THE EVIL YOU KNOW: HOW CHINA'S NUCLEAR AMBITIONS CHANGED THE COLD WAR AND THE WORLD
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“No longer is the quest for disarmament a sign of weakness, (nor) the destruction of arms a dream -- it is a practical matter of life or death. The risks inherent in disarmament pale in comparison to the risks inherent in an unlimited arms race.” – John F. Kennedy, January 1961


In 2004, Senate candidate Barack Obama said, “the single biggest threat that we face is a nuclear weapon or some weapon of mass destruction. What that means is that we have to be extraordinarily aggressive and vigilant in controlling nuclear proliferation.”  Indeed, the greatest threat to global safety and stability is the proliferation of nuclear weapons.  States will often pursue a nuclear program out of defensive concerns, particularly if a nearby country has nuclear weapons or a large military force, and especially if political relations between the nations are strained.  This situation is the main cause for Pakistan's pursuit of nuclear weapons in the 1970s and Israel's in the 1960s.  Sometimes, states will develop or attempt to develop nuclear weapons for far more belligerent reasons.  Either out of a desire to become a regional superpower or threaten other states into making concessions through nuclear blackmail, nuclear weapons are a dangerous and powerful tool for aggressive nations.  Those aggressive nations may employ nuclear weapons as a deterrent, to prevent interference from other states or international bodies, or even threaten adjacent states by conducting weapons tests near their common borders.  On the surface, it seems that these reasons are the primary motivations for both Iran's and North Korea's nuclear programs.  Often, nuclear weapons destabilize regions because when one nation obtains nuclear weapons, for any reason, neighboring nations are suddenly drawn to do the same in the name of national security.  As a consequence, those nations that already have nuclear weapons generally attempt to prevent the spread of those weapons of destruction.  The greatest difficulty today is determining why a state is researching or seeking to develop nuclear power.  With regard to Iran's efforts to develop nuclear weapons, and North Korea's burgeoning program, it is essential that the international community work together to avoid the proliferation of weaponry to these nations.  While history cannot provide a how-to manual for dealing with nuclear proliferation and nations that attempt to procure nuclear weapons, the events of the past can act as a guide on how nations should work together and negotiate in the name of nuclear non-proliferation.


Throughout the 1960s, the United States and the West considered China's efforts to join the “club” of nuclear-armed nations belligerent, but China defended their actions as a necessary defense against an imperialist West that had used nuclear weapons in the past and would use them again if desirable.  The Soviet Union, though it had ties with its ideological partner, was initially unsure of how to react to China's quest for nuclear weapons.  While having a second Communist nuclear power would certainly bolster the Soviet argument against the West, a nuclear China could threaten the status quo of Soviet leadership of the international Communist movement.  With nuclear weapons, China could extend its influence by placing other communist states under its protection, or even loan weapons to other states as part of a defensive agreement.  The United States determined that it would be in their best interest to convince the Soviets to cooperate in thwarting China's efforts.  During the early 1960s, America's efforts to elicit cooperation met with little success.  However, during Lyndon Johnson's administration from 1964 to 1968, the Soviet position began to shift, and Moscow became more willing to work together with the United States.  While the actions each state took over the decade are well-documented, the reasons for these actions are less understood.  This paper will examine these reasons by asking three major questions.  First, what was the cause for the Soviet position in the early 1960s?  Second, why did this position shift towards cooperation later in the decade?  Third, how did the United States react to this shift?


To answer these questions, this thesis will examine a variety of documents from both the United States and Soviet Union.  Archived memos, estimates, and reports from the U.S. government, particularly the State Department, the CIA, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff, not only show how American actors dealt with their Soviet counterparts in discussion and negotiation, but they also provide critical decisions made by those actors, and the rationale behind those choices.  American newspapers, specifically the New York Times, can also provide more information on those decisions, and what, if any, differences existed between the public and private reasons for American action.  The memoirs of former KGB agents Vasili Mitrokhin and Oleg Gordievsky can provide information into Soviet activities in China, especially as the Sino-Soviet relationship degraded in the later 1960s.  Perhaps the most important source of information is the Soviet newspapers.  The International News Translation Service published an English translation of articles from publications such as Pravda and Izvestia into a Current Digest of the Soviet Press.  The INTS made these digests available to many scholars in the United States and provide the best record available to non-Russian speakers into the Soviet view on the issue of Chinese nuclear development and American policies regarding non-proliferation and non-dissemination.  These newspapers are particularly useful because they are Communist Party organs, and contain full statements from Party members.  The Soviet newspapers are vital to understanding the Soviet shift towards cooperation.


There are three major possible objections to some of these sources.  The first, and most obvious one is regarding the Soviet newspapers.  If Soviet papers are party-controlled, and they report what the Communist Party directs them to print, how is it possible to discern propaganda over objective, truthful reporting?  This thesis does not intend to fact-check the Soviet newspapers and separate propaganda from truth.  Instead, this work means to analyze precisely the party stance on the problems of non-proliferation, disarmament, and China's nuclear program.  Soviet propaganda, and in particular anti-Chinese Soviet propaganda, often presented the fears of the Soviet leadership, and the propaganda served to transfer those fears to the Soviet citizenry.  The Soviet rationale for the stances that they take is essential to an understanding of Soviet party action, and the Soviet newspapers are one of the best sources to witness these justifications.  Stemming from this objection is a second objection.  This one focuses on dissimilarities in reporting of events between U.S. and Soviet papers, and how to ascertain which is telling the most accurate story.  This problem can arise, particularly during the negotiations over the Partial Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, where both sides openly blame each other for delays and other problems.  While this issue can be resolved by consulting a third-party source, it can prove interesting  to see how the Soviet Union interprets events such as the Cuban Missile Crisis.  Their interpretations helped to form their position on China's program and whether or not cooperation with America suited Soviet interests.  The third major possible objection concerns a lack of insight from single key individuals involved in the story, such as John F. Kennedy, Lyndon B. Johnson, Andrei Gromyko, Nikita Khrushchev, or any of the other actors involved; that is, why are their personal writings or memoirs not included in this work?  The personal views of the actors, especially formulated after the event, may be relevant to the study of nuclear weapons during the Cold War, but they are not the focus of this thesis' analysis.  Rather, the focus of this thesis is on state behavior and policy, state action, and state reaction, not individual decisions.


Soviet-American relations leading up to 1960 were marked by a buildup of nuclear capabilities on both sides.  The United States increased its nuclear stockpile as part of Eisenhower's “New Look” policy, which utilized atomic weaponry as one of the most effective means of deterrence.  During this time, both nations developed their long-range bomber programs, and the Soviet Union acquired the hydrogen bomb.  Through the 1950s, the United States worked to strengthen its Western allies, but at the same time, delayed negotiations during a time when the Soviet Union, which was dealing with a regime change from Stalin to Khrushchev, might have been weak enough to make concessions.  During the latter half of the decade, attempted negotiations at disarmament collapsed.  As John Lewis Gaddis noted about Eisenhower-era efforts at arms reduction, “an embarrassing series of American reversals of position...seemed to call into question precisely this sincerity.”  Of course, the Soviets also were partially at fault, since Khrushchev ended negotiations after a successful ICBM test in 1957.  American reversals, and efforts that might have been perceived by the Soviets as “two-faced,” would color the test ban and disarmament negotiations during the Kennedy and Johnson administrations.  Near the end of Eisenhower's presidency, the May 1960 incident where the Soviet Union shot down a U-2 spy plane derailed the Paris summit when Khrushchev left over Eisenhower's refusal to apologize for sending a reconnaissance plane while negotiations were taking place.  The U-2 incident effectively ended any diplomatic efforts by the United States regarding nuclear arms reduction until John F. Kennedy assumed office the following year.


The alliance between the Soviet Union and the People's Republic of China, which had historically experienced periods of strain and reconciliation, was entering another era of friction by 1953.  While on the surface, relations between Soviet and Chinese leadership appeared friendly, underneath there were a variety of sources of tension between the two Communist powers.  In 1954, the Soviet Union reduced its economic aid to China, but continued to enjoy heavy concessions in Outer Mongolia, an area that China felt rightly belonged to them.  During the later 1950s, while Khrushchev worked to diversify Soviet industries from war materiel to the production of agricultural tools and consumer goods, Mao began his “Great Leap Forward” to improve agriculture and manufacturing through massive communes.  Both leaders were unsuccessful, and both began to resent each other for the failures.  In 1956, when Khrushchev denounced Stalinism, Mao publicly disagreed; he was no great friend of Stalin, but Mao felt that the type of absolute order Stalin represented was necessary for China's success.  China, after its success in the Korean War and its aftermath, began to approach Third World countries and introduce its brand of communism.  The Bandung Conference of 1955 saw China in a position of leadership as it and other Asian and African states met to discuss economic cooperation and how to push back against both colonialism by the West and interference of the Soviet Union.  The Soviet Union perceived the Conference and other similar meetings as an open challenge to Soviet communism and leadership.  The Soviet Union's negotiations with the Eisenhower and later Kennedy administrations generated distrust from Chinese leadership, especially as the Soviet Union made no real progress to admitting the People's Republic of China to the United Nations.
  By 1960, the two communist powers remained allies, but more so out of ideological and economic considerations rather than any real friendship.


Relations between the United States and the People's Republic of China remained strained, especially on the part of the United States after the Korean War.  The United States remained ostensibly allied with Chinese Nationalist leader Chiang Kai-Shek, and even as the People's Republic of China showed repeated desires to establish relations with the United States, America continued its refusal to recognize the legitimacy of the Communist regime on mainland China and refused to support the PRC's admission to the United Nations.  American support of the Nationalists was a calculated move to further disrupt the relationship between the Soviet Union and the People's Republic of China.  According to Eisenhower's Secretary of State, John Foster Dulles, the PRC would have to continually station military resources off the coast of Formosa (now Taiwan).  As both American and Nationalist forces increased on the island and the Taiwan Strait, Communist China would have to allocate more and more resources to its coastal defense, and in turn demand more and more assistance from the Soviet Union.  Aware that active support of a Communist Chinese military invasion of Taiwan would almost certainly bring American retribution against them, the Soviets were reluctant to aid mainland China's efforts in these regards.
  Washington's efforts to work the two major members of the global Communist alliance against each other was a theme that would be repeated not only through the 1960s, but through the remainder of the Cold War as well.

The Early 1960s


The progress of the Chinese nuclear program was a key focus of the American national security community.  Throughout the Kennedy and Johnson administrations, the U.S. military, State Department, and National Intelligence Community issued memos and estimates addressing Chinese efforts to develop nuclear weapons.  While each succeeding report pushed the predicted date of the first Chinese nuclear test back from 1963, every report agreed with the expectation that China would detonate a nuclear weapon sometime in that decade and join the “nuclear club” of nations.  This somewhat passive approach is vastly different than modern considerations towards nuclear weapons, where most approaches by nuclear states attempt to prevent other nations from acquiring nuclear weapons at all.  While the United States did want to prevent China from perfecting a nuclear weapon, policymakers believed that any open action to achieve this goal would trigger retaliatory, violent responses from China, and possibly the Soviet Union.


In 1961, the United States Air Force issued a memo in which it indicated that “Communist China will probably become a nuclear power within 10 years...probably will first detonate a nuclear device sometime in 1963, although it could be as early as 1962.”
  This timeline, however, was dependent on assistance from Soviets.  Without such aid, the Air Force considered it “unlikely that Red China could develop nuclear weapons and long-range delivery systems...before the end of this decade.”  After 1970, Communist China would likely have the ability to attack the United States directly, and it was only at this point that the Air Force recommended arming allies in close proximity to China, such as Japan and Taiwan, with defensive nuclear weapons and to consider Communist China as a “general war enemy.”


A National Intelligence Estimate from 1962 stated that a nuclear-armed China might be less imminent.  According to the Estimate, if China had been producing plutonium at an accelerated rate since 1960, they “could detonate an all-plutonium device in early 1963.”
  However, the Estimate also found it unlikely that China was producing plutonium at the rate required for a 1963 test.  According to the National Intelligence Estimate, “the first Chinese test would probably be delayed beyond 1963, perhaps by as much as several years.”
  The Estimate noted that the Soviet Union had assisted China with military development, including nuclear weapons, but by mid-1960, the Soviets withdrew their technicians and scientists.  It was this act that caused the greatest slowdown in Chinese nuclear development.  Despite the halt of aid, the American intelligence community believed that “the nuclear and missile development programs were sufficiently advanced that even a complete halt in Soviet assistance would have caused delays rather than their abandonment.”  The Estimate also stated that because of the relationship at the time between China and the Soviet Union, it was unlikely that the Soviets would resume their high levels of technical and scientific assistance.


By September of the same year, a memo from the State Department noted that intelligence estimates from July 1962 had revised their prediction for a Chinese nuclear test back to sometime between 1963 and 1964.  The Chinese would be able to develop a missile for delivery of a nuclear warhead at least two years later, and by the latter half of the decade would have a small stockpile of nuclear weapons at their disposal.   The ongoing Sino-Soviet dispute made it increasingly unlikely that  the Soviet Union would make any contributions to Chinese nuclear development.  Likely because of  political considerations, the Soviet Union would not take a public stance against China's nuclear program.  Even without Soviet aid, according to Secretary of State Dean Rusk, China would continue to research nuclear weaponry, refine reactive material, and develop a nuclear bomb to counterbalance agricultural and industrial failures.  Those failures made  “highly desirable a breakthrough in the nuclear field for the regime's prestige abroad and for internal effect.”


As far as American leaders were telling the public, Chinese progress towards a nuclear weapon could help push the Soviet Union in the direction of a ban on nuclear tests.  As reported in the September 23, 1962 issue of the New York Times, Secretary of State Rusk gave testimony before a Senate subcommittee suggesting that “Communist China could achieve the capability to produce nuclear weapons within a very short period...China's achievement...might make her even more irresponsible and expansionist-minded than she is now.”
  Consequently, the Soviet Union might be interested in cooperation on a nuclear test ban out of concern for a belligerent nuclear China.  Behind closed doors, American leaders were not only investigating how to get the Soviets to cooperate on a test ban treaty, but how to elicit cooperation in stymieing, if not destroying, China's nuclear program.


The Joint Chiefs of Staff documented the vulnerability of the Chinese Communists in an appendix to an April 1963 memo.  In this appendix, a wide range of possible responses the United States might take to elicit Chinese cooperation in a test ban treaty or other form of arms control was presented, along with each option's pros and cons.  These options ranged from diplomatic and economic measures to outright military actions.  In every circumstance, according to the Joint Chiefs, “Soviet positive support would make the action more effective toward the ultimate goal of coercing the CHICOMs to respect any agreement reached.”
  Soviet military cooperation would require the Chinese to fight both the United States and the USSR, which it had no capability of doing successfully.  A complete suspension of trade relations with China would be necessary for a blockade, but such an act would be highly effective, considering the amount of agricultural and industrial aid the Soviets provided the Chinese, even with their strained relations.  The Joint Chiefs' position was that in any case, “the degree of Soviet participation would not have to be more than a token contribution.”


Economically, an embargo could have had devastating effects on China's capacity to produce nuclear arms, particularly because eighty percent of China's trade came from Western nations.  If supported by all the countries involved in trade with China, an embargo would have had a significant effect without any risk to the United States.  While the Joint Chiefs felt that USSR cooperation in an embargo would “significantly increase effectiveness,” an embargo would likely not be fully supported, and therefore limited in its potency.


Much of America's efforts to solicit Soviet cooperation came through diplomatic means.  In 1961, a conversation between Secretary of State Rusk and Soviet Foreign Minister Andrei Gromyko turned to the question of disarmament.  Though the Chinese nuclear program was never discussed in detail, both sides knew that a renegade, nuclear-armed China could be dangerous for both the United States and Soviet Union.  Minister Gromyko believed that bringing China into the talks would “be of great significance,” and on this point Rusk agreed.  However, Gromyko then brought up the issue of the United States' opposition to Chinese admission to the United Nations and suggested that a shift in the American position could facilitate disarmament discussions between the United States and the Soviet Union.  Rusk replied that he would take the matter “under advisement.”


By 1963 discussions within the State Department began to include the possibility of working with the Soviets not only to include China on disarmament and test ban agreements, but on actually preventing the Chinese from completing their nuclear weapons program.  Such a joint effort would not be publicly recognized.
  In a memo from Ambassador W. Averell Harriman to President Kennedy, the possibility of working with the Soviets to this end was raised, but such an agreement would also require the Americans to work with the Soviets to prevent West Germany from becoming a nuclear power.
  Soviet distrust of Germany was understandably immense, given the history between the two nations, and particularly the breaking of the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact in 1941 when Nazi Germany invaded the Soviet Union.  Germany's emerging nuclear program would continue to be an obstacle in the successful  negotiation of a test ban treaty between the nuclear powers.  Another State Department memo entitled “A Chinese Communist Nuclear Detonation and Nuclear Capability: Major Conclusions and Key Issues” postulated that the Soviet Union would be “concerned that a nuclear capability will increase Peiping's prestige and influence in the Communist world,” and present a further challenge to the Soviet leadership of the international communist revolution.  The Soviet leadership, and American leadership for that matter, might have worried about the possibility that China would act recklessly and “be forced to choose between coming to the aid of a Communist state or failing to perform its role as protector of the Communist world.”  For these two primary reasons, the memo asserts that the Soviets would cooperate with the U.S. tacitly to contain China.


The Joint Chiefs of Staff, in their analysis of Chinese vulnerabilities, offered two major diplomatic options for cooperation between the United States and the Soviets.  The first option was to convince the Chinese that it would be in their national interest to adhere to a nuclear test ban, and there were a number of means to do so.  The U.S. could introduce a resolution to the United Nations General Assembly that would call on the Chinese to accept the test ban.  Such a resolution would likely have no effect; China was not a member of the United Nations because of American intervention, and it would be highly unlikely that the Communist Chinese would consider such a resolution as binding upon them.  The Joint Chiefs also suggested a number of “carrot” methods to induce adherence to the test ban, such as providing agricultural surpluses, providing China with an international airline, and encouraging other countries to establish diplomatic relations.  On the opposite end, the Joint Chiefs recommended encouraging other countries, such as the Soviet Union, to sever diplomatic relations with China.  This method would isolate China, but would have very little actual effect with regards to China's nuclear program.  In both cases, the Joint Chiefs believed Soviet cooperation would strengthen the action, particularly as the relationship between China and the Soviet Union continued to deteriorate.


The Joint Chiefs also presented military options for consideration.  These options ranged from subversion and sabotage through Taiwanese agents to naval blockades to a tactical nuclear strike against Chinese installations.  The inherent danger in each of these possibilities was the risk of escalation, either by Chinese action or even Soviet action, if they chose to get involved.  Unsurprisingly, the likelihood of Soviet cooperation, while it would be enormously effective, was highly improbable.
  If the Soviet Union worked with the United States in a military alliance, it would be an open recognition that China was a threat to both superpowers.  At the same time, unified action against China would deeply cripple the global communist movement and the Soviet international position would have been greatly weakened.  Well into Lyndon Johnson's administration, the discussion of possible Soviet cooperation on military solutions to the Chinese nuclear problem continued.  Although the Department of State continued to consider such cooperation unlikely or virtually next to impossible, President Johnson, Secretary Rusk, and National Security Advisor McGeorge Bundy believed in “many possibilities for joint action with the Soviet government if...interested.  Such possibilities include...a possible agreement to cooperate in preventive military action.”  It was planned to bring the matter up with Ambassador Dobrynin.
  With all of the possible options, and American eagerness to seek cooperation with the Soviet Union, why did the Soviet government not seize this opportunity to work cooperatively with the United States?

NATO and the Nuclear-Sharing Agreement


A chief cause of the Soviet's uncooperative stance was the American effort to strengthen NATO.  During the 1960s, the United States made efforts to create a multinational force within NATO that would benefit from a nuclear-sharing agreement.  This agreement would allow NATO members without their own nuclear weapons to utilize weapons provided by NATO nuclear powers to achieve military aims.  At the same time the United States was trying to negotiate a test ban treaty and devise a means to prevent China from becoming a nuclear power, they were also working to provide access to nuclear weapons for their own allies.  This hypocritical behavior was a source of Soviet distrust and a political  fodder for its newspapers.


The April 10, 1963 issues of Pravda and Izvestia contained a reprinting of a statement from the Soviet government given to U.S. ambassador Foy Kohler expressing dismay regarding the plans for a NATO multinational force.  In the statement, the Soviets claimed that “facts indicate that the...Western powers base their strategic calculations not on the peaceful settlement of the main problems that feed international tensions but on...in the final analysis, the use of force.”
  The statement asserted that NATO would allow nuclear weapons to proliferate around the world “like an oil spot on water,” and warned that “if the U.S.A., Britain, and France embark on the path of spreading nuclear weapons, the Soviet government will...be compelled to draw appropriate conclusions and....take measures ensuring the maintenance of the security of the Soviet Union and its friends...on the necessary level.”
  The Soviet Union's main concern was that West Germany would have access to nuclear weapons provided by the United States.  Given the history of Germany, especially leading up to and during the Second World War, Soviet leaders made repeated statements asserting that if West Germany obtained nuclear weapons, it would only be a matter of time before they actually used them and triggered World War III.


The United States was clearly aware of the Soviet dislike of the nuclear-sharing plan.  Where the United States believed that the plan would provide a means to control who in the West would have nuclear weapons and how many at any given time via an American-led distribution methodology, the Soviet leadership believed that the nuclear-sharing agreement would only increase the number and locations of nuclear missiles pointed at their country and other Warsaw Pact members.  In a memo from McGeorge Bundy to President Kennedy, Bundy mentioned that, in discussion with Ambassador Dobrynin, the plan “did not make it easier for the Soviet Government to deal with the question of Chinese nuclear ambition.”
  Bundy inferred from his conversation that until the nuclear-sharing program became reality, it would be difficult to make any progress regarding nuclear non-proliferation with the Soviets.


The Soviets continued to express their aversion to the nuclear-sharing agreement through 1964 when in January it proposed “a ban on the direct transfer of [nuclear] armaments and information about their manufacture...[and] that such a transfer of nuclear armaments or access to them will not come about through indirect channels...through the so-called multilateral NATO nuclear forces.”
  At the 19th Session of the United Nations General Assembly in December of that same year, Secretary Rusk confronted Minister Gromyko over non-dissemination.  Gromyko remarked that the Soviets once “had the impression of the U.S. sincerely wanting a non-dissemination agreement.  However, as time went on, it had become clear that this was not so because, in parallel with U.S. statements stressing the importance of non-dissemination...plans were being hatched for the creation of the MLF.”


Gromyko's statement at the United Nations summarized the Soviet response to American efforts regarding the multilateral force.  If the United States was going to take actions counterproductive to non-dissemination while exhorting the Soviet Union to work together and limit Chinese nuclear efforts, then the Soviets would be fools to cooperate and weaken their own position at the cost of strengthening the West.  This hypocrisy, in the eyes of the Soviet leadership, was another sign of Western imperialist desires and how dangerous NATO could be.  The multilateral force provided justification for reinforcing the communist states and redoubling the Soviet efforts to maintain leadership of the global communist revolution as the only communist state capable of effectively deterring the West from using nuclear arms.

The Sino-Soviet Trade Relationship


As nations united by a common political ideology, it was natural that the Soviet Union and the People's Republic of China rely on each other as a source of economic exchange.  Even though the relationship between the two nations had deteriorated over the decade, both states continued to sign yearly trade agreements each April.  As the Sino-Soviet rift grew, these trade negotiations became one of the very few times each year that Soviet and Chinese officials would have face-to-face contact.


In 1961, the typical goods sent from the Soviet Union to China included “forge and press, power and electrical equipment, oil industry equipment, metal-cutting machine tools, pumps and compressors, tractors, motor vehicles, petroleum products, rolled ferrous and nonferrous metals, [and] chemicals.”  The Chinese sent raw metals, cement, tung oil, textiles and clothing, and other handmade goods.
  The Chinese also received a loan of “500,000 tons of sugar...to be repaid in the period of 1964-1967 without interest.”
  The sugar loan was made to assist China through its agricultural difficulties experienced during the Great Leap Forward, and the 1961 trade agreement also addressed China's outstanding debts from 1960 as a result of those difficulties.


In 1962, little changed in the trade agreement, but by 1963 there was a noticeable change in the trade agreement.  The Soviet Union and China signed an accord that established “installments for payment by the Chinese People's Republic of its debt to the U.S.S.R. from the 1960 trade operations...the protocol provides that the Chinese side will pay ahead of schedule part of the debt subject to payment in 1965.”
  Given the status of the relationship between the Chinese and the Soviets, it makes sense that the Soviets would try to get repayment as soon as possible before the Chinese decided not to repay loans.


In this way, the Soviet Union had an economic relationship with China that was, ironically, like that of a mother country and its colony, where the mother country relies on its colony for raw materials and the colony receives finished goods in return.  The trade relationship between the two communist powers provided another reason for the Soviets not to cooperate with the United States.  Although the Soviet and Chinese leadership may not have liked each other, both understood that the goods exchanged were vital.  The Chinese required the finished goods and machinery from the Soviets to develop their own industrial capabilities, and in times of need, to provide agricultural goods as well.  The Soviets required Chinese raw materials to produce finished goods, but more importantly, Chinese handmade products and textiles were a necessary source of consumer goods.  As stated before, Khrushchev had begun to shift Soviet industry towards consumer goods, and demand for those goods continued to rise.  China was a valuable and prolific producer of those goods, and so it was critical that the Soviet Union maintain trade relations as long as possible.  Cooperation with the United States to stymie Chinese nuclear efforts would have brought a quick end to that trade.

Difficulties in Negotiating the Partial Test Ban Treaty


Negotiations for a treaty banning nuclear testing in outer space, the atmosphere, and underwater had been ongoing since the Eisenhower administration.  There were problems throughout the entire negotiation process that stemmed from what each party desired to see in the treaty.  These difficulties were constantly described in the Soviet newspapers as the fault of American obstinacy and repeated attempts to exploit the Soviet Union.  In March 1961, as test ban discussions recommenced with the new Kennedy administration, Izvestia called the “so-called new American proposals...a restatement of the former American position...[that] fail to create an acceptable basis for a successful conclusion.”
  The points of dispute included “inspection quotas...staffing of control posts and inspection groups...criteria for selecting suspicious phenomena that would be subject to inspection...control posts on the territory of the U.S.S.R. and...the duration of the moratorium on underground explosions in the American research program.”
  Izvestia was particularly critical of how the American representatives stated that if all their positions are met, then “the study of the question of the composition of the control commission can be started.”  This approach was called “standing perfectly still” by the Soviet press.


The Soviets proposed an administrative council for overseeing adherence to the treaty composed of equal representation in April, which was rejected “out of hand” by the United States and Great Britain, according to the April 11, 1961 issue of Izvestia.
  The paper again attacked the U.S. as trying to “create conditions that will give it a one-sided advantage in the control system and will provide it with a free hand to resume the testing and perfection of nuclear weapons,” and accused the American efforts to place “control posts” in the Soviet Union as a front for gathering intelligence.
  Khrushchev gave a “fireside chat” on the topic of disarmament, among other matters and restated many of the critiques of previous news articles.  He stated that “the Western powers were plainly not prepared for serious negotiation, did not want and, to be frank, still do not want disarmament...the Western powers want...to force some 'neutral' person on us as the one-man interpreter and executor of the treaty...who would give the control orders over our country's whole territory.  And, to be frank, they want this person to permit them to carry on unhindered intelligence activities on our territory in the West's interests.”
  The distrust between the negotiating parties over the true intent of the Soviet and American positions would reach a head in June as both states resumed nuclear testing.


In late August of 1961, the United States resumed their atmospheric nuclear tests, and soon after the Soviet Union did the same.  The Soviet government alleged that their resumption of testing was necessary because they were “duty bound to take all necessary measures so that the Soviet Union will be in a state of complete readiness to render harmless any aggressor should he attempt to make an attack.”
  The government further noted that of the two major questions of the treaty, which were general disarmament and general control, it was the matter of control that was “used by the Western powers as a pretext for turning down all proposals on disarmament.”
  The United States had not offered any proposals on general controls, and as postulated by the Soviets, the only logical reason for this was “fear that the Soviet Union will accept their proposals on control, and that the Western powers will then be called on either to agree to universal and total disarmament or else to expose themselves conclusively as opponents of disarmament, and at the same time as opponents of control over disarmament.”


The Soviets brought up the issue of nuclear testing again in July 1962 in response to a statement from the U.S. State Department remarking that it was the Soviet Union that was responsible for propelling the arms race.  To this comment, Tass issued a statement noting “that it was none other than the U.S.A. which...started the nuclear arms race by conducting the first tests of its atomic bombs.  And what is more, they...used it against the peaceful populations of Hiroshima and Nagasaki.”
  Soviet leadership defended nuclear tests from previous years as “countermeasures to actions by the Western powers,”and the recent round of nuclear tests were more of the same.  Tass further accused the “position of strength” policy of the West, which it considered “bankrupt,” to be the cause of the continuing arms race and the failure to conclude a successful test ban treaty, or any other form of non-dissemination treaty.
   American nuclear testing continued in spite of repeated Soviet objections.


The Cuban Missile Crisis and its resolution in October 1962 played a major role in shaping the negotiations over the Partial Nuclear Test Ban.  As the United States and the Soviet Union faced off against each other in what could be considered a nuclear game of chicken, discussion between President Kennedy and Premier Khrushchev prevented open military conflict.  Both parties got something out of the exchange: the Soviet Union withdrew their missiles from Cuba, and the United States secretly withdrew their missiles from Italy and Turkey, and pledged not to invade Cuba.  The Crisis and its resolution reaffirmed the fact that both global superpowers could come to the negotiating table when it came to nuclear weapons, because they had, in reality, a mutual interest in limiting their use as not only a weapon of war, but as a source of political leverage.


Despite the aftereffects of the Crisis, by February 1963 the United States had resumed underground nuclear testing, and Tass again issued a statement expressing its view that the U.S.'s resumption “shows that the U.S. government disdains the decision of the General Assembly on the cessation of tests beginning Jan. 1, 1963, which expresses the aspirations of all the peoples.”
  Negotiations for the test ban treaty had failed yet again the previous month, and the Soviets took the position that the cause for this failure “was that the chief concern of the U.S. government had not been a search for an accord but preparations for a resumption of nuclear weapons tests.”


The picture that the Soviets painted, or at least wanted to paint for their citizens, was that the United States had no interest in arms control and only continued negotiations to stall the Soviet Union's progress while the West developed more powerful weaponry and better defense systems.  The United States asked that part of the agreement include the construction of verification sites across the Soviet Union, to be staffed by representatives of the United Nations.  While these sites would serve to detect evidence of any nuclear tests within the Soviet Union, Soviet leadership claimed that these sites would only serve as centers from which the United States could gather intelligence about Soviet military capabilities.  The Western powers could not be trusted to keep their word, or even be honest in negotiation.  It would have been foolish, in the Soviet's view, to cooperate with such a deceitful people to halt Chinese nuclear development, which would strengthen the Western position more than reinforce the Soviet position.

The Partial Test Ban Treaty of 1963


Despite all of the problems in negotiation, the resumption of testing by both major parties, and the near-commencement of nuclear war in October 1962, the Soviet Union, United States, and United Kingdom successfully signed a treaty banning atmospheric, outer space, and underwater nuclear weapons tests on August 5, 1963.  A number of control posts would be established in each country to seismically monitor for nuclear tests.  These posts would be staffed by citizens of that nation (Soviet staffers in Soviet control posts), and the posts would be internationally monitored.
 France and the People's Republic of China refused to sign the treaty.  As the United States required all treaties to be ratified by the Senate, the Soviet Union reported on the progress of the treaty as it made its way through the Senate Foreign Relations Committee and the Senate floor.


On August 15 and 16, the Soviet papers reported that the “opponents of the treaty, chiefly Republicans and Southern Democrats, have not ceased their attempts to block its ratification,” and that their efforts resembled “the ghost of McCarthyism.”
  These “madmen,” led by Senator Barry Goldwater, were “numbskulls...totally unable to renounce the worn-out 'positions of strength' policy...attempting in particular to frighten the man in the street with the idea that this treaty 'can hinder the United States in making anti-missile missiles,” and Nelson Rockefeller called on the Senate “to ratify the Moscow treaty only if the United States government reserves the right to use nuclear weapons in any part of the world.”
  The Soviet press considered this opposition vocal enough and powerful enough to require vigilance and “the mobilization of the efforts of all to whom peace and the security of peoples is dear.”


The August 20 issue of Pravda explained in deeper detail who the people behind the “madmen” were.  An American mentioned to Pravda's correspondent that a great deal of opposition came from arms manufacturers, and Senator J. William Fulbright noted that he received a great number of letters that “'argue[ed]' to the effect that since Khrushchev has approved the treaty, this means it is advantageous to him, and if it is advantageous to Khrushchev, how can the treaty be advantageous to the Americans?”
  This argument appeared to claim that arms treaties constituted a zero-sum game, and Fulbright did not find it convincing.  Pravda reassured its readers that, despite the efforts of “the blackest, the most 'rabid' forces of imperialism,” that the general populace was almost entirely unanimous in its desire for a treaty limiting nuclear tests.
  The treaty passed out of the Foreign Relations Committee on September 2, and the Soviet press noted that the government was “actively trying to bring about the ratification of the Moscow treaty,” but the press was worried about concessions made to the Pentagon, specifically an agreement “to increase the scale of underground tests of nuclear weapons...[and] a program for a nuclear arms build-up, on which new hundreds of millions of dollars are to be spent within the next two years.”


The Americans also questioned why the Soviets signed the Partial Test Ban Treaty.  In a memo from Director of Central Intelligence John A. McCone to McGeorge Bundy, McCone postulated that the Soviets “desire[d] to achieve political gains in Europe by bringing about a general relaxation of tensions,” and also find a way to justify reducing the Soviet military budget.  Perhaps more importantly, they wanted “to demonstrate as part of their ideological competition with China that a Communist state could advantageously negotiate an agreement with a capitalist one.”
  Proof that the Soviet Union could successfully be a representative of the communist world had grown increasingly vital as the Partial Test Ban Treaty neared realization, and after its enforcement and into the latter half of the decade, the Soviet Union had an increasingly invested interest in remaining the de facto head of the global communist revolution.

The Later 1960s

The Worsening Sino-Soviet Relationship


The relationship between the Soviet Union and the People's Republic of China had been in a slow decline over the course of the 1950s and early 1960s.  The resolution of the Cuban Missile Crisis made it appear that the Soviet Union had “blinked first,” so to speak, when facing off against the United States.  China publicly announced its dissatisfaction with Khrushchev's handling of the issue when it asked, rhetorically, “should one submit disgracefully, relinquish sovereignty and connive at aggression, or should one perserver in struggle, defend sovereignty, and oppose aggression?”
  After the Partial Test Ban Treaty had been signed and put into effect, the deterioration of the Sino-Soviet alliance accelerated significantly.


On August 4, just before the Partial Test Ban Treaty was signed, the Chinese government issued a statement in which they called the result a “fictitious peace...this treaty totally divorces the banning of nuclear tests from the complete banning of nuclear weapons, legalizes the further production, stockpiling, and use of nuclear weapons...and is in conflict with disarmament.”
  As for the Soviet government, it “willingly reconciled itself to American imperialism...has thus betrayed the interests of the Soviet people...the interests of the peoples of the countries of the socialist camp, including China, and...the interests of the peace-loving peoples of the whole world.”  In the Chinese government's view, the Soviet policy regarding the partial test ban was a symbol of openly allying with imperialism against socialism, and allying with the United States against China.


The Soviet rebuttal was reserved, and called the Chinese accusations of “capitulation to American imperialism” absurd.  The Chinese, according to the Soviets, were ignoring facts that were obvious to the rest of the world regarding the nuclear arms race while advocating for global disarmament and world peace.  The Soviets asked, “perhaps the Chinese leaders know the secret of how this entire problem might be solved in one stroke?”
  The Chinese statement was also viewed as a case of “armchair diplomacy,” and the Soviets chided the Chinese for not considering “the fact that in refusing to sign the treaty banning nuclear weapons tests they find themselves in the company of those in the imperialist block who oppose this treaty.”
  Overall, the Soviets found the issuing of the Chinese statement a dangerous decision, “bringing direct harm to the unity of the socialist camp...weakening the united front of the struggle against imperialism.”
  What is consistent in both the Chinese statement and Soviet response, and in future polemics between the communist powers, is that each accuses the other of enfeebling the global communist bloc.

Disagreements Over Communist Philosophy


The global communist movement was rooted in Marxist-Leninist theory, and like any other theory of government and economy, the adherents interpreted and practiced Marxism-Leninism differently.  These dissimilarities were rooted in differing domestic conditions in the Soviet Union and China.  The Soviet Union was a well-established nation with a strong industrial and agricultural base with a strong central party and access to the highest technologies.  The People's Republic of China was a nation that was not recognized by the U.N. and had a history of violent action both at home and abroad.  Its agricultural and nascent industrial bases were suffering due to mismanagement and the failure of the Great Leap Forward.  While it was researching nuclear warheads, China had no capacity to build delivery systems for those warheads.  Its central party was prone to factionalization and was held together only by the force of Mao Tse-tung's will.  


The discrepancies between Soviet communism and Chinese communism fostered a great deal of written debate that, as the Sino-Soviet relationship worsened, became increasingly polemic.  The Soviet Union expressed concern over the vitriol in March 1963, and noted that it was “unsettling the unity of the fraternal parties and seriously damaging our common interests...the enemies of socialism are striving to exploit the differences that have arisen in the Communist movement to disunite the socialist countries.”
  To seek an amiable solution and bring an end to the rancor, Soviet officials proposed a conference between representatives of the two states to attempt to reconcile these differences.  The Chinese agreed that a meeting would be advantageous and that there were problems stemming from “important questions of principle,” but while they would not publish responses to “direct public attacks on the Communist Party of China in the C.P.S.U....we reserve the right to make public rejoinders to all statements by fraternal parties that contain open and direct attacks on the Communist Party of China.”


The following month, the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union detailed its stances on the key principles of global communism.  While the Soviets did not name the Chinese explicitly as transgressors, the paper clearly articulated a critique of Chinese behavior.  In the paper, the Soviets asserted that “no fraternal party, regardless of its numerical strength, experience or authority, can determine the tactics, forms, or methods of revolutionary struggle for other countries,” and warned that “if Communists were to link the victory of socialist revolution with world war, this would not only fail to win sympathies for socialism but would alienate the masses from it.”
  These two statements almost certainly refer to repeated Chinese calls for violent revolution against “imperialist oppressors,” and the Chinese military support for the communist revolutions in North Vietnam and North Korea.  It is plausible that the Soviet leaders felt that the Korean and Vietnam Wars escalated because Chinese support caused an American response in the form of troop increases.


The Soviet Union continued its verbal assault by claiming that “there are no 'superiors' and 'inferiors' among the parties in the Communist movement,” which was an unusual claim given repeated Soviet efforts to represent itself as the head of the global communist movement.
  Such a position implied that there were indeed, in the Soviet opinion, superior parties (specifically, the C.P.S.U.) and inferior, or subordinate parties.  Perhaps the principle most directed at the Chinese was the one noting that “exaggeration of the role of specific national feature may lead to deviation from Marxism-Leninism...differences on ideology and tactics must under no circumstances serve as grounds for stirring up nationalist feelings and prejudices, mistrust and discord among the socialist peoples.”
  This was an attack on China's movement towards nationalism, which started with the Great Leap Forward and culminated in the Cultural Revolution near the end of the decade.


The Soviet Union's subtle critiques of China did not go unnoticed.  The Communist Party of China presented an exhaustive response to the Soviet letter of March 30, 1963.  This letter, which was published in Pravda on July 14, provided a treatise on Marxist-Leninist doctrine and interpretation, and as a list of grievances against the Soviet Union.  Chief among these complaints is that “certain persons have one-sidedly exaggerated the role of peaceful competition between socialist and imperialist countries in their attempt to substitute peaceful competition for the revolutionary struggles of the oppressed peoples and nations.”
  These “certain persons” are, of course, Khrushchev and the Soviet leadership, and the peaceful competition likely refers to the Space Race, which by 1963 was decidedly more scientific than militaristic.  The Chinese letter also complained that these same persons “hold that it is possible to bring about 'a world without weapons, without armed forces and without wars'...while the system of imperialism and of the exploitation of man by man still exists.  This is sheer illusion.”
  The Chinese position was that only after imperialism and the West were defeated, through military means rather than peaceful ones, then the world could disarm and live in communist harmony.


The Chinese letter generated another Soviet response in what had become philosophical debate via newspapers.  The Soviets called the Chinese letters “openly unfriendly” and an “intentional distortion of the position of our party and the incorrect interpretation of our motives.”
  The response reminded the Chinese, and the rest of the communist movement, of the massive amount of economic and scientific aid the Soviet Union provided the People's Republic of China and expressed “only regret that the Chinese leaders have begun to forget this.”
  The letter explored, in depth, the “essence of the differences between the C.P.C. on the one hand, and the international Communist movement, on the other.”  The Chinese belief that peace with the Western powers is an illusion and coexistance is impossible between socialist and “imperialist” states implied, according to Soviet leadership, a “lack of faith...All peace-loving forces are united in the struggle to avert war.  They differ in their class composition and in their class interests.  But they can be united...because the atomic bomb does not observe the class principle.”
  The Soviets noted that the state of the world was one of “two systems: socialism and imperialism,” and that peaceful negotiation and discussion was a far more preferable option to constant war.  Where the Chinese claimed that imperialists were universally untrustworthy and duplicitous, the Soviets countered that “eight months have gone by since the liquidation of the crisis in the Caribbean, and the U.S. government is keeping its word – there has been no invasion of Cuba.”
  The Chinese position that armed conflict was inescapable, according to the Soviets, “reduce[d] the principle of peaceful coexistence to an empty phrase, to emasculate it of real content and to ignore in effect the need for resolute struggle against imperialism and for peace.”


Philosophical disputes between the two major communist countries continued into 1964, when Soviet party members analyzed the Chinese view of the future of the communist movement.  According to the analysis, where traditional Marxist political theory postulates that eventually all forms of political parties will dissolve and states will exist as completely pure democracies, the Chinese interpretation was that “the unbroken existence of the dictatorship of the proletariat is inevitable...the withering away of the dictatorship of the proletariat is the withering away of the state.”
  In other words, a Communist Party is essential to the state's survival, and so a proletarian dictatorship, or rather rule by the leaders of the Communist Party of China, would always remain, even if China developed into a fully socialist state.  The second major point of dispute in the 1964 article was the role of the “cult of the individual,” or the cult of personality.  During Krushchev's premiership of the Soviet Union, the cult of personality that Stalin established was dismantled, if only within the structure of the Communist Party.  The Chinese, on the other hand, “declared that the cult of the C.P.S.U. and of the entire international Communist movement against the cult of the individual was 'erroneous' and 'harmful.”
  Mao Tse-tung had established, over the course of his leadership of the People's Republic of China, a major cult of personality where the Chinese people read his published works, declared their loyalty in song, and even prayed to Mao as a benevolent deity.


Both the Communist Party of the Soviet Union and the Communist Party of China rooted their ideologies in Marxist-Leninist doctrine.  The two parties differed, however, in which aspects of the doctrine they emphasized in practice.  The Soviet Union adhered, or at least claimed to adhere to “the principle of peaceful coexistence of states with different social systems advanced by V.I. Lenin and further developed in the Moscow Declaration,” where competition was ideological, political, and economic rather than militaristic.
  This style of competition was more indicative of a settled socialist state that had already overthrown the bourgeoisie.  The C.P.C., on the other hand, had demonstrated through its own comments that they emphasized the armed, violent revolution that represented the earlier state of a communist revolution in which the proletariat topples the bourgeois state.  The Chinese claimed that peaceful coexistence “violate[d] the revolutionary principles of the 1957 Declaration and the 1960 Statement...discard[ed] the historical mission of proletarian world revolution, and...depart[ed] from the revolutionary teaching of Marxism-Leninism.”
  The Soviet party countered with a direct quote from Lenin's Works: “...we exert our chief influence on international revolution through our economic policy...In this area the struggle is transferred to a worldwide scale.”
  The Soviets questioned if the Chinese lacked faith in the ability of the socialist countries to defeat the capitalist countries in economic competition.


Both parties disagreed as to who actually constituted “the party.”  China claimed that the party only represented the proletariat, because even in a dictatorship of the proletariat, class struggle remains because remnants of the bourgeoisie and “parasites, speculators, idlers, hooligans, [and] embezzlers of state funds” will attempt to regain their prominence.  A party that represented all the people, regardless of class, is not, according to the Chinese, a Marxist-Leninist party, but a concept of the bourgeoisie.
  The Soviet Union countered that the party should represent all the people of the state.  The “parasites, speculators, idlers, hooligans, [and] embezzlers” so feared by the Chinese were not a class element, but a criminal element, and “criminals have not made up a definite class in any society.  Even a schoolchild knows this.”
  Since those individuals are criminals, the entire state, not just the proletariat, has an interest in dealing with them.  Further, according to the C.P.S.U., Lenin stated that “when only the working people, friendly classes that have absolutely changed in nature, remain in society and there is no longer anyone to suppress, the need for the dictatorship of the proletariat will disappear.”
  The Soviets also claimed that their party was still “the herald of this [working] class's communist ideals.  But the Communist Party in our country has become a party not merely of the working class alone but of the entire people, because the whole people have adopted the Marxist-Leninist world outlook.”
  When the workers and the intellectuals both adhere to Marxist-Leninist doctrine, then the party can claim to represent both classes.  According to Lenin, an alliance of all classes is required to completely overthrow capitalism and suppress the bourgeoisie.
  The C.P.C. seemed to differ in opinion, especially in later years, as it consistently claimed to represent the proletariat and suppress the Chinese intellectual classes.


These debates spelled out the irreconcilable differences between the two largest communist states in the world.  The Soviet Union called for peaceful coexistence and negotiation with the Western powers, where the Chinese believed that such behavior was folly and only served to weaken the communist movement.  Instead, the Chinese repeatedly called for open conflict with the imperialist powers, and for the use of nuclear weapons if necessary.  The Soviets believed in a global communist movement that epitomized the phrase, “workers of the world, unite,” where states would eventually fall by the wayside in favor of a global socialist utopia.  The Chinese argued for a nationalist communism, where Chinese culture would be emphasized and molded to fit within a communist society, and the C.P.C. would be the ever-present head of this socialist state.  Finally, where the C.P.S.U. envisioned itself as a party of the people, representative and open to all those living within the Soviet Union, the C.P.C. was a party of a select few chosen to lead the People's Republic of China into its rightful place as a global superpower, with Mao Tse-tung as the fearless and beloved leader.  To achieve recognition as a global superpower, China grew more and more belligerent, and more dangerous to the world at large.

Chinese Belligerency


Aggressiveness from the Chinese Communists was not a new development of the later 1960s.  Indeed, the People's Republic of China itself emerged as the result of a decades-long civil war between Mao Tse-tung's Communists and Chang Kai-shek's Nationalists.  In 1962 war broke out between China and India partially from a disputed border in the Tibetan plateau, but also because India granted asylum to the Dalai Lama after the Tibetan uprising of 1959.  Chinese belligerency was not always demonstrated through such obvious methods as a military campaign.


Soviet critics noted that Chinese history textbooks published from 1960 forward had a markedly different interpretation of events than those published before.  Previously, texts on Chinese history noted the Mongol period as “bloody and destructive.”  However, newer books began to call the Mongol dynasty rule “a period of great unification of the country.”  Museum exhibits and lectures by Chinese historians also displayed this reversal of opinion.
  This shift marked an open embrace of the Mongol Empire's historical aggressiveness and drive to conquer.  Combined with a growing sentiment of Chinese exceptionalism that stemmed from the view that “the Chinese people are among the few advanced peoples of the world,” philosophically the Chinese became an increasingly more combative nation willing to assert its dominance through violent means.


In August of 1964, Pravda reported that a “highly placed member of the C.P.R. government” mentioned that “war in Southeast Asia would not be such a bad thing...If I were in the U.S.A., I should vote for Goldwater.  Goldwater would be good for the U.S.A. And the whole world, since he would...powerfully accelerate the process of development.”
  The C.P.C. representative did not provide his definition of  “development.”  He could have been referring to the traditional Marxist development from a capitalist to a socialist state, or the development of nuclear weapons.  In either case, the Soviets regarded the statement to be unnerving and “proof of the fact that the Chinese splitters
 are alien to the interests of the struggle for peace.”
  Such brash statements and behavior reflected how the Chinese depicted the world.


During peace negotiations between North Vietnam and the U.S. from 1965 to 1968, China repeatedly tried to convince North Vietnam to not enter discussion with the United States, and Chinese leaders urged North Vietnam to continue fighting for the “unity between the North and the South.”
  Chinese leaders constantly expressed concern and disapproval over North Vietnam's willingness to discuss an end to the war, and claimed that China would help the North Vietnamese win the war, and “mobilize the people of the whole world to support you to achieve victory.”
  Chinese belligerence extended into continuing wars, even when those doing the actual fighting wanted to turn towards peace.


A Mongolian student in China reported an interesting discovery while in a classroom.  This report eventually made its way to the July 30, 1968 issue of Pravda.  This student found “a political map of the world that was apparently printed in the C.P.R. and that failed to represent our independent country, the Mongolian People's Republic.”
  Instead, the Mongolian People's Republic was absorbed into China.  While such a depiction could probably not be considered open belligerence, when students are taught from a young age that a certain region of the world is rightfully a territory of another state, it is only a matter of time before those students become government officials who try to transform that map into a reality.


In May 1968, Izvestia attacked China's foreign policy for exhibiting “a chauvinistic attitude toward national minorities within the country, racism, messianism, and various theories of the special historical role of China.”
  This policy and the attitudes it fostered “appealed directly to the 'traditional' great-China views...when China's ruling classes pursued an imperial expansion policy.”
  Mao and his followers claimed that China should and must annex territories that at one time were controlled by the Chinese emperors.  This list included Korea, the Rykyu Islands, and Burma.
  The Soviet press also noted the Chinese stance “regarding the organization of a joint rebuff to American aggression in Vietnam...the Peking leaders hamper fraternal countries from giving Vietnam economic and military aid and obstruct a build-up of blows at the American interventionists.”
  This policy, according to Soviet critics, led to a “protracted war” and a sacrifice of revolutionaries to imperialist forces for China's own benefit.  However, the reasons behind China's belligerent Vietnam policy was likely far more complex.


A major theme in Maoism was the concept of the “continuous revolution.”  Domestically, this concept was central to the development of the Cultural Revolution, but on a foreign policy level, the continuous revolution served two purposes with regard to the war in Vietnam.  On one level, the Chinese leadership sincerely wanted to see the Vietnamese revolutionaries succeed against “U.S. imperialists,” and so support in the form of military and financial aid was necessary and desirable.  At the same time, the Chinese did not want to trigger direct conflict with the United States.  Expansion of the Vietnam War could galvanize the Chinese people into supporting the Cultural Revolution.  Therefore, Chinese belligerency over Vietnam was not only a tool for foreign policy to be aimed at the United States, but a tool for domestic policy to stir the Chinese people into a revolutionary frenzy.
  Even if Chinese belligerency extended only as far as Vietnam, China had become a nuclear power in 1964 with their first successful atomic test at Lop Nur.

Soviet Regime Change


In the same month the Chinese detonated a nuclear device, Nikita Khrushchev was deposed (or “retired voluntarily”) as Premier and First Secretary of the Soviet Union.  Alexy Kosygin became the new Premier, and Leonid Brezhnev took his place as the new First Secretary.  The regime change placed Brezhnev as the head of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, and the head of state.  Interestingly, this major change in Soviet leadership garnered no attention in the Soviet press; one day, the stories mentioned Khrushchev saying or doing one thing or another, the next day they mention Brezhnev in the position of leadership.  Khrushchev's leadership began to decline after the Cuban Missile Crisis of 1962, where it appeared that his gamble to take advantage of Kennedy's weakness after the failed Bay of Pigs invasion failed.  Concurrently, Khrushchev's efforts to gear the Soviet economy towards consumer goods proved ineffective.  As China began to assume a larger and larger role in third-world countries in Asia and Africa, it became clearer to members of the C.P.S.U. that Khrushchev no longer had the ability to maintain Soviet supremacy in the communist movement.


The new Brezhnev regime attempted to repair the damage that had been done to the Sino-Soviet relationship.  Tension along the border decreased as both parties pulled the troops that had amassed for the past two years back, and when the Chinese called for a meeting of all nuclear powers to discuss disarmament, the Soviet government supported the proposal.  This support “indicated their acceptance of China's membership in the nuclear club.”
  Russian envoys traveled to Korea and Vietnam, which were both in the Chinese sphere of influence, to reestablish relations between the communist parties of those states and the C.P.S.U.
  However, these efforts had little effect on improving the relationship, as had already been demonstrated by Chinese aggressive statements and continued critiques from the Soviet press.


In December 1964, a conversation between Ambassador Llewellyn Thompson and Deputy Secretary of Defense Roswell Gilpatric evolved into a discussion of what the priorities of the new Brezhnev regime were.  Thompson noted that general relations with the West had taken a backseat to five other priorities: “(1) consolidation of their power; (2) dealing with crucial internal problems left by Khrushchev; (3) dealing with the East Europeans; (4) dealing with Communist China; and (5) relations with other Communist Parties around the world.”
  Regarding the future of the Sino-Soviet relationship during Brezhnev's leadership, Thompson felt that the Chinese would successfully force a split in the communist movement in the short-term, while the Soviets would work to increase their presence and influence globally over the long-term.  As a result, even with new Soviet leadership, a Sino-Soviet reconciliation was “very remote.”
  The possibility of rapprochement became a near-impossibility as the Cultural Revolution gripped China and separated that state even further from the global communist movement.

The Cultural Revolution


The Cultural Revolution began in 1966 partially as a response to criticism of the failed Great Leap Forward.  Mao and his adherents claimed that the critics of the Great Leap Forward and other C.P.C. policies were members of the toppled bourgeoisie attempting a return to power.  The major targets of the early Cultural Revolution, apart from Mao's political opponents, were the “bourgeois intellectuals,” such as academics and traditional artists.  The Chinese youth were indoctrinated with Maoist philosophies and organized into Red Guard groups, which carried out the Cultural Revolution with increasing violence.  While the Soviets were openly critical of the early Cultural Revolution from a philosophical perspective, by 1968, the growing chaos in China generated serious concern from Soviet leadership.


Izvestia reported in January 1968 about the worsening situation in China and how the “Maoist press and radio...virtually admit that a state of civil war exists in a number of regions in China.”
  Peasants from the countryside were “invading” cities and looting, and the disorder brought “the appearance of various organizations that are often created on the principle of membership in individual clans trying to retain power.”
  These “clans,” constantly fought each other, with everyone claiming that everyone else was counter-revolutionary.  As a result, the state infrastructure began to break down, and Mao and his followers needed to use the army repeatedly to attempt to maintain order.  In summary, Izvestia called the Cultural Revolution an “adventurous policy, a ruinous one for the Chinese people.”


In February 1968, Pravda reported on how the Cultural Revolution had not only become increasingly violent, but intellectually stifling as well.  A rally in Canton became a public display of hostility when a skirmish broke out between rival elements of Red Guards that ended in 100 deaths and hundreds more wounded.  The article also noted that “publishers of Chinese newspapers and magazines, even specialized ones, try to outdo one another in worshipping Mao.”
  As an example, a medical journal contained one small article on medicine, and the rest of the pages were filled with pictures of Mao, articles written by Mao, and editorials from the official C.P.C. publication Hungchi.


By April, a number of “underground” groups emerged in many cities throughout China in “resistance...to the new agencies of authority the Mao Tse-tung group is creating.”
  These resistance groups appeared in the Inner Mongolian Autonomous Region, Hupei Province, the cities of Nanchang, Shanghai, Wuhan, Hangchow, Chengchow, and Kweiyang, among others.  It was clear that the state was on the verge of complete civil war, and the only force preventing insurrection was the Chinese military, even that organization began to fracture in terms of loyalty to Mao.  If the Chinese government collapsed, the results could be particularly devastating, especially with the possibility of a fringe group seizing China's nascent nuclear stockpile to gain an advantage over its rivals.  Such a possibility had to be a major concern of the Soviet Union (and the rest of the world).  As the Cultural Revolution continued, it became a focus of criticism from the Soviet press, perhaps as a result of this deep concern.


 When Mao and his supporters in Peking issued the slogan, “everyone to the struggle against anarchism,” Izvestia questioned the nature and source of the anarchy.  The article mentioned that the Cultural Revolution “shattered or humiliated the bodies of people's authority and the party organization and...undermined the existing system of the management of the economy.  At the educational institutions, classes have been called off and the very idea of study ground to dust.”
  China's economy suffered because “some people work when they want to and don't work when they don't want to,” and many products produced were sold on the more lucrative black market rather than to the state.
  Red Guard cadres, previously given free reign to prosecute “intellectuals” and “counter-revolutionaries,” began to resist government attempts to rein in their actions, unable to “understand why attempts are being made now to punish them as criminals, whereas a year ago they were received in Peking as heroes.”
  Izvestia concluded that the blame for China's growing “anarchy” was Mao Tse-tung and his supporters themselves, that the chaos threatening China “accompanied the 'cultural revolution' from its very beginning...they were welcomed and even hypocritically called 'revolutionary'.”
  The article also criticized Peking's response, which was “based by no means on broad support from the working people but on the armed forces.”
  These remedies included public executions and violent repression.  At the time of printing, it appeared that even these tactics would be unsuccessful.


In May, Kommunist analyzed the major critiques of the Cultural Revolution.  One of the first mentioned was the fact that Mao and his followers were “exploiting the population's illiteracy (there are more than 300,000,000 completely illiterate people in China)...[and] openly endeavoring to rally the people, first and foremost the younger generation, on the basis of nationalism...and turn the many millions of Chinese people into a blind tool for carrying out its schemes.”
  Kommunist accused Mao of using the Cultural Revolution as a vehicle to “disclaim responsibility for the setbacks in domestic and foreign policy and to direct popular discontent against the party and state leaders in whom the Mao group saw its rivals.”
  The discontent threatened to completely dismantle the C.P.C.'s government, as more and more party members were deemed enemies of Mao and the revolution, and local committees were shut down.  In the vacated positions of authority, “people who are personally loyal to Mao Tse-tung and who accept Maoism as the only ideological basis for all the party's activities” made up the new, Mao-centric Communist Party of China.
  The local committees were replaced with “revolutionary committees,” composed of Red Guards – students and young adults devoted to Maoism, but these committees were unable to maintain order, and often were the source of local violence themselves.  Where Chinese propaganda called the Cultural Revolution an expansion of freedom and individual rights, Kommunist alleged that it was nothing more than “persecution, organized on orders from above, of all whom the 'group for affairs of the cultural revolution' and its representatives in the localities wish to label 'revisionists' or 'people following a capitalist path'.”
  


Kommunist also attacked the Cultural Revolution for the effects it had on the Chinese economy and, ironically, Chinese culture.  The constant rioting and skirmishes between Red Guard factions caused considerable damage to the industrial infrastructure, and many people who would otherwise be working in the factories or in coal mines were either working with the Red Guards, hiding in their homes, imprisoned, or dead.  Coal production levels dropped to the point where utilities and transportation systems were inadequately powered.  Without a working rail system, food could not be shipped across China, and a number of regions were crippled by starvation.  While the supporters of the Cultural Revolution issued propaganda about how “poverty is good” and that industrial development was a threat to socialism, Kommunist observed that the Cultural Revolution caused “regression of the national economy, the preservation of economic backwardness, and serious deterioration in the national well-being of China's working people.”
  The revolution also harmed Chinese culture, because Mao and his followers strictly controlled the publication and issuance of “humanist works of Chinese social thought, literature, and the arts.”  The publishing of academic and professional magazines ceased, acting groups were disbanded, and books were burned.  As Kommunist put it, “everything that constitutes the treasure house of world civilization has been declared bourgeois or 'counterrevolutionary.'  Concealed behind this is the intention of isolating the country from the influence of progressive ideas.  People's minds are regarded as a 'clean sheet of paper,' to be filled with 'Mao Tse-tung's ideas'.”
  The Soviet press, and by extension the Soviet leadership, found the cult of Mao and the suppression of national and world culture to be absolutely incompatible with the communist movement.


China had become dangerous not only for the average Chinese citizen, but for foreigners in the state as well.  These foreigners were most often ambassadors, but occasionally they were members of the Soviet Union's intelligence agency and secret police, the KGB.  Anyone in China that spoke a foreign language, or had foreign books, or had even visited a foreign country could have been arrested and accused of being a spy for another state.  The KGB found intelligence gathering increasingly dangerous and impossible, and whatever scant intelligence was received typically came from interaction with among the general public.  While such information “gave a cumulative picture of a country sinking into chaos and terror,” the KGB and by extension the Soviet leadership had very little idea of what was going on among the highest levels of Chinese government, and this caused them great vexation.


The Cultural Revolution was an attempt by Mao Tse-tung to remove his political enemies and consolidate his power as the undisputed head of the Communist Party of China and the leader of the People's Republic of China.  What the revolution did was grind the economy to a halt, destroy Chinese traditional culture, foment resistance and violence, persecute millions of individuals, and bring a nuclear-armed nation to the brink of civil war.  Such chaos threatened not only the Soviet Union, but the world, especially if China's nuclear weapons were misused.  In response, the Soviet Union not only increased its military presence along its Chinese border, but also began to seek a multilateral path to rein China in from the outside, and to build support against Mao Tse-tung and his Cultural Revolution.  The Sino-Soviet relationship had become irreparable, and as a result the Soviets found it necessary to cooperate with the United States to seek solutions to international problems.  The United States might have been philosophical and political rivals to the Soviet Union, but the U.S. was relatively stable and unlikely to set off a nuclear war at the drop of a hat.  Negotiation with the United States seemed to be a safe option for the Soviets.

How America Reacted


A new Soviet willingness to cooperate proved useful in the formation of landmark international treaties, especially in the areas of outer space and non-proliferation.  On January 27, 1967, the Soviet Union, United States, and United Kingdom signed the Treaty on Principles Governing the Activities of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space, including the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies, commonly known as the Outer Space Treaty.  This treaty banned the emplacement of weapons of mass destruction, including nuclear weapons, in orbit around the Earth.  The Outer Space Treaty designated  the Moon and other planets as off-limits to nuclear weapons, and it also forbade “the establishment of military bases, installations and fortifications, the testing of any type of weapons and the conduct of military manoeuvres on celestial bodies.”
  The United States had been attempting to establish an international agreement regarding the use of nuclear weapons in space since the Kennedy administration, and so a successful treaty was as much a policy victory for the United States as it was an avenue to limit the use of nuclear weapons internationally.  As for the Chinese, even though they almost certainly lacked the means to place weaponry into orbit, the signing of the Outer Space Treaty became yet another source of criticism against the Soviets.  The Chinese claimed that the Outer Space Treaty allowed for continued American aggression into outer space, and that the Soviets abetted American imperialism by sharing information on its own activities in outer space.


The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, signed in 1968 by three of the five nuclear powers (the United States, Soviet Union, United Kingdom; France and China would not sign for almost three decades), was a document that had been under negotiation since 1958.  The nuclear-sharing agreement within NATO that caused such distrust among Soviets in the first half of the decade also played a role in delaying any agreements from being made with regard to the Non-Proliferation Treaty.  But the events of the latter half of the decade, with China becoming a nuclear power and the Cultural Revolution threatening to tear China apart, the Soviet Union and the United States came together (or colluded, according to Chinese critics) to create the three-part treaty that included non-proliferation, disarmament, and a stipulation to allow for the peaceful use of nuclear power.  The United States, for some time before the signing,  had been discussing the possibility that a non-proliferation agreement would “isolate China still further in world opinion, and...undercut Chinese efforts to develop friendly relations among the less-developed countries of the world.  Moreover, the agreement would strengthen the Soviets' hand in maintaining their non-assistance policy with respect to Communist China.”
  It is likely that the Soviets agreed with this view, in light of response to the actions that China had taken to assert itself as a ideological and political rival to the Soviet Union, and so the Non-Proliferation Treaty proved a useful tool of cooperation between the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. to lean on the Chinese.  At the same time that it was working with the Soviet Union to limit China's military abilities, the United States took advantage of China's growing role in global politics.


In 1966, President Johnson called for improving relations between the United States and the People's Republic of China, and argued that “lasting peace can never come to Asia as long as the 700 million people of mainland China are isolated by their rulers from the outside world.”
  While Johnson envisioned an informal exchange of private professionals, the violent realities and rhetoric of the Cultural Revolution made such a program impossible.
  By the end of 1968 and the winding down of the Cultural Revolution, a number of other prominent Americans began to call for the warming of relations between the two states.  Columbia professor and member of the State Department Policy Planning Council Zbigniew Brzezinski asserted that “to leave China in isolation would be a mistake,” and George Kennan had written four years earlier that “it would be stupid on our part to sit idly by...utterly ignoring the conflict between China and the Soviet Union and failing to take advantage of the favorable consequences it may have.”  He recommended a gradual warming of relations.  Senator George McGovern remarked that “yesterday's enemies may be tomorrow's allies...history gives us grounds to hope that the bellicose passions that now divide China and the United States may with the passage of time be directed into more normal channels.”
  These desires for more peaceful dealings seemed to be reciprocated by Chinese leadership when they proposed a meeting to discuss “the principles of coexistence.”
  This proposed meeting between the two nations generated both criticism and worry from the Soviet Union.


In the United States, the Christian Science Monitor reported “the beginning of a dialogue between the U.S.A. and China as soon as President-elect Nixon moves into the White House,” and both the United States and China “express[ed] a mutual desire to make the Taiwan question a subject for political bargaining.”
  Chinese propaganda no longer mentioned the “liberation” of the island and its reabsorption into the People's Republic of China, and the United States openly considered removing its military forces from the island.  The Soviet press noted that “the U.S. government has instructed all American information centers to support Mao against the U.S.S.R.  This instruction speaks of the necessity constantly to develop the thesis that 'if the Chinese ruler directs his main efforts against the U.S.S.R. he can count on the silent support of the U.S.A.',” and so the negotiations between the two states was “merely a hypocritical cover for planned cooperation on an anti-Soviet basis.”
  The fear that the Soviet Union would have to face a united Sino-American front would play a crucial role in Soviet-American relations in the coming decade.


The years 1969 through 1972 saw the opening of formal relations between the United States and the People's Republic of China.  Trade restrictions between the two nations were dropped in 1969, and millions of dollars of goods (and billions of dollars in U.S. debt) passed between the two from that year forward.  In 1971, the American table tennis team played the Chinese team in a number of exhibition matches across China, and the Americans were taken on a tour of the country.  This act of “ping pong diplomacy” marked the first time a group of Americans had officially visited the People's Republic of China since its establishment in 1949.  Three months later, in July 1971, National Security Advisor Henry Kissinger secretly traveled to Beijing from Pakistan to negotiate a further opening of relations and a meeting between President Nixon and Mao Tse-tung.  Nixon became the first U.S. president to visit China when he toured the country in February 1972 and had face-to-face discussions with Mao and Premier Zhou Enlai.
  The opening of China at the end of the '60s and beginning of the '70s officially marked a new era in the global power structure.

A Changed World


Since the end of the Second World War, the world had been bipolar; that is, the world was split between two opposing superpowers, the United States (and NATO) and the Soviet Union (and the Warsaw Pact).  These two forces competed against each other ideologically in an effort to prove the superiority of one way of life over another.  Competition could be violent, as in the case of the Korean War, or peaceful as in the Space Race.  But when the United States opened its relations with the People's Republic of China, the global power structure officially shifted from bipolar to tripolar.  This shift actually worked to the advantage of the United States.  The relationship between two of the powers, the Soviet Union and China, had been deeply damaged, perhaps irreparably.  The two communist powers continued to compete for the leadership of the global communist movement, and both the Soviet Union and the People's Republic of China courted the United States to further their own goals.  In China, this took the shape of increased trade and securing a place in world politics.  For the Soviets, these events generated a fear of possible isolation or even a Sino-American alliance.  To avoid this, the Soviets sought to improve relations with the United States through détente.


 Negotiations and the “identification of common interests as well as the frank recognition of irreconcilable antagonisms” heavily marked the era of détente.
  The negotiations would demonstrate to Brezhnev and other Soviet leaders that all issues of consequence, such as disarmament and the Third World, were intertwined when it came to what the goals of the Soviets and the goals of the United States.  If the Soviets wanted to make progress towards its goals, then negotiation had to allow the U.S. to make progress towards theirs.
  Out of détente came the Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty, the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty, and the Helsinki Accords, as well as the first international space mission with the Apollo-Soyuz Test Project in July 1975.  These events were possible because the United States was able to play the Soviet Union and the People's Republic of China off one another to further its own ends.  Working with one communist power on a specific international issue would put pressure on the other to accede and participate out of self-interest.  Through concurrent arms negotiations with the Soviets and trade negotiations with the Chinese, the United States improved its own military and economic standing in the world.

Conclusions


Nuclear weapons, for all their destructive power and destablizing effects on global security, played a far greater role in fostering international cooperation than fomenting global war.  The dangers of nuclear war pushed two diametrically opposed powers to work together to limit the role nuclear weapons played in the Cold War through the Partial Nuclear Test Ban, the Outer Space Treaty, and the Non-Proliferation Treaty.  However, when China became a nuclear power, the Soviet Union and United States found that cooperation was in their mutual interest; while all three states had nuclear weapons, China, as it grew more and more belligerent and unstable, was more likely than either superpower to actually use their nuclear arsenal.  The fear that China might actually push the button made it much more vital that the Soviet Union and United States work together to avoid a nuclear holocaust and attempt to regulate China's behavior.


The early Cold War was primarily about displays of power through the use of military force.  This fact is exemplified in the Korean War, as well as the Berlin Blockade, the establishment of NATO, and the Cuban Missile Crisis.  The later Cold War, from 1963 until the 1980s, was more about a regulation of the drastically-changing international community, and competition through non-violent means, exemplified by the Space Race.  It was less costly, and far less dangerous, to compete through negotiations and international accords and scientific and economic development than wars or other military endeavors.  These paths were also far more appealing to the general public, which helps explain the increasing American discontent over the Vietnam War.  The Soviet shift towards cooperation reflects the shift in the Cold War from militaristic competition to rivalry through negotiation.


The phrase “rivalry through negotiation” sounds paradoxical.  How can cooperation equal competition?  In reality, both the Soviet Union and the United States claimed the lion's share of responsibility for the success of the Partial Test Ban Treaty and other international agreements.  Both expressed in their respective media that the other side had no real interest in cooperation, or that their calls for peace were disingenuous.  Both Soviet and American leadership claimed that their representatives successfully made the other side see things their way, and acquiesce to their demands.  In this way, both sides could claim that they were “winning” the Cold War, that communism was crumbling, or that imperialist expansion was being thwarted.  Claiming victory via international agreement was a far less expensive and safer means of maintaining dominance in a rapidly changing world.


What can we learn from the events of 1960 through 1968?  First, we must reconsider just what role and what influence the United States had in those events.  Typically, people believe American diplomatic and military pressure were  the causes of the rise of détente and the signature of international treaties,  but evidence demonstrates that domestic concerns, such as the leadership of the communist movement, or the shift of Soviet economy from heavy industry to consumer products, played a much greater role in the formation of Soviet foreign policy.  If anything, for most of the decade, American actions, particularly concerning the nuclear-sharing agreements within NATO and the difficulties in negotiating the Partial Test Ban Treaty, simply reinforced to the Soviet public the Soviet leadership's resolve to take international action on their own terms.


We must also recognize the value of Soviet newspapers as sources of historical information.  The Communist Party of the Soviet Union wielded considerable control over the content of its nation's newspapers, to the point where many articles could be considered deeply biased in favor of the government at best, and propaganda at worst.  Despite the seemingly untrustworthy content of Pravda, Izvestia, Kommunist, and other Soviet publications, the articles within can still provide valuable knowledge.  Through them, we can gain insight into the major concerns and fears of the C.P.S.U., because it attempted to transfer those concerns and fears to the Soviet people.  These fears and concerns included, aside from the mantle of global communist leadership, China obtaining and actually using a nuclear weapon, increasing American intervention in Vietnam, the growing budgetary costs of maintaining a large standing army and arsenal while addressing the needs of the Soviet citizenry, and the possibility of political isolation and a Sino-American alliance.  These fears and concerns, in turn, shaped Soviet foreign policy, which had the ultimate goal of allaying those fears and concerns.


The relationship between the Soviet Union and the People's Republic of China not only altered the global power structure, but it also redefined the relationship between the Soviet Union and the United States of America.  As the decade progressed, the U.S. and U.S.S.R. became closer as they worked to not only establish boundaries for the creation, emplacement, and use of nuclear weapons, but also to pressure China into the typical behavior of a responsible nuclear power.  Even though three of the five of the nuclear powers had signed the Partial Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, the Outer Space Treaty, and the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, China refused to participate.  The nuclear issues remained unsettled through the 1960s and into the 1970s, and this fact required continued Soviet-American cooperation in an attempt to prevent China from doing the unthinkable.  Thus, by the end of the decade, the Soviet Union and the United States were more comfortable with each other than either state was with China.


The events surrounding China, the Soviet Union, and the United States in the 1960s help explain the fracturing of the Communist bloc, the emergence of détente, and the development of China as a global player and member of the nuclear club.  But in a larger sense, the 1960s can show us how global superpowers deal with rising contenders.  While they attempt to maintain the status quo and their own position as the most influential states on the planet, superpowers will elect to work together, regardless of ideological differences, to assert their dominance over international politics, and to attempt to regulate the behavior of that rising state so that it falls more in line with what the superpowers consider to be international norms.  The story of China, the Soviet Union, and the United States is ultimately a story of how states deal with constantly changing situations in a period of international tension and competition.


The issue of emerging nuclear states remains as relevant as ever.  Iran's nuclear ambitions are a constant topic of discussion, from both a national and international policy point of view.  Iran's current political situation is, at least on the surface, similar to what China experienced in the late 1960s during the Cultural Revolution, in that the leadership of the country is unclear.  In Iran, there appears to be a struggle between the elected executive branch and the unelected Guardian Council, whereas in China, various political factions fought each other for dominance.  Iran, like China in the 1960s, is pursuing a nuclear program to become at the very least a regional power.  Both states cited a defensive need for nuclear weapons; China claimed it needed to defend itself from the United States, Iran claims it needs to defend itself from Israel.


The events from 1960 to 1968 show us that we should pursue a variety of means to regulate the behavior of Iran or any state pursuing nuclear weapons.  Those means range from economic coercion and diplomatic negotiation to, in the most extreme circumstances, military action   International cooperation is absolutely necessary to coordinate actions to put pressure on those states pursuing nuclear weapons.  These cooperative efforts should be diplomatic but firm.  If we wish to keep nuclear weapons out of the hands of particular nations without resorting to military action, then we should make it as difficult as possible to acquire the material and technology required to refine nuclear material and construct a warhead.  No matter what steps are taken, past experience has shown that it is very difficult to completely stop a nation from acquiring nuclear weapons.  States will pursue their nuclear goals until they successfully test a weapon, even if it takes two decades.  Should that happen, the international community must do everything it can to turn the new nuclear club member into a responsible, stable, and peaceful state that fully understands the immense responsibilities it carries as a nuclear nation.
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