G. W. Voodhead ( Pek-"v
Ing end Tientsin, 192 ), p. 868-870.. . Gk :
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%o those imposed on China by Imperial Japanl

"Revolution in Russis, the Soviet Republic solemmly rencunced:

concerﬁiﬁg Russian-Chinese frontiers. -Rather, they'referred

51

Perhaps sen31ng luter thau nore support was needea, Prav-Qir
da carrzed a governnent statement aated 29 ”"rch 1969,:say1n .;
”-Follow;ng the v‘ctury of the Great UOtooer boclalist

the unequal and secret treaties with China, Tsarist Russials
spheres of influence in Chins, extraterritorial rights and .

consular jurisdiction . . . The nullification o¢f the above=:
mentioned treaties was nude official by the Agreement of . :
General Principles . . . May 31, 1924. This agreenent 4~'“
did not consider Russ 1an-Ch1ncse treaties defining the atana
border to be among the unequal or secret agreem@nts. Thore

was no talk of their being annulled or revised. “*bd o

tlcular, the Chinese refer dlrectly to the 1860 Treaty or

Peking in which only the land eaut of the Ussurl Rlver wa°
ceded to Russia. No mention wes mcde of the rlverlne 1slands.vw,f;'

Fu

Peking thus bases its claim to Chenpzo and nmeny other such 15- .~,~3

lands on the Thalveg prlnciple which states that in cases of :
riverine boundarles, the middle of tha main channel or, strong-

est downstrean current forms the bounqary.: The problem here :}«fi
is that the main channel of rivers such as uhe Ussuri,” whzch ?i';éﬁ;?%

are prone to flooding, often cheange location, thus changing ‘ji=9}

the relative location of many islands to the ma*n channel.;Ji?'"

5Ly, M. Khdstov, Internztionsl Life, Lo. 10, Octuoer, 1965.ﬁk,,-1
cited in John Gittings, survey of the Sino-sScvict Dispute‘“"
( Oxford University Press, 19638 ), p. lbh-166. el R

52 Pravda, 30 March 1969, cited in Harcld c. Hinton, * Con-r'
Tiict on the Ussuri ", Problems of Communism, Vol. xx, 4
Jan-Apr 1971, p. 56. G




’;*ffff:;:?iiff:the Soviets refused-to accept this argument because to

”;;§f1700 iélands in the present river systen, including"Chen-
pEo.53f'Iﬁstead, the Russiens offeréd tc use a'1:1,000,000
>Ffscale map that accompanied the 1860 Peking Treaty as the
basis for negotiatlon. China refused the offer claiming the
”map scale much too small from whlch to determine detail and
:;tthen reiterated their position based on the Thalweg princi-~

yiﬁple.‘ At thls point the discussions deadlockeu.

!}f 53 Robinson, Sino-Soviet Border Dispute, poidlh.

ag}db‘so'mbanf they would have to relinquish cleim to about 600
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tive factor which would edequa»ely explein Pekirg's deoi31o

to initiate a serious border incident with so formidable an .,ﬁ_“ww

adversary. The best ‘that can be done under the circumstancesﬂt‘

Pad 13

§

is to analize the variocus possibilities and attempt to rind

the most plausible motives.

Of .the two incidents, that of 15 haroh is by? far the<;wu

easier to explain. Having been humiliqted during the earl-uﬁ:‘““5<

Al

fi : ier engagement of 2 March, lMoscow almost certainly was after s~5

Despite Soviet proctestations of innocenso, thore

revenge.

seems to be general agreement that the Russians were the.”"

first to pull the trigger during the second inCident. The *

ferocity of the Soviet assault would lead one to beliove that

tactical positioning ond timing had been planned in advance._ftf'

Aside from teaching the upstart Chinese a lesson, the.Kremligﬂf

mey have anticipated a fringe benefit if they wers also,éble; *

; to strengthen the hand of mcre noderate Chinese elements;dur-:3 ,

ing the upcoming Ninth Perty Cungress in Peking. L _,{ e ot Et

As for the first battle on 2 March, motivoo“becomojmuoh

more difficuit to pinpoint accursately, partly because tﬁe’chi-;

nese made sov little comment on the subject. In adoressing the




sibility that the

1

cident - the result of a misunderstanding during a ccnfrdﬁf

tion of patroling border gusasrds. JIf this washﬁhg caéé;’tﬁé‘

% s 4 5 g P
Soviets ney have claimed ™ ambush " siwply to Jjustify why ﬁheyfﬁ3¢ 

emerged . decidedly on the short end of the score.. Cegﬁagniff

the high state of tension which existed along the nockMesdberd.
border in 1969 could have provided the setting for su;ﬁ;A§‘$¢,J-
chanqe encounter. And yet, it is probable that the Ghinéée-:'
would have given a more detailed account of what happéhed\iﬁﬁﬁjlf’

in-a’
3 g

A

they had indeed acted in self-defense or been involved i

misunderstanding. It also seems unlikely that the Soviets.

would have been so morally outraged had they not sincerelﬁzc“k,ﬁ ‘
Bl i h

believgd themselves the victims of Chinese aggression.
If one then discounts the likelihood of accidént,'thQ hﬁ»:

next step is to determine whether the decision»origiﬁa#ed énwﬁfffl
the local or national level. Unfortunately, the administras |
tive situation in China is not one that we have a gredt dééi{”_"
6f information on, however we can‘assume that locél-frontié:
guards had the cuthority to defend cgainst apmed incursions.
without the necessity of contacting Peﬁing for instruotiupsin

Such flexibility is decidedly within normal military p#uéedﬁre}

5k lMossive anti-Soviet domonstrations were staged in varlous
parts of China, but they were nuwhere neur as vioclent ag
the attack on the Chinese ombassy in Moscow by u rocke :
throwing mcb. »or was there snything on the Chinese side
comparable toc the Soviet Unicn's highly unusual move, via .-
diplomatic channels, to explain its case against Peking to
the West Germen government in Bonn, end presumably to other

overnments as well. Hinton,'Conflict-on the Ussuri®, BE A
S TV V- ORCRIPOP VNTRENIRRIESUN ORPRS SUN RS




Ruacian oo aiatalhli el M ot el 6 v <

i But to imply that a locg}_gusrd unit orbevan e regional ;,g;
;gz headquarters would plan and execute an smbush of_suéh maé- ”%>¥‘ﬂ
éj nitﬁde and consequence without explicit authority‘from'Pe-" L
%aé king stretches the imagination. Certainly the disorder ana  5gk” 
?i ; factlonallsm of the Cultural Revolution could have made suéﬁ -
%ﬁ an initiative theoreticully possible but there is no ev;-' 2

dence currently aveilable to support this likelihood.

7‘ : So authority for the clash most likely came from Peking,

3
H

l &
|z
'%

i3 ; e

but why? Considering both the domestic and'internationhl,w

PR

situation in early-1969, China's leaders were probabl&fingj.4ff

fluenced by a variety of factors. Several considerations

stem from Peking's desire to reunify the country in the wako
of many months of internal chaos spawned by the Cultural Rev=-
i olution. Deep divisions hed developed within the Chlnese

hierchy with some elements in favor of 'a rapproachmbnt w1th

o

Russia end o reactivetion of the 1950 Treaty of Friendship.

Por the lMsoists, this was unthinkable. Seemingly, nothing

would rally popular resentment agalnst these rev151onlst ele-

ments as well as & border confrontatlon with ov1ct soldiers.:

In the face of this roreign threat, massive anti-Russian :

’

demonstrations would serve to unify the country end aid in ' . .

reconstructing at least a foundation for national cohesion. ’“j .

‘The approach of the oft-delayed Ninth Party Congress in
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Peking may also have influenced the need to find a problemj'

around which to rally. ééced with increasing opposition from‘
a variety of internal groups hostile to proposed reform mea-
suresss,vthe Msolists moy have felt that a foreign ﬁhréat '
was necess;ry to support Mac' s position and push through the
disputed reforms. A border skirmish would also serve as proof

of the need to follow Mzo's directive to " grasp revolut;on“'

and promote production and preparedneés against war. 156

Vorkers and farmers would be exhorted to support their'borééh”_
guards oy increas%ng output in industry and farming. .»:‘}?t 
Several observers feel thet Iiao, aging and féarful thaﬁ%j“;
Soviet * revisionism “ would creep back int9 China onée he ;f
passed from the scene, decided to create an incident that »
would pérmanently alienste the Chinese people from thé Sovieﬁ.:
ideologicai menace. A well planned and propangandlaed border-:'%
incident would probably do the job by sowing " dragon's teeth [
between the two countries that would endure long after Mao‘s-ﬂwﬁ

g7 Y

own demise.

In terms of foreign policy conslderations, Peking-mny
have hoped to embarass the Krenlin prior to & world-wide coap»l

yund st conference scheduled for June in loscow. By casting

55 Included in the reforms were plans to relocate several tons
of millions of urban residents to the country. Rubinson,
Sinc=-Soviet Border Dispute, p. 50. 2

56 Tai, Territorial Dispute, p. 100.
ST Robinson, Sino-Soviet Border Dispute, Pp. Sh. * ﬁﬁgq
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8 the Soviets as aggressors against the Irqte“nal Cﬁineoe,;,
king probably intended to rekindle the painful memory uf tha
1968 Czechoslovak invasion for the beneflt of otner Qelegcteaif”f"

scheduled to attend. . : 25 ‘;;'g;

ficant Soviet military buildup olong their noptheastern bor-fji”“
der since 1966. 58 Aware that RuqsiO\s Red Arny hud invaded
Czechoslovakia in time to furestall a party cghgpgcs °xp°Cted-{nfj
to bolster the Dubcek regime, Peklns had good reauon to feur 1;E$m;“'

WA e TR

a sinilar move against China prior to their own Ninth Party rf_

Congress scheduled for harch. Aggravating China's suspzo;ons
was a Soviet dlrective placing its border troops on > No.-lﬁ?iy
combat readiness * issued sometime after 16 February 1969.59
lao may have concluded that the Russians would be thrown off
balsnce if China Soruck & warning blow first. ‘

Fear of strong Soviet retaliation was probably'mitigétedﬁ 5

by the recent return tc China of Soviet embas sy persbnnelndészﬁfx

pendents after two years hiatus wnd hoscow*s girultaneous in—_

so, it was deemed likely that the Kremlin would exercise re-,f:f

streint in order not to resurrcct the ghost of Cz echoslovak¢a. :
- e

nﬁ ‘;.

58 Robinson, Sinc-soviet Border Dispute, p. 27.
59 Hinton, Problems in Communism, p. 47.
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There is much foundaticn from which to state'fhat,th;f’“ri
history of relations bet;een Russia and Chinsa, especially ek
since 1950, has been a general attempt on the part-of‘the
former to. domxnate the latter. True, some will polnt out

that the Sov;et government initially gave aid to the fledg-
ling Communist Chinese government but it was done-in a nlsfi{'
gardly fashion snd with great distrust. .Fufthérmore, mény'”"
observers feel that the Soviets cultivated Chlna's economic .

and mllitary dependence solely to achisve leverage over. Pe-:?

king's effairs - witness the wlthdrawal of aid in 1960 over

&

disagreement with China‘s direction. What u-timately devel-',¥ l;;

oped was & buildlng Meuist natlonallsm in direct confliot

with an equally assertive Scviet nationalism. As Willlam :ff:
Griffitﬁ said, " The primary cause of the rift has beeh tﬁe_;;
determination of Nao and his associabes that China should be-i

come a superpower and the determination of the Soviet leader- _?}iﬂ

ship to prevent it. " 60

Based on these observations, it is probsble that China'sf
attack on Soviet border gusrds in early March of 1969Fwas-? :
influenced by a combination of foreign.and domestic oonSidéregg”:'

. "" :

ations. Peking's apprehension of the massive Soviet buildupionf :

her northeastern frontier and the possibility that Moadbw.hight\f;

attempt to militsrily intervene in China coincided with the E

60 Gnirfith, Sino-Soviet Rift, p. L.




; “ ne§d to find a " foreign devil " which'would unify the Chi-
;- unése people behind liso!s lesdership. Mac's desire tc per=-

:_ mapently elienate the messes from the hated Soviet " revi-
J; fsioﬁism " clearly added additional impetus. On the basis of
?fnythgée factors it is most likely that Maoist ey Ta Ak
S;f~instructions to the ncrtheastern regional military commander
. “to initiate s YioTent 1HEHASnt st a time and plece of his

ﬁ‘ -éﬁbosing in the near future.‘ Such a bold military stroke

"wéuld hdpefully'improvq both the foreign and domestic situa-
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voar tion.
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