WHY CHINA "TURNED WEST™

J. Peck

So many deeds cry out to ¢ done
And always urgently.

The world rolls on.

Time passes.

Ten thousand years are too long.

On hisrecent historic trip to Peking, President Nixon quoted this poem
of Chairman Mao, to call their two countries to "start a long march
together, not in lockstep, but on different roads leading to the same
goa ...

With a rare finese he had underscored a major factor which had
made possble the meeting o the leaders of the two great former
antagonists. For Mao's poem was written in 1963 as a fervent call
for his countrymen to ""Seize the day” and struggle against Soviet
Russia

"The four seas are tempestuous as clouds and waters show their
wrath," Mao described the Sino-Soviet dispute. " The five continents
are shaken as gales and thunder rage. Pests should be stamped out so
that we may become invincible."

Listening to this Presidential toast, Chou En-lai hardly needed to
be reminded that the pedts referred to were not Americans.

I't was not aways 0. Fifteen years earlier, in November 1957, Mao
had bluntly declared that *'the socialist camp must have a leader and
this leader is the Soviet Union." Today, however, it is Russa, not
America, that is regarded by Peking as Chinas principal enemy. Un-
doubtedly few Chinese during the Great Proletarian Cultural Revo-
[ution suspected that its concluson would find President Nixon landing
in Peking as planesbombed Indo-China.

The sgnificance d the Peking summit-meetings, however, would
be missed if they were understood simply as an attempt by Washington
to deflect U.S. opinion from the war in Vietnam and to plug Pres-
dential politics or by Peking to capitalize on short-term gains by

* This essay first appeared in the May 1972 issue of Ramparts and is printed
here with the kind permisson of the Editors.
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"sdling out™ the Viethamese revolution. The Chinese have been able
to begin those negotiations only because o the defeats inflicted
by the Viethamese on American imperidism, and they have not
in fact given up all support for Hanoi. But Peking is now com-
mitted to what it regards as much larger objectiveswithin the emerging
“multi-polar” world order. United in their opposition to the Soviet
Union, and in their quest for greater leverage against Japan, Washing-
ton and Peking are seeking a relationship to achieve mutual long-term
advantageson certain fundamental questions. No aliance is involved,
nor even any serious policy coordination. None is required. In an
increasingly complex and fluid international situation, both sdes see
great advantages merely in closer contact. If the conception d a
"multi-polar’ world set the stage for this détente, however, it remains
the triangle relationship of Peking-Moscow-Washington within which
it makes sense.

When Mao led the Chinese Communigts to victory in 1949, he ob-
vioudy "'leaned to one side” of the cold war ideologically. But there
is every indication that even then he wanted Chinas foreign policy
to have a significant degree of independence.

Mao owed nothing to Moscow. The Russans had backed his
opponentsin the 20s and 30s. They had opposed his strategy against
Chiang Kai-shek after 1945.

The Chinese Communist movement under Mao, moreover, had
become radically independent. |t was not in close contact with Moscow
or the other mgjor communist parties. And in those long formative
years, at least, Mao had come to understand political strategy in terms
d united fronts and loose aliances, not blocs. Even among enemies,
there could be unity to achieve specific tasks. In the communist move-
ment, a shared general ideology was the bass for locd initiative.

But an alliance with Russiawas necessary in the bi-polar world o
1949. America had tried to block the revolution, just as it was already
attempting to contain it militarily and politically—in Japan, Indo-
China, Korea. Mao probably had little wish to be an "ideologicd™ Tito
at this time. Not only was the risk great, but general acceptance
d the Soviet global view was not seen as undermining his indepen-
dence.

Until the Korean war, China strongly indicated that its alliance
with the Soviets did not preclude its own active international role.
Peking wished to take its seat in the United Nations as one o the Big
Five powers, to trade with the capitalist world, to establish diplomatic
relationswith any nation which observed the principle d equality. No
tolerance was given to nations ill trying to retain a foothold on
Kuomintang Taiwan. Having just "'sood up', China had no intention
d compromising itsprinciplesand national rights. 1t would not honour
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the agreements o the Kuomintang. And it would recognize the DRV
government declared by the Vietnamese revolutionaries (forcing
Moscow to do the same), despite the consequent alienation o France.

Whatever uneasiness Stalin felt about Mao, however, was terminated
by the Korean war. The war ensured Chinese dependency in future
dealingswith the Russians. By taking Taiwan, Americawas to guaran-
tee Chinese diplomatic isolation for two decades. Branded as an
aggressor, the subject of an international embargo, isolated from its
role as a great power in the United Nations, Chinafaced unrelenting
hostility from Washington. Such factors, combined with the sheer cost
d the Korean war, the need for Soviet technology, expertiseand trade,
seemed to cement the alliance.

When Stalin died, Peking pushed hard for arelaxationd Mosocow's
control over the sociaist camp. Autumn 1956 found Peking supporting
Poland's attempt for greater independence and criticizing Moscow
for ""great nation chauvinism''. Not only were the Chinese asserting an
independent line, but in almost every respect they were far more
flexible on bloc discipline than the Russians.

Why, then, Peking's complete reversd in late 1957 : the attacks
on Yugsslar revisonism and Mao's strong endorsement for Soviet
leadership o the socidist camp?

Khrushchev was angling for Chinese support for his proposas made
to the 20th Party Congressfor peaceful co-existence and mutual arms
reduction with the West. From his viewpoint, the ideal development
would be both détente with Washineton and aliance with the Chinese.
A détente promised sgnificant rewards for the Soviets. stabilization
o thestatus quo in Eastern Europe, the Russian primearead concern,
and the certainty that Germany would remain non-nuclear. It adso
meant recognition o Soviet equality with the U.S.—establishing a
principled two power resolution of significant global issues. In 1957
Khrushchev was wooing Chinese alegiance with public support for
various Chinese positions (Chinas right to its own method o building
socidism, support for Mao's theory d non-antagonistic contradictions)
and, more important, with the agreement "on new technology for
nuclear defence"” concluded on 15 October 1957 under which
the Chinese claimed that they were to be provided with a “sample
of an aomic bomb and the technical data concerning its
manufacture”. Khrushchev thus made bloc unity attractive by
offering to make China more d an equal partner in strategic terms
than before.

Washington, however, by maintaining hard-line pressure on China
while letting up on the Soviets, forced a choice between the détente
and the aliance. As early as 1954 in the first Quemoy-Matsu offshore
islands crisis, Russian support had been cool. The second time, in
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1958, it was amost cold. All the time, Washington rejected any
attempt to discuss any international issues until the Chinese pledged
to accept the status quo on Taiwan.

To the Chinese, the Soviets were opting for a dktente with the U.S.
at the expense d their promise to back China on the Taiwan question.
For China, a détente which confirmed the status quo on Taiwan would
be intolerable. Taiwan, the competing and to a large extent the recog-
nized claimant to national sovereignty, was the essentia instrument
d Chinds diplomatic isolation, the linchpin d U.S. containment
policies, and a constant affront to the strong national pride o Chinas
revolutionary leaders. Even more, détente on this basis meant perpetu-
ating Chinas subordinationin al globa strategic discussons with the
Wes. The more Moscow sought détente, the less China was in-
volved. For Moscow, Europe and the détente were to prove morevital
than Taiwan and the alliance.

This tenson was heightened when the Americans madeit quite clear
that a détente with Moscow would be jeopardized by continued
Russan assstance to Chinas nuclear programme. In June 1959
Khrushchev cancelled the nuclear sharing act. A year later, as issues
mounted. Khrushchev ended all Soviet economic assistance and all
experts were abruptly withdrawn.

When Moscow signed the Test Ban Treaty in 1963 over Chinese
objections, the back o the alliance was broken. Khrushchev's fall from
power in October 1964 changed nothing. Chou En-lai journeyed to
Moscow to negotiate with the new leaders, but the points d conflict
remained intact. It was this Soviet pursuit o détente, not merely
contentions of revolutionary theories, at the very time America was
rapidly expanding its power in Ada which underlay all the great
polemic debatesdf the early 1960s Russia, whose security was seen in
continued European stability and consolidation of the East European
buffer zone, had lessinterest in encouraging wars o national liberation
than China, under the growing pressure of encirclement by U.S.
military bases and armed client states. And it was only natural for
China to denounce a Soviet-U.S. accommodation which she had not
been invited to join. The complete loss o trust by at least some
elementsd China's leadership became evident following Khrushchev's
ouster. The greater ideologica polemics subsided; the critique o
compromise was replaced by the charge o collusion. It was a more
blunt and accurate assessment of the triangular relationship and
remains the essentia foundation for the Chinese view d two " super-

powers”.
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As the Sino-Soviet alliance disintegrated and American power be-
came more ominous, Peking st~-uggledo fashion a new foreign policy
in the '60s At least three competing policy currents can be distin-
guished: (1) a revised conception d Soviet "internationalism™ {(Liu
Shao-chi); (2) revolutionary self-reliance (Lin Piao); (3) a salf-sufficient
"great power™ independent of the existing aliance structure and blocs
(Mao and Chou). Convenience requires smplistic identification o a
policy with certain individuas, but a particular line was often sup-
ported by the entire leadership once agreed upon. Certain individuals
tended to become more associated with one than the other. Whether
they actually were totally committed to one current over another,
however, is less important than the broad alternatives Peking dealt
with in the '60s

Liu Shao-chi symbolized the dedication to a revised notion of
Soviet internationalism. I n the great polemicsagainst the Soviet Union
in the early 1960s, the Chinesebitterly condemned the Russian attempt
to dominate the socidist camp, even as they based their theoretical
position on a conception d its unity. They strongly affirmed the in-
ternational obligations & communist parties, and the fraternal obli-
gations o one socidigt state to another.

Since Moscow had opted for détente, this policy current required
the creation d a new international communist movement to separate
existing communist partiesand socidist states from Maoscow's influence
and to encouragepro-Chinasplinter groupswhere thiswas not possible.
Though somewhat smilar to the earlier Russian conception o the
Comintern, the pro-China party movement was more decentralized.
But it emphasized the careful cultivation o party relationships, an
internationally shared ideology and international coordination o
policy. It was an organizational approach par excellence.

But it did not work. Even the Japanese and Korean communist
parties were openly criticizing Peking by 1965, and Mao himsdf,
in hisinterview with Edgar Snow that year, expressed little optimism
about the immediate prospects for innumerable tiny pro-Peking
groups.

This reliance on an intricate sysem o party relationships was
coupled with an emphasison dlianceswith various national bourgeois
governments to enhance China's security. China pushed its " united
front from above” policy—an attempt to obtain regiona security
through alliances with "anti-imperialist’” governments. This intricate
attempt to cultivate dose governmernt-to-government ties seemed
initially successful in warding off American power—in Indonesia,
Burma, Cambodia. It was related to the attempt to mobilize and
organize the Third World countriesagainst both Russia and the U.S
Ben Bdlain Algeriaand Nkrumah in Ghana were crucial partnersin
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this strategy. Of course, friendly links with all. these .governments
required opposition to local leftist movements. Even though most of
these nations had conservative military forces (Pakistan, Indonesia,
Burma, Cambodia), it semed a necessary price to pay.

This shaky sysem o regiona friendships collapsed in 1965. The

coup in Indonesia which left Sukarno powerless, destroyed the
Indonesian Communist Party, and slaughtered hundreds o thousands
d Indonesians, was only one shattering blow to the Chinese that
yedr.
The failure d plans for a second Bandung conference in Algiers
and the overthrow o Ben Bdla; the ouster & Nkrumah in Ghang;
the poor showing d the Pakistani army in the war against India which
dlowed Moscow to make its diplomatic breakthrough at Tashkent;
the Americanization d the war in Vietham—al left Chinds policy
in shambles.

With the escalation o the war in Vietnam, and in the face o the
collapsed much o Chinas policy by late 1965, another policy current
became more evident. For convenience sske, again, it could be person-
dized by a leading individua —Lin Piao.

His policy was to accept the international encirclement o China,
draw a line between cooperation with either revisonism or imperialism,
and providemoral (but not military) support for various revolutionary
druggles.

On People's War was the crucia statement o this perspective. 1t
dressed self-reliance (Vietnam must wage its own war in its own way.)
And it expressed absolutely no genuine interest in creating an alternate
international communist party system (even warsof national liberation
need no longer be led by communist parties). Nor was confidence
expressed in alliances with various anti-imperiaist governments. Each
nation and struggle was radically independent, united only through a
shared global ideology.

China was to be a bastion o revolution—isolated, but building
socidisam within itself. China was part o a world revolutionary pro-
cess, but not its co-ordinator or controller. Even the contradictions
among the great world powers were o little immediate tactical im-
portance. The only really significant divison d the world was be-
tween the "cities'—the developed countries—and the "rural aress”
'‘which would surround and defeat them. The basic assumption o
People's War, o course, was that the U.S. was the principal enemy.
Such aview would hardly besuitableif Russia became Chinas primary
[.rrl:m.'l:l:l[.u.li.l::-'n.

If Mao and Chou, who persondize a third current, reected
by 1965 any serious hope for an aternative international com-
munist party' sysem, they hardly had the same passive attitude to-
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wards international relations as the position publicly associated with
Lin.

Even before the Cultural Revolution, Mao was speaking as he had
in the 1940sd a dynamic, flexible play o great power forcesin which
China should be intimately engaged. No bloc strategy or international
party sysem seems crucia to his postion. Unlike Lenin, Mao has
never writen a sngle theoretical essay analysing revolutionary struggles
in other countries.

Indeed, with his highly developed sense o national sovereignty, the
role o the nation, and the volatility o power, Mao spoke d inter-
national united fronts around certain specificisues |t was imperative
for China to understand and capitalizeon al the fundamental inter-
national contradictionsas the basisfor any policy. As Mao told a rather
startled delegation of French parliamentarians in February 1965:
"Franceitsaf, Germany, Italy, Great Britain—provided the latter stops
being the courtier of the U.S.—Japan, and we ourselves. there you
have the third world.”

Such comments were remarkably out d place in the Peking o
1965. At the very time Peking was officidly proclaiming that the
principal contradiction in the world was "'between the revolutionary
peoplesd Ada, Africa, and Latin Americaand the imperialists headed
by the United States”, Mao was telling Edgar Show that he was not
convinced that this was the case at all.

Y et in 1965, China was isolated. Peking could not easily manoeuvre
among the great powers. Opposed by both Moscow and Washington,
denied its seat in the United Nations, Chinas relations were limited
to a handful o small nations—and Gaullist France. And it was Mao,
not Liu or Lin, who met the various French delegations.

None the less, over the issued Vietnam, Lin's position became the
officia one. It was a useful complement to Mao's decision to launch
the Cultural Revolution. For it stressed both the theme o self-reliance
for revolutionary movements and Chinas independence.

In the debate over Vietnam, Mao clearly rejected any conception of
"joint action™ with the Russiansto aid Vietnam. One Korea had been
enough. China, not Russia, he feared, would again bear the brunt o
any offensve the U.S. launched beyond Vietnam. And Mao hardly
trusted the Russans.

Far more important, perhaps, is the fact that the Cultural Revo-
lution could not have been undertaken if the Peopl€'s Liberation Army,
ideologically trained and led by Lin Piao, had been fully preoccupied
with Vietnam. With the army engaged, no thorough attack on the
Chinese Communist Party would have been conceivable. Without the
army as an organizational backstop, the struggle against the ** capitalist
roaders” would have been aborted.
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What both Lin and Mao agreed upon was crucia. The domestic
revolution would be salvaged through the Cultural Revolution at the
expense o what many Party officids felt were Chinds international
fraternal obligations to Vietnam. Many Party officids purged in the
early days d the Cultural Revolution were believed to have favoured
"joint action" and patching up relations with the Russans. Many
d them were the very architectsd Chinas much-proclaimed "inter-
nationalism" in the early 1960's—the Party bureaucratswho promoted
and guided the creation of an aternate international communist
party system. Not for the first time were the "internationaists’ to be
purged in a revolution as it turned to the priorities d "socidism in
one country". Only this time, many d the internationalists were
dso the organization men opposed to a revival d the domestic
revolution.

The Cultural Revolution constituted a full-scale attack on individ-
uals whose mentality made them respect the Soviet economic mode
and pattern o development. But it was not a period in which a new
foreign policy was initiated. Mao had apparently concluded that
Vietnam had set into play a series o forces that would take severa
years to work themsalvesout. China thus had a breathing space for its
own domestic transformation.

During the Cultural Revolution, foreign policy (its excesses are
currently blamed entirely on "ultra-leftists") was intensely ideologica.
The notion  international class civil war, the oppressed versus the
oppressors (to the virtual excluson o concern for the divisons and
struggles among nations) were dominant themes.

Each "revolutionary struggle'” was to be viewed as radicaly in-
dependent, linked only through a "common" ideology. The unremit-
ting emphasis on Mao Tse-tung's thought almost seemed to replace
any concern for organizational links with small communist parties.

* * *

In 1969 with Lin Piao's report to the 9th Party Congress, cultural
revolution "diplomacy" was brought to an end and the outline for
Chinas more “normal” diplomacy set forth,

Y et Lin’s speech was an unusual document. For the first timein the
history o the Chinese Communist movement, no principal contra-
diction or main enemy was identified. Now there were two—U.S.
Imperialism and Soviet Revisonism. “Let us unite and form the
broadest possible united front and overthrow our conmon enemies!”
China, Lin concluded, "has drawn a clear line between hersdf on
the one hand and U.S imperiadlism and Soviet revisonism on 'the
other.”" It is only to China's honour that they are aways trying ta
isolate her.
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Whereas Mao had long sought to rally all force—domestic and
foreign—agang the principal enemy, Lin refused to compromise with
either the Russans or the Americans. Where Mao, contrary to the
wishesd large segmentsd the Chinese Communist Party, had dways
opted for a united front against the greater threat and compromise
with the lesser one (the united front with Chiang, the cooperation
with rich peasants and landlords during the war d resistance against
Japan), Lin pictured China heroically holding off all external enemies
with equal vigour. China would stand firm, independent, and alone,
a bastion of uncompromising resistance to al imperialist and revison-
ist forces.

Lin continued to stress the struggles o the oppressed as opposed to
great power diplomacy. And through the summer o 1971, certain
key themeswere closgly connected: the reaffirmationd the principles
of the great polemicswith the Soviet Union; the emphasison the Third
World ("'Ada, Africa, and Latin America are the main regionsd the
storm o world revolution in the present era); continued public sup-
port for innumerable insurgent movements even in neutral nations
(Burma); a reaffirmation as late as May 1971 d "the revolutionary
path d encircling cities from the countryside and seizing political
power through armed struggle'.

There need be no compromiseswith U.S. imperialismfor Lin. If the
U.S. had been weakened in Vietnam, it should be pushed, and pushed
hard. When his associate, Chief o Staff Huang Yung-sheng (now
purged along with Lin), stated in August 1971 the non-negotiable
demand for the immediate withdrawal o U.S. troops not only from
Taiwan but from the whole o Asia, Chou En-lai countered that such
withdrawal required an extended diplomatic effort.

Lin apparently would accept encirclement rather than seek inter-
national compromise. Mao and Chou choseto promotean international
system that would dlow China to break the hostile ring. That meant
for Mao and Chou a bold attempt to achieve greater security by estab-
lishinga globa balanced power. No longer was the attempt to create
friendship among small Asian countries sufficient, not with the rapid
expansion o Soviet military power and, to a lesser extent, Japanese
economic might. Only the U.S. could provide a counterweight,
and Washington held the key to Taiwan and international recogni-
tion.

Mao probably had this possbility in mind even as the Culturd
Revolution reached its climax. In opposition to the prevailing public
view, Mao noted that the U.S. was not primarily an Asan power —its
interests were more European oriented.

As the Cultural Revolution ended, the Chinese linked their des-
cription of the "severest economic crissin 40 years' in the Western
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world, and the growth o Japanese and European capitalism, to the
declining significance o Americas presence on the Adan mainland for
U.S. global strategy.

Though little noticed at the timein America, the electiondf Richard
Nixon in 1968 brought a signa from Peking. The Chinese government
that November offered to re-open taks with the U.S. and work to-
wards a treaty d peaceful co-existence. Both in November and when
the Chinese took the unusua step o reprinting Nixon’s inaugural
address in their major theoretical journal, the Chinese stressed that
Americas forward thrust into Aga had been blunted, that Nixon’s
election symbolized the decison to emphasize " priority areas, namely
Europe and other areas"—not including Asa

While the two policy currents concurred on the decline in U.S.
strength, negotiations with the U.S. were quite a different matter.
Mao's clear preference was given in his own remarkable style. On
October 1, 1970 he was photographed on Tien An Men with Edgar
Show—and the picture was featured on the front page o the People's
Dhi |y as Mao's officid birthday portrait in December. This was totally
unprecedented. The implication was clear.

Escalation of the war in Indo-China precluded any serious effort to
negotiate. Initial feelers were destroyed by the American invasion of
Cambodia. But theinvasion o Laos, viewed as a decisvedefeat far the
Americans, set the stage for Chinas current diplomatic effort.
Ping Pong diplomacy, as Kuo Mo-jo explained at a French
embassy reception in Peking in April, was the first step in a ""great
diplomatic offensve”. It dso apparently set the stage for the purge
of Lin.

In August and September of 1971, articles signalling a purge ap-
peared in the Chinese press criticizing those "'leftists™ who maintained
that ""al enemies are the same". How could one identify the principal
enemy with such a postion? In a typically indirect manner, one
article made the point through an andysis of Mao's 1940 essay ""on
Pdlicy””. The "Communist Party opposes al imperialism but we dis-
tinguished between Japanese imperiadism, which was committing
aggression against China and the imperialist powers which were not
doing 0, and we also made distinctionsbetween the various imperiaist
countries which adopted different policies under different circum-
stances and at different times”.

Nothing was more crucial, it concluded, than to form a " united
front” against the main enemy. Was not the U.S. in 1940 an enemy



Wiy CHma “Tuenen West" 2640

o Japan and therefore, though ill imperidlist, dso a part d the
united front?

The Chinese do not yet state in their theoretical publications that
Russia is the main enemy. But for the first time, U.S. imperialism is
not o identified. And while U.S. imperiadlism (one o the "super-
powers”) isviewed as the common enemy o China and all oppressed
people, Chinese officids are quite openly telling visiting journalists
that Russa is nearer geographically and a more imminent
threat (La Monde, 6-7 February 1972). Popular criticisms o the
Soviet Union are widespread, specific, and scathing. And the con-
tinued building of bomb shelters in China is not for American
planes.

Mao reportedly declared at the 9th Party Congress that Russia was
the main enemy. "They think,” said Prince Sihanouk referring to
Chinese leaders, ""that Russiais China's biggest problem.”

From amost every angle d Chinese palicy, the Russian preoccu-
pation is evident. In the light o the inveson o Czechosovakia,
Peking even patched up its long standing feud with Yugodavia and
invited its foreign minister to Peking. There he was applauded for
"waging resolute struggle against the interference, subversion and
threat of aggression by the superpowers*. Peking smply does not
much care what type o governmentsrule in Eastern Europe—if they
struggle for independence from Moscow.

The Chinese denounced the agreement on Berlin for "sdling out
the sovereignty d the German Democratic Republic”. And as Chou
told a French delegation in January, an East-West détente in Europe
will alow "'the Soviet troops to come on to the northern frontier o
China. This disturbs us. Are not the million men already present on
our northern frontier sufficient?*

The Chinese do not point to this Russian threat to explain the
decison to invite Nixon. They prefer a blander reference to Mao's
essay On The Chungking Negotiations.™ They might work, they might
lead to nothing. We have aways been willing to negotiate, and we
have nothing to lose if they fal —such was the essence o the public
position. Of course, China has not dways been willing to negotiate
with Washington. 1t even opposed Hanoi's doing so for severa years.
But today the Chinese could respond so favourably to Nixon and
Kissinger's new concept o "multi-polarity” because it allowed China
for the first time to become an independent, internationally active dip-
lomatic power. China would enter the U.N., gan invauable con-
cessonsonTaiwan, and becamea full participant in the global strategic
triangle.

"No country,” Kissinger argued in late 1968, ""can act wisdy sim:
ultaneoudly in every part d the globe at every moment in time. A
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more pluralistic world--especialyin relationship with friends—is pro-
foundly in our long-term interest. Political multipolarity, while d=-
cult to get usad to, is the precondition for a new period d crestivity."
To Nixon and Kissinger, “multipolarity” marks the end d an era of
American conventional military globalism and vast overseass military
forces. The U.S. may not dominate the world a it used to, but
Kissinger sses the U.S. asthe juggler around whom the globa balanc-
ing act takes place. The Chinese, on the other hand, stress the
economic multipolarity in the capitalist world which they believe is
working against Washington. Japanese economic growth and the
Common Market are viewed as increasingly independent d U.S.
control.

Just how far are the United States and the Peoples Republic pre-
pared to go? Both countrieswant leverage on Japan. But Washington
hardly wants relations with China to mark (in the warning o the
Japanese Ambassador to the United States) *'the beginning o a pro-
cess of unravelling our mutual security in the Far Eag™. Rather, the
U.S. isusing awide range  political and economic pressures—restric-
tions on the Okinawa reversion agreement, pressure for an open door
to the Japanese economy, pressure ta buy more armsfrom U.S. defence
manufacturers—to make Japan a military Asian partner and a globd
economic junior fdlow. And China provides the U.S. with extra
leverage and options.

China has already obtained one d its major objectivesfrom the new
policy—a new Japanese statement on Taiwan. With the U.S. willing
to compromise on Taiwan, Chinawas hardly enthusiasticabout Japan's
rapidly increasing economic and even military commitment to the
idand.

Almost immediately after the communiqué was released in Shang-
hai, Premier Sato laid the ground for a possible reversal o Japanese
officid policy. Taiwan's status was no longer viewed as “undecided”—
long Japan's officid podtion. Given its entrance into the U.N. as the
one China (which Japan opposed), Sato declared : ""We can say that
Taiwan is part o the Peoples Republic d China. It is a natural
assertion that the Chinese mainland and Taiwan are inseparable. and
it is not a question a third country argues.” Sato even suggested that
the treaty wmmitments to the Nationalist Gwernment, since they
were "based” on its podtion as the government o China, were not
valid.

A breakthrough on Taiwan, however, leaves the long-term problem
o Japan. "Economic expansionism is bound to bring military expan-
son,” Chou told James Reston. That economic expansion he predicted
is aso the most likely factor which will lead to an ultimate breakdown
of the Japanese-American military relationship. Chou expressed little
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confidencein the Japanese left. Far more reliance was placed on the
U.S. providing some balance in the next decade.

Though trade remains a lever wer both Tokyo and Washington,
it remains only marginally significant at present. If Japan continues
to make concessions on Taiwan, China may well begin a major diplo-
matic move (especiadly with Sato's retirement) to forestall Moscow-
Tokyo tiesfrom becoming too strong. Peking iswell aware of the plans
of such leading industrialistsas Shigeo Nagano, head o the Japanese
Chamber @ Commerce, who suggests: " The 1970scan be said to bean
erad Japanese-Soviet economic cooperation with the development of
Siberia as its core"”

More than smple strategic reasons, however, may ultimately be
involved in China's new relationship with the United States. If André
Malraux's comments about extensive U.S. aid to China seem an
unlikely prospect in the short term, they should not be ruled out in-
definitely asimpossible. Throughout the 1960s the Chinese vehemently
denounced the very idea o aid from capitalist nations, but during a
previous period o "negotiations” (Bandung 1950s), they had spoken
differently. Chou En-lai told the First National People's Congressin
1956 : ""We have no objection to economic aid by Western countries
to ewnomically underdeveloped countries. . . If the Western countries
would aso enter the economic co-operation with other countries in
conformity with the principles which we abide by, it will have a very
beneficial influence not only on the economic development o all the
countries concerned, but dso on the improvement o the international
dtuation.™

Long one d the century's most imaginative, iconoclastic and un-
predictable thinkers, Mao may try for yet another striking attempt to
break the' hold o Chinas immense underdevelopment. China could
certainly use capital. And Mao may not choose to fal farther and
farther behind the advanced capitalist world. Industridization in
China has begun; educational and organizational potential for a
rapid, relatively humane advance now exists. Twenty years & Mao's
leadership and the Cultural Revolution, for al their immense problems,
have accomplished this. Probably, only Mao could make the decison
for external capitd —as only he could make the decison to invite
Nixon. Such a decison may completely upset innumerable conceptions
o sdf-reliance. But it is not completely incompatible with long-stand-
ing Chinese insistence that what is important in aid is the control over
its use. And on that, there will be no compromise.

In the interview with Edgar Snow (now being circulated among
lower level Chinese cadres) in which he invited Nixon, Mao indicated
how far he was preparing to go. Snow summarized the Chairman (his
summaries are semi-officia) as stating: '*China should learn from the
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way America developed . . . If the Soviet Union wouldn't do (to
point the way), then he would place his hopeson the American people.
The United States alone had a population of more than 200 million.
Industrial production was already higher than in any other country
and education was universd.” Not since 1944 and 1945 had Mao
spoken 0 favourably of Americas internal vitality, its decentralization,
its wedth and educational advantages. Far more than is yet
public may underlie Mao's objectivesin the American-Chinese relation-
ship.

The Chinese view the world as more politically decentralized than
before. " Countrieswant independence, nationswant liberation, and the
people want revolution.”"” Thus the traditional concept of spheres o
influence will find ever greater resstance. And with more centres o
power, national Cliteswill have more manoeuvrability. A highly fluid
international system is the likely consequence—not fixed alliances
among small and medium-sized countries so much as united fronts on
specificissues. For thispolicy the United Nations provides an excellent
vehicle,

This is hardly a "united front from beow™ policy. Nor is it a
prescription for world revolution. It is the framework for great power
diplomacy. Support for revolution will have precious little place except
in anti-colonialist struggles such as in Angola and Rhodesiaand in a
few areas with a major foreign military presence.

The '70s are to be an era o negotiations. “Affairs in the world
require consultation", wrote Mao in his 1972 New Yea's Editorial.
"International affairs must be settled by all concerned through consul-
tation.” Such a categorical statement, unparaleled in Mao's other
writings, symbolizesthe radical shift and the clear direction in Chinas
policy.

It heradlds a new, more conservative international role. Various
developmentsin the last year together suggest a rather clear preview
o it. In Ceylon, Pakistan, and the Sudan, for example, the Chinese
publicly and strongly backed the armed suppresson o Left dissidents
by incumbent régimes. I1n the latter two cases, the Soviet Union was
on the other sde

In Pakistan, China supported—morally and with economic and
military assgance—the ruthless slaughter d the civil population.
Opposition to blatant Indian intervention was paraleled by crass
distortion d the conditions which gave rise to the civil war and the
genocidd strategy d the West Pakistani military Clite For years prior
to Bangla Desh, moreover, China discouraged L eftist opposition to the
government.

Badc security interests rather than avowed abstractions about terri-
toria integrity can explain Chinas policy. Facing a massve Soviet
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build-up along one border, having already fought India once along
another, fearful of interference by both countries in its outlying pro-
vinces (Sinkiang Tibet), well aware of Indias longstanding desire to
dismember Pakistan, the Chinese supported the Pakistani government
as one o the few regiona countersto an Indian threat. As long as
Pakistan remained a viablepolitical entity, neither independent Indian
activity nor combined Soviet-Indian policy would pose as serious a
danger to China

Peking dso endorsed the ruthless suppression d the insurgency in
Ceylon. Chou personally wrote to Mrs. Bandaranaike, the Prime
Minister, a letter applauding her actions in “overcoming the chaotic
situation created by a handful of personswho style themsdves‘Guevar-
ists.” What mattered to Peking was less who rules Ceylon than who
was kept out. The Bandaranaike government had strongly maintained
its neutrality before the uprising. When that commitment wavered—
as Russian and other international "assstance” arrived and negotia-
tions for a Russian base and a possible defence pact were rumoured—
Peking supported both the domestic represson and internationa
neutrality. Peking's anti-imperiaist stance, however, meant opposition
to an insurgent revolutionary movement.

China also supported General Nimeiry d Sudan as he suppressed
the Moscow-leaning Communist Party. Nimeiry, leader of the Sudan-
exe Arab magjority, who had continued the policy of massacring
Sudanese blacks, reached aid agreements with Peking, and various
Sudanese officids have travelled the route to China.

China, today, is smply not vary concerned about revolutionary
leaders. Peking's diplomats are more interested in attending lran's
2,500th anniversary celebration. Or having Mao welcome such staunch
defenders o "'national independence’ as Burmas General Ne Win (a
“fascist” during the Cultural Revolution) or Ethiopias dictator, Em-
peror Haile Sdasse.

Chinese opposition to Moscow-leaning communist parties will un-
doubtedly continue. But if an established Party manifestsindependence
from Moscow, it will bewooed even at the expensed the Maoit faith-
ful. In practice, thisisindicatived Peking's decision to turn its back
on al the little Maoist partiesand groups scattered around the world.
In Chinas new foreign policy, these sprigs and splinters—nurtured
in the early '60s and inspired by the Cultura Revolution—have no
place. They are now "ultraleftists.”

Chinas decisonsin regard to the Indo-China war are undoubtedly
the most disturbing immediate expresson o its new internationa
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policy. The tenson between Hanoi and Peking that came out over the
Nixon Visit suggests what differences must now exist between the two
governments. Their divergent interpretations of the Nixon Doctrine
only confirm it.

Both China and the DRV agree on the nature d Vietnamization—
using Asians to fight Asans, backed up by the constant terrorization
d the population through airpower and the use & military and econ-
omic aid to ensure numerous collaborators. Both agree the U.S. has
been weakened internationally by the struggle in Indo-China

Hanoi however, stresses the other half of the Nixon Doctrine, which
Peking would prefer to leave unmentioned. The Nixon Doctrine is
"dso aimed at achieving a compromise between the big powers in an
attempt to impose on smaller countries their arrangements”. (Nhan
Dan, July 19, 1971.)

China would prefer dso not to get too specific about some o the
immediate implicationsdf Nixon’s trip to Peking. Hanoi, for its part,
described Nixon’s predicament as the Pentagon Papers controversy
developed. He either had to radically change his policy "or seek the
same objectives with more sophisticated ways and means”. Nixon
chose the latter which meant, in practice, an attempt to ""administer
large doses of nationalism and chauvinism in an attempt to split the
socidig camp'. Multi-polarity strives for a "three-legged” inter-
national situation--or even better, from Nixon’s point of view, a “two
versus one” position. All thisis but a "ploy to dam up the revolution-
ary impetus in the world". (Nhan Dan.) And even more bluntly:
"The situation o the Nixon clique was in fact desperate . . . The
whole U.S. and the whole world were shouting aloud: stop the
war o aggression in Vietnam and bring all U.S. troops home. In such
afix Nixon moved heaven and earth for a way out. But he has gone to
the wrong place"

Differences between Hanoi and Peking on tactics, perception and
interests appear in a variety of contexts. As the Chinese condemned
the insurgency in Bangla Desh, the Consul Genera o the DRV
reportedly extended his government's support to the “Bangla People
in their struggle for freedom against the occupation forces & West
Pakistan. As China condemned Indian aggresson, Hanoi and New
Delhi exchanged full diplomatice recognition. As Hanoi applauded
India as "and independent, sovereign country, a great Asan power''
with a strong anti-colonialist tradition, Peking was declaring that
Russian penetration was turning India into a protectorate. While the
Chinese supported General Nimeiry’s attack on the Sudanese Com-
munist Party, the Vietnamese maintained that ""it is beyond any doubt
that the persecution and massacres o the communists and other
patriots greatly harm the anti-imperialist struggle d the Sudanese."
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Differences even extend to such events as the Angela Davis case.
The Vietnamese express strong support. The Chinese remain silent.
Peking does not intend to support causes backed by Russian-oriented
Communist parties.

In short, the Chinese no longer accept, as Hanoi politburo member
Truong Chinh put it, that "the spearhead o the world revolution
should be directed at U.S. imperialism, and nowhere d<2’, and that
to support the Indo-Chinese people "has become the key question in
the world people's struggle against aggressive U.S. imperidism'.

If China decided to continue its domestic revolution after 1965 at
the expense  its internationalism, and if its current policy ams to
obtain national unity and full international acceptance as a great
power, the Chinese revolution still remains an enormous challenge to
the world.

Chinas bass o sdf-confidence has grown. Peking knows that in
the past twenty years it has made much greater progress than have
other Third World countries. The rigidity o the Soviet modd, that
made bureaucratization the price  development and the squeezing
d the peasantry the cost o industriadlization, has been rejected. The
paramount importance o the "human factor' in any development
policy is strongly affirmed. And despite vast problems, China continues
trying to mix cadres with the masses to involve students and intellec-
tualsin production and the problems o a largely rural, terribly poor
society, and to prevent the emergence d a new dlass isolated from
the Chinese people. In its remarkable experimental society, China re-
mainsan inspiration and a hope if not amodel, for many in the Third
World.

That image will surely be tarnished by Chinas new foreign palicy,
which all but writes off the Left in innumerable countries and all but
marks the end d any meaningful commitment to an internationalist
ideology.

Y et the Chinese might well argue that they must first face problems
d building socidism among their own people, that concessons and
compromises are an essentia part o the contradictory path o their
revolution, and that they are still terribly poor in the faced a wealthy
and powerful capitalist system. Within the advanced world, the
Chinese now suggest, the revolution must come. Until it does, China
will continue with its own national goas. None d its troops are over-
%6 Its aid programmesare generous and non-exploitative. What more
can it do if not concentrate on the advancement d a quarter of
mankind?

Those disgppointed with such an answer might question whether
the Left in the advanced capitalist world should be looking for
solutions among imperialism's victims alone. Part o the tragedy o
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revolutions in the 20th century has been the intensdy nationalistic
character they havefelt compelled to acquirein order to survive. That
will change only when the pressures on them from the capitalist
environment are reieved, when radical changes within the capitalist
world draw back their overbearing weight.
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