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China’s search for its place in the world

LOWELL DITTMER

The premise of this chapter is that at least one of the factors affecting
China’s (often unpredictable) foreign-policy behavior since the Chinese
Communist Party (CCP) seized power in 1949 has been an attempt to
find a suitable place for itself in the modern world, a national identity.
Approaching the modern international system with memories of a glo-
rious traditional status as regional hegemon, followed by the humiliation
of defeat and parcelization at the hands of perceived inferiors, China was
accustomed to a position of international leadership that it could not
sustain in the face of its political decay and scientific-economic back-
wardness. That sense of sudden degradation of national status gave rise
to an ambiguous attitude of admiration and indignation vis-a-vis the
arriviste Western powers, in addition to inhibiting adaptation to the hard
rules of raison d’étre qua realpolitik that had come to apply to the post-
Westphalian “international system.” For much of the first half of the
twentieth century, China was “in” but not really “of”” the world.

The communist victory made it possible for China to “stand up,” as
Mao put it in 1949. Denouncing the past century of national humiliation
in the Marxist vocabulary of imperialism, the evils of China’s own re-
gional hegemony could also be forsworn under the rubric of feudalism.
Yet that left a conceptual hiatus. Although the communists in fact tapped
the animus of nationalism by mobilizing the Chinese people against Japan
(and then against America, in Korea), any serious discussion of China’s
national interests and role or mission in the world was inhibited by the
Marxist denial of nationalism’s theoretical legitimacy — and by a lead-
ership posture of dogmatic certitude. Instead of publicly debating their
options, the new leadership fell into the ingrained cultural practice of
patterning their behavior on external role models.

I wish to thank Samuel Kim, Suzanne H. Rudolph, and Brantly Womack for their helpful
comments on an earlier draft of this chapter.
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To orient themselves in the modern world, Chinese leaders affiliated
with two international “reference groups,” identifying on the one hand
with the communist bloc, and on the other with the Third World. From
the CCP perspective, the bloc represented ideological legitimacy, a sense
of community with the elect, a promise of collective historical vindication.
Identification with the Third World provided not only a chance to as-
sociate with countries that shared China’s developmental status and dif-
ficulties but also an opportunity to exercise international leadership — an
opportunity not at hand within the communist bloc. As the largest and
most populous of the new nations, it seemed quite plausible for China
to claim a “leading role.”

Thus, the People’s Republic of China (PRC) identified with both
groups, without apparently being aware initially that any contradiction
was involved. After all, the communist world represented the Third
World’s future, as mediated through the Chinese model of peasant rev-
olution, followed by high-speed industrialization. In the course of time,
however, as the relationship between the second and third worlds came
to seem less straightforward, the dialectical interplay between those two
reference groups grew exceedingly complex. We shall first examine Chi-
na’s evolving role within the communist bloc, then turn to the PRC
relationship with the Third World. For those countries (other than the
PRC itself) that might be subsumed by either category (e.g., Vietnam,
Albania), bloc affiliation is assumed to take precedence.

CHINA AND INTERNATIONAL COMMUNISM

The communist bloc first became a geopolitical reality in the post-World
War II period, when the Soviet Union seized the opportunity to install
communist parties in the power vacuum left by the retreating Axis forces
in Eastern Europe, and the CCP seized power from the tottering Guo-
mindang (GMD) in China. Altogether, that constituted a rather impres-
sive international empire. The CCP had consistently adhered to the
discipline of international democratic centralism, despite occasional mis-
givings during the revolutionary era (e.g., agreeing, at Moscow’s behest,
to release Chiang Kai-shek from house arrest when he fell into their
hands at Xian), and after the revolution had triumphed, the PRC sub-
merged its national identity relatively completely in the socialist
community.

During the depths of the cold war (and American nuclear first-strike
capability), tight bloc alignment was deemed de rigueur by most bloc
members, and discipline was taut. The Eastern European countries, hav-
ing been devastated by the Nazi invasion and the Soviet counterattack,
presented a temporary power vacuum, into which the Communist Party
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of the Soviet Union (CPSU) quickly inserted emigre communist leader-
ships more beholden to Moscow than to indigenous constituencies. The
highly centralized power structure within the Soviet Union during the
late Stalinist period thus found its echo in similar relationships among
“fraternal” parties within the bloc. The CCP leadership, having come to
power on the strength of its own resources, with little indebtedness to
outside aid, nevertheless accepted and even reinforced such an asymmetric
distribution of power. The CCP fully endorsed the excommunication of
Tito, for example, and party theorist Liu Shaogi devoted a long article
to the rationalization of that decision as early as 1948.' Sino—Yugoslav
relations were to remain strained for many years thereafter (much longer
than Soviet—Yugoslav relations); Beijing and Belgrade did not even ex-
change ambassadors until January 1955, and by fall 1957 party-to-party
relations had been severed, not to be restored until 1980.

Once Stalin’s initial suspicions had been overcome, the CCP was thus
accorded special deference within the bloc as its largest constituent party,
with jurisdiction over the world’s biggest population and third-largest
land mass. Stalin’s death in March 1953 enhanced China’s status, as
symbolized by a doctored photograph appearing in Pravda just five days
after his death, showing Malenkov with Stalin and Mao.? Indeed, during
the period from October 1954 to the first half of 1956, the Soviets began
to regard the PRC not so much as a satellite but as a relatively equal
partner.’ The Soviets frequently cited with pride Lenin’s several references
to the importance of China, such as the following passage from an article
first published in 1923:

In the last analysis, the outcome of the struggle will be determined by the fact
that Russia, India, and China, etc., constitute the overwhelming majority of the
population of the globe. And it is precisely this majority of the population that
during the past few years, has been drawn into the struggle for its emancipation
with extraordinary rapidity, so that in this respect there cannot be the slightest
shadow of doubt what the final outcome of the world struggle will be. In this
sense, the final victory of socialism is fully and absolutely assured.*

By the latter half of the decade, however, China’s sense of having its
identity securely anchored in the socialist community and value system
had become unhinged. The seeds for that alienation were sown in the
famous “secret speech” that Khrushchev delivered to the CPSU Twentieth
Congress in February 1956. Although Khrushchev recalled that Mao’s
initial reaction was favorable — that Mao, too, began to criticize Stalin®
— in the long run the Maoist leadership found that Khrushchev’s bold
departures took international communism in a direction inimical to
Chinese interests. Khrushchev introduced three important ideological in-
novations at that conference that were to set the parameters for the
conflict that would rage for the next twenty years. Those innovations
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signaled what Zagoria has termed a shift from continental to global
strategy: Rather than focusing on consolidation of the bloc countries in
the Eurasian heartland, Moscow turned its attention outward toward the
rest of the world, attempting to foster détente with the developed coun-
tries and to solicit clients among the developing nations in Asia and
Africa, whose decolonization struggles had given rise to a certain sym-
pathy for anti-imperialist, anti-capitalist perspectives.®

First, Khrushchev introduced the theoretical possibility of establishing
“peaceful coexistence” with the capitalist world, particularly the United
States. (At the CPSU Twenty-second Congress in 1961, he would extend
that doctrine further, saying not only that “capitalist encirclement” was
at an end but also that the danger of global wars would cease within a
generation.) Ideologically, that entailed what Chinese polemicists would
deride as the “extinction of class struggle”: Because of the development
of nuclear weapons, war between blocs would annihilate people of every
class background, making no distinction whether a country was socialist
or imperialist.

Second, Khrushchev supported nationalist struggles among the deco-
lonizing new nations that were not yet under the control of communist
parties but had evinced a certain sympathy for Soviet foreign-policy ob-
jectives and/or some inclination toward a Soviet pattern of domestic
economic development.

Third, Khrushchev liberalized socialist authority relationships, both
among member parties of the bloc (by endorsing “many roads to so-
cialism”) and between masses and party elites domestically (by re-
nouncing the “cult of personality”). In the same context, he endorsed a
“transition to socialism by parliamentary means,” in an evident play for
nonruling communist parties endeavoring to compete in democratic elec-
toral contests.

So far as China’s attempt to resolve problems of national identity via
identification with the international communist movement is concerned,
this theoretical reorientation posed both short-run tactical difficulties and
long-term systemic problems. The tactical difficulty was that the leader
with whom Mao had personally identified in order to bolster his as-
cendancy within the CCP had been shorn of his legitimacy. The central
thrust of Khrushchev’s speech, explicitly in point three, but implicitly in
points one and two as well, was to repudiate the Stalinist personality
cult. Although that served Khrushchev’s immediate interest in discrediting
his (Stalinist) rivals within the Soviet Politburo, it also had the trouble-
some side effect of splitting all the satellite leaderships between those
who had identified with (thereby benefiting from) Stalin’s personal as-
cendancy and those who had suffered under Stalin or his local surrogates.
In Eastern Europe, that led to the rehabilitation of leaders who had been
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victims of Stalinism and to demands for political and economic reforms
of Stalinism as a system.” In China, it undermined the leadership of Mao
Zedong. At the CCP’s Eighth Congress (held only a few months after
the CPSU Twentieth Congress), not only were all references to “Mao
Zedong thought” deleted from the party constitution (at the motion of
Peng Dehuai, promptly endorsed by Liu Shaogqi), but also a new position
of “honorary chairman” (for which there could be but one conceivable
candidate) was created. The provision contained in the 1945 (Seventh
Congress) constitution permitting the party chairman to hold concur-
rently the post of chairman of the Secretariat was rescinded, and a sep-
arate Secretariat was created under a new secretary general named Deng
Xiaoping, who was authorized not only to handle the daily work of the
Central Committee but also to convene Central Work Conferences — ad
hoc convocations with the functional competence to displace Central
Committee plenums (which could be convened only by the chairman)
during the 1962-1966 period.® That cleavage would endure at least a
decade, emerging clearly in the purge pattern of the Cultural Revolution.
Its mimetic pattern illustrates one of the perils of such intense identifi-
cation with another national leadership.’

The systemic problem with Khrushchev’s doctrinal innovations, to-
gether with the dissolution of the Cominform in April and his meeting
with Tito in June, unleashed fissiparous tendencies throughout the bloc:
The community into which the PRC was trying to integrate began to
disintegrate. In March 1956, one month after the secret speech, riots
erupted in Soviet Georgia, Stalin’s birthplace; in June, civil unrest broke
out in both Poland and Hungary; by October, a much more sweeping
insurrection had swept through Hungary, the suppression of which would
require Soviet military intervention.

The CCP leadership seems to have played an equivocal role in those
developments. Susceptible to the same nationalist impulses that roiled
Eastern Europe, the Chinese initially welcomed a more loosely integrated
bloc, maintaining through the end of 1956 that “a serious consequence
of Stalin’s errors was the development of dogmatism.”'® Mao advocated
that the relationships among socialist countries be regulated on the basis
of his own theory of contradictions among the people and the “five
principles of peaceful coexistence,” rather than the principles of prole-
tarian internationalism emphasized by the CPSU, even going so far as to
urge Khrushchev to withdraw all Soviet troops from Eastern Europe.'!
Then an uprising broke out in Poznan, Poland, resulting in election of a
new Politburo, from which all Stalinists were excluded, and the release
from prison and meteoric rise (to the position of party first secretary,
without Soviet approval) of reformer Wladyslaw Gomulka. Rubbing salt
in the wound, the Poles further demanded the removal of Marshal Kon-
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stantin Rokossovsky, a Russian who had been installed as Poland’s de-
fense minister in 1949. Zhou Enlai intervened to mediate Polish—Soviet
tensions, helping to prevent armed Soviet intervention or ideological
ostracism a la Tito. During Edward Ochab’s visit to Beijing for the CCP
Eighth Congress in September 1956, Mao expressed sympathy for the
liberal faction of the Polish Communist Party (rechristened the Polish
United Workers’ Party, PUWP), advising Moscow against intervention
in a personal letter early the following month.'”” A Polish observer re-
ported that during the tense Polish—Soviet negotiations of October 19
(when Khrushchev flew to Warsaw, with Soviet troops ringing the city),
CCP support during and after its Eighth Congress helped the Poles sustain
their will and not make concessions under duress."

The Chinese also at first opposed the intervention into Hungary, hoping
that the Polish compromise had definitively solved the “many roads”
problem — the Chinese press hailed the October 18 Polish—Soviet agree-
ment with the prediction that it also would correct “whatever was wrong
with relations between the Soviet Union and Hungary.”'* The CCP lead-
ership hesitated so long to condemn the reformers that the rumor flour-
ished in Budapest that “the Chinese are with us.”"> When the situation
in Hungary nonetheless got out of hand, the Chinese changed course 180
degrees and actively advocated intervention, even adjuring an allegedly
uncertain and vacillating Khrushchev to “go to the defense of the Hun-
garian revolution.”'® The deciding factor for the CCP seems to have been
Imre Nagy’s announcement on November 1 of Hungary’s unilateral with-
drawal from the Warsaw Pact, declaration of bloc neutrality, and en-
dorsement of multiparty democracy. All mention of Hungary was
removed from an October 31 Chinese government commentary when it
was published in People’s Daily on November 2, and an editorial the
following day roundly denounced the rebellion.'” In early 1957, Zhou
Enlai visited the Soviet Union, Poland, and Hungary in an effort to restore
bloc unity. (Those broad shifts of “line” at the intrabloc level would
have their subsequent domestic echo in the CCP’s decision in the
spring of 1957 to “let a hundred flowers bloom, let a hundred schools
of thought contend,” followed shortly by the repressive “anti-Rightist
movement.”’)'®

Those experiments with liberalization seem to have frightened the lead-
erships of both countries, while at the same time unveiling the unpop-
ularity of unreconstructed Stalinism.'” However abortive, they were not
to prove politically fatal to either Khrushchev or Mao, though the two
reacted quite differently to their failure. In the case of the former, the
uprisings in Poland and Hungary gave birth to an opposing coalition of
strange bedfellows, ranging from unreconstructed Stalinists such as Mol-
otov and Kaganovich to erstwhile liberals such as Malenkov, in the face
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of which Khrushchev at first had to give ground, declaring in December
1956 that “we are all Stalinists now.””*° It is even conceivable that Khrush-
chev’s opponents had been encouraged to challenge him by Mao’s in-
creasingly leftist stance, as Medvedev has surmised, though no
conspiratorial contact has been established.”’ Having, however, disarmed
his opposition by firmly repressing the Hungarian uprising and restoring
bloc unity under Soviet leadership, Khrushchev was able to purge the
“anti-Party group” (viz., Malenkov, Molotov, Kaganovich, and Marshal
Zhukov) in the summer of 1957 and seize the premiership (while retaining
the position of party first secretary) by March 1958. He then proceeded
to sanctify his reforms by rewriting the official history, in three documents
— “Fundamentals of Marxism-Leninism” (October 1959), the “Decla-
ration of 81 Communist Parties” (December 1960), and the new “Soviet
Party Program” (the first new program since 1919), endorsed by the
CPSU Twenty-second Congress (October 1961) — thereby, however, also
formalizing his doctrinal differences with the CCP.

To Mao Zedong, on the other hand, the emergence of a rightist op-
position critical of his radical policies and his somewhat autocratic lead-
ership style had hardened his conviction that the need for “class struggle”
still existed (contrary to some prematurely optimistic observations by
Mao and other CCP leaders at the Eighth Party Congress in 1956), and
he turned sharply to the left (the right had in any case been discredited
by the Hundred Flowers campaign). Despite his previous (privately ex-
pressed) misgivings about Stalin and Stalinism, Mao publicly came to
Stalin’s defense, reflexively shifting to the critique of “revisionism” that
would preoccupy him for the next two decades.”? In that context he
introduced the theory of “continuing the revolution under the dictator-
ship of the proletariat,” developing the notion that the seizure of power
marked the beginning rather than the end of the revolution and that the
superstructure tended to lag behind the base, the relations of production
behind the forces of production, rather than the other way round. Those
class enemies still extant after socialization of the means of production
had been completed were labeled “rightist,” “bourgeois,” or “revision-
ist,” not necessarily because they had a bourgeois class background but
because they opposed Mao’s “‘socialist revolutionary line,”” making them
“objectively” bourgeois. That (plus the discrediting of the right in the
Hundred Flowers episode) freed him to undertake far more radical do-
mestic programs — notably the “Three Red Flags™ of 1958-1959 (the
“Great Leap Forward,” the “people’s commune,” and the “‘general line”’).
When early opposition to that utopian experiment surfaced under the
leadership of Peng Dehuai, Mao denounced (and purged) it under the
ideological epitaph of rightist revisionism.

The CCP’s post-Hundred Flowers turn leftward would put it on an
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eventual collision course with Khrushchev’s CPSU, but for the moment,
China’s rejection of “revisionism” propelled it toward reintegration of
the bloc under strong Soviet leadership. The CCP became during that
brief hiatus puritanically orthodox, endorsing a laager mentality that
would subordinate the interests of contending bloc members to those of
the bloc as a whole. Thus, during what would be his last visit to Moscow
(to attend the fortieth anniversary of the October Revolution, November
14-16, 1957, followed by a conference of leaders from socialist countries
and an international conference of communist parties, the reports of
which have not been published), Mao declared not only that the Soviet
Union was head of the bloc but also that it was absolutely imperative to
“strengthen international proletarian solidarity with the Soviet Union as
its center.”

Our camp must have a head, because even the snake has a head. I would not
agree that China should be called head of the camp, because we do not merit
this honor and cannot maintain this role, we are still poor. We haven’t even a
quarter of a satellite, while the Soviet Union has two.”

“Bourgeois influence constitutes the domestic cause of revisionism,”
he inscribed into the text of the conference declaration, “and capitulation
to external imperialist pressure constitutes the external cause.”** Go-
mulka, to whom support had been extended only the previous year, was
criticized for being “too weak” vis-a-vis revisionism; Yugoslav revision-
ists were denounced in a series of widely publicized articles for having
refused to sign the 1957 Moscow declaration of the communist parties
of the socialist countries, for “following the imperialist reactionaries,”
and for “venomously” attacking the “proletarian dictatorship in the So-
viet Union and other socialist countries.”” Criticism of the Yugoslav
League of Communists (YLC) intensified following its publication of an
April 1958 congress program forecasting a world “evolution” to social-
ism. Whereas the crisis in Hungary previously had been attributed to the
failings of the Hungarian Socialist Workers’ Party (HSWP) leadership, it
had recently become possible to attribute it to the pernicious influence
of Yugoslav revisionism. That new Chinese line was not well taken by
fraternal parties in either Eastern or Western Europe, where it stultified
an incipient freedom of movement.*

The moment when Beijing and Moscow could stand together on a
platform of unquestioned Soviet bloc hegemony was to prove fleeting,
however. When Mao’s strategy for the realization of national identity
premised on rapid, simultaneous achievement of nationalist and com-
munist aspirations ran aground — efforts toward completion of national
unification were frustrated by the U.S. Seventh Fleet in the Taiwan Straits,
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and the Great Leap Forward foundered on organizational disarray and
inclement weather — he refused to relinquish his dream, reasserting its
essential correctness in the teeth of adversity, blaming failure on class
enemies foreign and domestic.”” As if abruptly thrown back by those
losses to an earlier stage of development, PRC politics underwent re-
radicalization. Diplomatic overtures to the West (cf. Zhou Enlai’s polished
performance at Geneva in 1954) gave way to provocative challenges, as
in the repudiation of Soviet—American talks on nuclear-arms limitation,
support for the reviving Vietnamese insurgency, and public derision for
Khrushchev’s embarrassing setback in the Cuban missile crisis. Revi-
sionist tendencies were found to be ubiquitous; deviation from orthodoxy
was soon discovered in the sanctum sanctorum itself (first in Moscow,
then even in Beijing). Meanwhile, Khrushchev took Soviet foreign policy
precisely in the direction most apt to excite Chinese apprehensions: to-
ward détente with the West. Just two years after restoring unity to the
bloc at the 1957 Moscow conference, Khrushchev became the first com-
munist leader to visit the United States, amid considerable fanfare.

That fateful parting of ways was partly attributable to the different
menu of opportunities and dangers posed by the international system at
the time, and partly to the different developmental backgrounds from
which the two states were emerging. The Soviets, having precariously
consolidated their power over forty tempestuous years, despite the sac-
rifice of some 9 million lives in the revolutionary civil war and more than
20 million in the Great Patriotic War (not to mention millions more in
self-inflicted catastrophes such as collectivization, forced-draft industrial-
ization, and the great purge), had finally arrived at the status (symbolized
by Sputnik) of a leading world power. Proudly looking back on an eco-
nomic growth rate that averaged 7.1 percent per year between 1950 and
1958 (a growth rate nearly 50 percent higher than that of the United
States during the same period), and sitting on a (somewhat illusory) lead
in the arms race, they had every reason to be confident in their economic
future and, by the same token, chary of risking conflict with a still-
formidable military adversary.?® Increasingly they turned their attention
to the United States, not only as principal adversary but also as a role
referent for the USSR’s emerging national identity as a global “super-
power.”? Khrushchev’s 1959 trip to Camp David was in that sense a
turning point in Soviet history, visible recognition that the USSR ranked
with the United States as a joint arbiter of world affairs. The Chinese,
on the other hand, despite an impressive beginning at socializing and
modernizing their country, still saw the world very much from the per-
spective of a ‘“have-not power” (whereas the Soviets had a multiethnic
empire and a host of satellites, the PRC had not yet recovered its former
territories), with less to lose and more to gain from provoking strategically
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superior opponents. That its strategic and economic inferiority was ac-
companied not by humility and patience but by militant self-confidence
and even occasional rhetorical bravado may perhaps be attributed to the
unlikely victory of CCP arms over vastly superior forces during China’s
revolution.

The CCP’s deviation had the effect of obliging the CPSU to pay more
attention to the bloc over the next several years, which became the au-
dience before which an increasingly vitriolic polemic was played out.
Following dissolution of the Comintern (1943) and Cominform (1956),
the Soviet Union began to try to coordinate and control world com-
munism by organizing conferences of the international communist move-
ment (ICM). They were intended to function analogously to national
party conferences: The CPSU would act as the leading party among
leading parties, setting the agenda, selecting participants, prefiguring pol-
icy outcomes. There were, altogether, three world conferences of the
ICM, held in Moscow in 1957, 1960, and 1969. Their final documents
are still accorded the status of binding agreements by the CPSU and its
loyal followers. But the CPSU’s ability to control the agenda diminished
over time, as we shall see. Indeed, the ideological controversy became so
effervescent that it tended to overspill the designated forum, as member
parties availed themselves of courtesy invitations to various national
conferences to attend and rejoin the fray. The CPSU Twenty-first Con-
gress (January 27 to February 5, 1959) was still relatively civil; though
Zhou Enlai made no mention in his address of Khrushchev’s innovative
proposal for a nuclear-free zone in the Far East and Pacific, no outward
sign of tension appeared. In retrospect it seems clear that an ideological
cleavage had already emerged, though it was successfully veiled by good-
will on both sides.

The first visible break emerged at a meeting held in June 1960 in
conjunction with the Romanian Communist Party Congress, where
Khrushchev (fresh from the failure of the Paris summit) clashed with the
Chinese delegation (led by Liu Shaoqi) concerning the inevitability of
war. The Soviets (promptly rebutted by the Chinese) had already breached
etiquette by sending documentation to all communist parties outlining
their ideological positions on the eve of the conference. Practically all
the attending communist parties took the side of the CPSU. (That con-
ference was immediately followed by the unilateral Soviet decision to
withdraw all 1,600 Soviet advisors from China.) The dispute resumed at
the second conference of representatives of all communist parties (except
the Yugoslavs) held in November 1960. Although the Soviet perspective
prevailed on most issues, Khrushchev’s attempt to isolate China was
frustrated, as Albania supported China to the hilt, while the Indonesian,
North Korean, and North Vietnamese delegates remained neutral, in-
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clined toward the Chinese point of view. The final declaration bore the
stigmata of the dispute, awkwardly combining divergent positions on
peaceful versus nonpeaceful paths to socialism, peaceful coexistence ver-
sus class war, and other central issues. In October 1961, at the CPSU
Twenty-second Congress, to which the Albanians had not been invited,
Khrushchev attacked Albania (read: China) for opposing the line agreed
upon by all at the Twentieth Party Congress. Zhou Enlai objected vo-
ciferously, walked out, laid a wreath on the tomb of Stalin (whose body
was removed a few days later from the Lenin mausoleum), and left
Moscow.” Only two-thirds of the parties represented at the congress
endorsed the attack on Albania; all the Asian parties remained mute.

Until the end of 1962, each side refrained from attacking the other
directly, instead “pointing at the mulberry bush while cursing the locust”
(to use a Chinese expression): The CCP directed its thrusts against “re-
visionism” in general and Yugoslavia in particular, sometimes also as-
sailing the Italian Communist Party (at that time led by Palmiro Togliatti).
The Soviets attacked “dogmatists” in general and (after the breach with
the Albanian Communist Party in 1961) the Albanians in particular. The
issues remained basically those defined in Khrushchev’s 1956 speech: the
question of war or peace (with the Chinese still insisting on the inevit-
ability of international class war), the approach to the Third World (with
the Chinese espousing national-liberation war, the Soviets urging com-
munist parties in the developing countries to form a united front with
the postcolonial ““national bourgeoisie,” as they had once urged the CCP
to form a coalition government with the GMD), and the possibility of a
“parliamentary road” to socialism (the Soviets in support, the Chinese
remaining firmly opposed).

The heat of the ideological exchanges at these interparty forums, com-
bined with the inability of the dominant side to prevail conclusively and
ostracize the defeated minority, eventually led to paralysis. Proposals for
a new international conference were put forth at the beginning of 1962
by the communist parties of Indonesia, North Vietnam, Great Britain,
Sweden, and New Zealand (with Soviet endorsement), but the CCP killed
the motion by proposing numerous preconditions: the cessation of pub-
lic polemics, the holding of bilateral talks between parties, and the res-
toration of normal relations between the Soviet and Albanian parties
(which had been broken off in 1961). During the fall and winter of 1963~
1964 Khrushchev called for an end to public polemics and convocation
of a “world communist conference”; if there were still differences be-
tween the Soviet and Chinese parties, “let us allow time [for each] to
have its say as to which viewpoint is more correct” — implicitly sug-
gesting (in Chinese eyes) an imminent showdown, in which the CPSU was
confident of a majority.’" After protracted stalling, resumed polemics,
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and a futile Romanian attempt at mediation, that meeting also had to
be abandoned (in 1965) because of Chinese rejection and the consequent
inability to reach preliminary consensus.

Not until June 1969 did the Soviet Union finally succeed in holding
the long-deferred third international conference, in the shadow of the
invasion of Czechoslovakia. By that time the nonparticipation of China
could be assumed. Moreover, there were no representatives from Albania,
Japan, Indonesia, North Korea, or indeed from any East or Southeast
Asian communist party, and some of the delegations that did attend
defended the Chinese/Czech right to dissent.”” Although Brezhnev at-
tacked Mao by name for violating the principles of scientific communism
and struggling to gain hegemony within the world communist movement,
there were no critical references to the CCP in the basic joint document
issued by the conference.”® As of this writing, that remains the final
meeting of the “communist world movement”: Moscow proposed a
fourth conference in 1981, but that idea was rejected by the Chinese,
Yugoslav, Vietnamese, North Korean, Italian, Spanish, Japanese, and
other communist parties. Beijing rejected a CPSU call for a world con-
ference of communist parties in January 1985, and in June 1986 Jaru-
zelski (presumably acting for Gorbachev) revived a proposal to convene
a conference on the themes of “peace and disarmament,” but it has gone
nowhere.

Given the paralysis of world communist party conferences, the CPSU
turned to the international organizations of the bloc that it still controlled,
the Warsaw Treaty Organization (WTO) and the Council of Mutual
Economic Assistance (CMEA, or COMECON), as well as summit meet-
ings with individual communist party leaders. That permitted a distinc-
tion to arise within international communism between Soviet-controlled
and non-Soviet-controlled networks, which we shall refer to respectively
as the internal and external blocs. After the CCP rejected an invitation
to join, in 1961-1962 the Soviets moved to transform the CMEA into
a supranational planning organization (COMECON had been dormant
until roused to handle economic aid to Hungary in 1957). In 1965, they
likewise reorganized the WTO to permit the coordination of foreign
policies, as well as joint security planning. The comprehensive program
agreed upon at the July 1971 meeting of the CMEA, with its stress on
voluntary coordination of national economic plans and joint economic
forecasting, was an important step down the road toward economic
integration. Gorbachev initially endeavored to continue or even accelerate
that movement, as indicated in the “Comprehensive Program for Sci-
entific and Technical Progress” adopted in December 1985, which at-
tempted to include scientific as well as economic and cultural integration.
He also dramatically increased the number of CMEA and WTO meetings
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convened, as well as summit meetings with various party leaders; since
his succession, he has visited every one of the Eastern European states,
some more than once. Finally, on April 26, 1985, the WTO was extended
for another twenty years, plus a further ten after that unless notice of
withdrawal is given a year before expiry.>* (Of course, the apparent end
of communist party hegemony in the front-line East European states in
the fall of 1989 will require a major reconceptualization of both WTO
and CMEA, if they survive.)

Despite incapacitating the (external) bloc, the CCP’s principled dissent
may paradoxically have expanded its own influence within that bloc: “In
retrospect, one may say that it was from 1960 to 1965 that China ex-
perienced the greatest influence within the socialist camp.”** Difficult as
it is to measure influence, in view of the fact that previously the CCP
had subordinated national demands to international solidarity, its will-
ingness to disagree, even to campaign for leadership of the bloc (claiming
the CPSU had betrayed socialism, and indeed was no longer a socialist
country), seems to have enhanced its ideological status, even among those
who disapproved — meanwhile also greatly impressing both superpow-
ers.’® Although remaining a minority, the Maoist faction split the bloc
ideologically and to some extent geographically, gaining the occasional-
to-regular support of Albania, Cuba, North Korea, and North Vietnam;
even Poland opposed its expulsion. While sharing the ostensible interest
of the CPSU in greater intrabloc pluralism and a less confrontational
approach to the noncommunist world, many smaller parties were loath
to support excommunication of the second most powerful bloc member,
whose unpunished assertion of dissident views eroded the ideological
authority of the CPSU and tacitly enhanced their own margin for ma-
neuver. Thus, in the early 1960s, many Soviet troops and advisors were
withdrawn from Eastern Europe, leaders were no longer appointed di-
rectly from Moscow, and more balanced cultural and economic ties were
developed.

The schism also had spillover effects beyond the bloc, spreading to
nonruling communist parties in Europe, Japan, and the developing coun-
tries. In 1963 the CCP began to call for the formation of pro-Chinese
fractions in all countries where the local party leadership supported the
CPSU. Thus, for example, in their “Proposal for the General Line of the
International Communist Movement” (June 1963), the CCP articulated
twenty-five points to define the world movement in what it considered
an ideologically correct way, challenging communist parties throughout
the world to overthrow the existing leadership and avoid revisionism. In
Belgium, the party was “‘reconstituted on a national level on the basis of
Marxism-Leninism”; pro-Chinese parties or factions were also organized
in Spain, Italy, Austria, France, Great Britain, West Germany, Switzer-
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land, Holland, Ireland, Denmark, Norway, Sweden, and Finland.”” In
the Third World (e.g., Argentina, Brazil, India, Chile), pro-Chinese parties
were formed to parallel and compete with pro-Soviet parties. Those
“Maoist” fractions were, to be sure, of dubious diplomatic value, their
radical orientations as likely as not reflecting domestic political issues
rather than a conscious ideological choice between rival worldviews, and
the CCP was unable to control them. It was at that time that the CCP
also left most of the international communist-front organizations because
they were under firm Soviet control.

By the late 1960s, China seemed in any event to have lost its bid for
ideological leadership of the bloc. China’s bout with foreign-policy rad-
icalism during its Cultural Revolution reduced China’s stature among all
but the extreme left wing of the ICM, at the same time eviscerating the
PRC’s own diplomatic cadre structure. During that period, the Maoist
leadership repudiated the existence of a socialist camp and depicted the
Soviet Union as what Mao called a “negative model” of socialism, thus,
for example, linking the highest CCP purge victims, Peng Dehuai, Liu
Shaoqi, and Lin Biao, with alleged pro-Soviet conspiracies. As West Ger-
many’s Ostpolitik matured in the late 1960s under Brandt, the Soviets
shifted the role of scapegoat and bogeyman from Germany to China in
their efforts to maintain discipline within the WTO.*® The PRC thus
functioned no longer as an outer limit for permissible dissent, but as an
exemple terrible to preclude the slightest deviation. Most important, the
suppression of the Czech “socialism with a human face’ experiments in
August 1968, and Brezhnev’s ensuing declaration of his doctrine of “lim-
ited sovereignty,” had a pervasive chilling effect, and China came closer
than ever before to complete excommunication. It was in response to
that threat that the PRC broke out of the bloc in a search for geopolitically
useful support. The ensuing attempt to build an international united front
against the Soviet Union was ideologically eclectic, even promiscuous,
tending to detract from China’s credibility. The opening to the United
States was difficult to comprehend even for those communist parties still
friendly to the CCP, further reducing Chinese influence within the ICM.

As China emerged from self-imposed isolation to bid for new allies
under the stimulus of Soviet nuclear threats in the early 1970s, the split
came to revolve around concerns of power politics rather than ideological
considerations. At the CCP Tenth Congress in 1973, the leadership an-
nounced that “the socialist camp has ceased to exist,” labeling the Soviet
Union a “social imperialist super-power.”” The CPSU’s forcible reasser-
tion of hegemony in Eastern Europe in 1968 brought out the geopolitical
dimension of the schism: By the end of the 1960s, aside from Albania
and Romania,* most supporters of the CCP line (the Cambodian, Thai,
Malaysian, Indonesian, and New Zealand communist parties) were in
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East Asia. The CCP’s 1974 inauguration of its “Three Worlds” schema
exacerbated that regionalizing tendency by, in effect, dissolving the so-
cialist “camp” (an ideologically based category) in favor of the Third
World (a more regionally based, ideological catch-all category) as the
main revolutionary axis in the struggle against the superpowers. It was
over that reconceptualization that the Albanians chose to split with the
“revisionist” CCP, though they did not announce their disagreement until
several years later.* Seven further parties took advantage of the dispute
to declare their neutrality, including, in addition to the Yugoslavian, the
North Korean, Japanese, Vietnamese, and Laotian parties — the regional
trend is also noticeable here.

While attempting to preserve their regional hegemony over the Asian
communist movement, the Chinese adopted a policy toward Eastern
Europe analogous to that of the Americans, encouraging any tendency
toward greater autonomy in foreign policy regardless of its ideological
thrust. Between 1968 and 1971, Sino—Yugoslav relations gradually im-
proved, though not until Mao’s death could that bitter enmity be fully
reconciled; in August 1977, Tito visited Beijing, and in March 1978 party-
to-party relations were restored (further exacerbating Sino—Albanian dif-
ficulties). In 1971 it was revealed that Romania had functioned as a
diplomatic channel for contacts leading to the Nixon visit (at American,
rather than Chinese, initiative), and in June 1971 Ceausescu himself
became the first Warsaw Pact member to visit the PRC since the Sino—
Soviet rift.*'

While the Chinese were thus nurturing their garden of Asian socialism
and cultivating outposts of resistance in the Soviet backyard, the Soviets
were no less assiduous in courting defectors on the Chinese periphery.
Geopolitically considered, the growing warmth between China and the
Western capitalist countries (particularly the United States) had placed
the smaller socialist countries on the Asian rimland (viz., North Korea,
Vietnam) in a tenuous position. Already exposed to American naval and
air power from the Pacific, they suddenly felt their continental rear area
being undermined. The Vietnamese were first to experience that type of
geopolitical squeeze in the early 1970s — indeed, that was one of Nixon’s
major goals in his opening to China. As far as China’s support of Vietnam
was concerned, his efforts were not without impact, having an alienating
effect on Sino—Vietnamese relations. In the case of North Korea, the
PRC’s growing involvement in sub-rosa trade with South Korea in the
1970s and 1980s (by 1989, Chinese trade with South Korea amounted
to more than U.S. $3 billion, ten times more than that with North Korea)
was acutely resented by North Korea, as was the waning of Chinese
military support (moral or material) since the Rangoon attentat against
Doo Hwan Chun. In both cases the political impact was a shift
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of patronage from Beijing to Moscow — emphatic and public in the case
of Hanoi, more subtle and tentative in the case of Pyongyang.

The CCP discovered Eurocommunism toward the end of the 1970s,
its own incipient domestic reform program helping to arouse mutual
interest, again, however, focused primarily toward outflanking the CPSU,
rather than any deep ideological affinity. The first representative of Eu-
rocommunism to visit Beijing was Jiri Pelikan, a Czech dissident and
member of the European Parliament. That visit took place shortly after
the invasion of Afghanistan and the Vietnamese occupation of Cambodia
(October 1979), when Chinese sensitivities about encirclement had been
aroused. It was at about the same time that Chinese news media began
to refer more neutrally to the communist parties of Italy (PCI) and Spain
(PCE) and to suspend their polemic against “revisionism.” A major
benchmark was the visit of Enrico Berlinguer in April 1980, who was
warmly received and had numerous meetings with Hua Guofeng, Deng
Xiaoping, and Hu Yaobang. In his April 16 speech at Peking University,
Berlinguer denied the existence of a unique model for all communist
parties; each had to find its own individual road, based on different
historical backgrounds; nonetheless, certain ideals were shared by all
communist parties, the most important of which were peace and justice.
The renewal of interparty relations between the CCP and PCI, Berlinguer
insisted, should not be directed against any third party. Hu Yao-bang,
an advocate of Marxist renewal who took his doctrine seriously, could
not entirely agree at the time, insisting on the need to ‘“mobilize the
working class in the struggle against the hegemonists.” Echoing Mao’s
original critique of “revisionism,” the Chinese also professed their belief
in the inevitability of war and their reservations about the “parliamentary
road.” Whereas Berlinguer (along with most Eurocommunists) had aban-
doned the concept of the ““dictatorship of the proletariat” in favor of
“structural reform,” the CCP still deemed the former indispensable.

Since the beginning of the Sino—Soviet “thaw” (particularly since the
cooling of Sino—American relations in 1981-1982), the PRC has accel-
erated efforts to make new friends in the international socialist movement.
The major innovation has been that the search for coalition partners no
longer so obviously pivots on an anti-Soviet axis — indeed, the Sino—
Soviet rapprochement now often opens the door to reconciliation. Al-
though China has no further illusions of driving a wedge between Eastern
Europe and the Soviet Union, Beijing is not above taking advantage of
the nationalism of these countries to score some points, particularly re-
garding Cambodia and Afghanistan, pointing out that “socialist fraternal
assistance” to these countries entails opportunity costs for their own
economies. Santiago Carrillo and B. Drakopoulos, general secretaries of
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the Spanish and Greek parties, visited Beijing in November 1980 and
restored party relations. A French Communist Party delegation visited
in 1982, followed by Georges Marchais six months later, restoring the
party relations that were broken in 1965; the (likewise pro-Soviet) Dutch
party restored relations the same year. The following year the CCP es-
tablished relations with the Belgian, Swiss, Mexican (Socialist Unity
Party), and Swedish parties, delegations traveling in both directions to
formalize ties. In April 1983 relations were established with the Com-
munist Party of India (Marxist), when its general secretary, E. M. S.
Namboodiripad, visited the PRC, followed by the parties of Australia,
Norway, Portugal, Austria, and Finland. China refrained from con-
demning Jaruzelski’s December 13, 1981, imposition of martial law in
Poland; instead of joining the West in imposing sanctions, China signed
a trade agreement with Poland in early February 1982 (in 1987 Deng
Xiaoping made clear his support for Jaruzelski’s crackdown, when faced
with an analogous situation in China). Since the Sino—Soviet trade agree-
ment was signed in July 1985, each Eastern European country has signed
a similar long-term trade agreement with the PRC, together with inter-
governmental commissions and agreements for exchanges of films, cul-
tural shows, scientific/technological cooperation, and reciprocal opening
of consulates. It was at that point that Sino—East European trade first
began to revive after its long hiatus. Though the USSR remains the prin-
cipal communist trade partner, PRC trade with the bloc countries since
that time has also waxed, maintaining a consistently favorable balance.

Broadening its ambit beyond those East European states that had pur-
sued an independent foreign policy, China normalized relations with
Hungary in 1984 for the sake of “exchange of experience in the con-
struction of socialism.”** With the visits of Honecker and Jaruzelski to
Beijing in the fall of 1986, and the visits of several vice-premiers from
Hungary, Poland, Czechoslovakia, and Bulgaria, China resumed official
contacts with the East German and Czechoslovak parties and official
relations with the Polish United Workers Party (PUWP), thereby moving
decisively toward normalization of political relations with even the most
loyal satellites — still insisting that that had “no direct links” with Sino—
Soviet relations.”” In 1987 the PRC received Czechoslovakian premier
Lubomir Strougal, Hungarian party secretary Janos Kadar, and Bulgarian
party secretary Todor Zhivkov; Premier (and acting party secretary) Zhao
Ziyang reciprocated in June with a tour of Poland, East Germany, Czech-
oslovakia, Hungary, and Bulgaria. China remains closest to its earliest
and hence “special” friends Yugoslavia and Romania, but has shown
keen interest in Hungary, East Germany, and Poland — Hungary because
of its reform experience, East Germany because of its economic efficiency,
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and Poland because its economy is perceived to be complementary to
that of the Chinese (and perhaps its experience with riot control and
martial law).

As a theoretical criterion for establishing party-to-party relations, the
leadership has replaced anti-hegemonism with the “Four Principles,” first
set forth in the section on interparty relations in Hu Yaobang’s report
to the CCP Twelfth Congress in 1982, and reiterated in the new party
constitution: (1) independence of each party, (2) complete equality among
parties, (3) mutual respect, and (4) noninterference in each other’s internal
affairs.** Their basic assumption is that the tendency toward indepen-
dence among communist parties has become the mainstream in the in-
ternational communist movement (Marx and Engels were retrospectively
found to have opposed attempts by German social democrats or French
socialists to impose their views on other parties). Not only was the Brezh-
nev doctrine thereby repudiated; Deng Xiaoping even went so far as to
disavow the universality of the Chinese ‘““model.” The Chinese revolution
had succeeded by applying universally valid principles of Marxism-
Leninism to the concrete reality of China, but that should not lead to
the expectation that “other developing countries should follow our model
in making revolution, even less should we demand that developed cap-
italist countries do the same.”* Socialism has no unified pattern; each
nation must determine its own road of development.*® The value of
socialism is in practice, as Hu Yaobang put it in a speech to a PCI
conference in June 1986 in Rome, and thus it is necessary to respect and
learn from one another’s practical experience.*’

This latitudinarian Chinese redefinition of socialist internationalism
also permits the opening of relations with all types of “worker parties,”
spanning the ideological spectrum. The CCP has established relations
with some 80 communist parties and with more than 200 vaguely leftist
parties and organizations in other countries, including socialist, social-
democratic, and labor parties, and various associations in the Third
World (political parties and national liberation movements). Relations
have been taken up with the French Socialist Party, the German SPD,
the British Labour Party, and the Italian Socialist Party. During Willy
Brandt’s May 1984 visit to China, he was asked (and agreed) to give the
CCP observer status at meetings of the Socialist International. The CCP
has begun to send delegations to selected meetings of international front
organizations, as observers. Former Maoist splinter groups were not
forsaken in that eclectic reconciliation: The French Communist Party
(Marxist-Leninist) received notice two months after the Marchais visit
that they, too, were invited to Beijing, and a half year later (July 1983)
a delegation of the French Revolutionary Communist Party was received
in Beijing by Hu Yaobang. In March 1988, the CCP’s relations with the
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Communist Party of India were restored after a twenty-five-year break.
Only the Japanese Communist Party has remained in the cold, largely
because it has shown no interest in reviving relations (for doctrinal rea-
sons); the CCP, however, does have good relations with the Japanese
Socialist Party.

In Southeast Asia, the CCP continued to balance its relations with the
nonruling parties there against its diplomatic ties with the indigenous
governments, as well as competing bids for control by the CPSU or the
Communist Party of Vietnam (CPV). In 1974 the PRC normalized re-
lations with Malaysia, and in 1975 with the Philippines and Thailand —
without, however, renouncing support for the (illegal) communist parties
in those countries. In his 1978 tour through Southeast Asia, Deng Xiao-
ping, while refusing to abandon relations with the local communist par-
ties, nonetheless made a slight concession in declaring that China would
not allow party-to-party relations to interfere with improvement of state-
to-state relations.*® Zhao Ziyang went somewhat further during his Au-
gust 1981 visit, emphasizing that his concern was with strengthening
state relations and that China’s relationship with local communist parties
was only “political and moral.”” The Chinese have, however, been loath
to sever all ties to the Burmese, Malaysian, and Thai communist parties,
no doubt anxious lest they shift allegiance to Hanoi/Moscow. Thus, for
example, the PRC-based Voice of People’s Thailand and Voice of the
Malayan Revolution radio stations, longtime supporters of guerrilla in-
surgencies in those countries, were shut down in July 1979 and June
1981, respectively, only to be succeeded by new, albeit less powerful,
transmitters no longer on Chinese soil.

In sum, the CCP has provided a model for an alternative form of
cooperation within the world communist movement, a “‘new unity’’ that
acknowledges differences as unavoidable and even useful and denies the
concept of a “center of leadership” or “leading party,” thereby mini-
mizing the possibility of hegemonism and even making “joint action”
problematic. The paradoxical consequence is that the more the CCP
integrates itself into the bloc, the more its inclusion tends to dissolve the
bloc. In fact, the CCP, unlike the CPSU, no longer attributes priority to
cooperation or solidarity between communist parties as a privileged
group. Whereas Hu Yaobang had reaffirmed (in his 1982 report to the
Twelfth Party Congress) the CCP’s “adherence to proletarian interna-
tionalism,” that concept is now extended to all forces that advocate
national independence and progressive change on the basis of equal rights.
“We no longer use the term of fraternal party relations in reference to
other communist parties,” party spokesman Wu Xingtang told a news
conference in October 1986. ““Our relationship with the other communist
parties is one of moral relationship.”*’
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This notion of proletarian internationalism tends to disregard the na-
ture of the social and class structures in other countries, but is rather
(like the recent practice of the CPSU) a function of Beijing’s national
interests and objectives. The bloc and its meaning are interactive with
China’s foreign-policy behavior. While retaining the term “international
communist movement,” the Chinese avoided any organizational soli-
darity on the international or regional levels, limiting relations with other
parties to a series of bilateral ties. On questions involving previous debates
within the world communist movement, the CCP has only seldom and
quite vaguely taken a position — partly, no doubt, in order to avoid
publicly contradicting (and thereby calling attention to) previous posi-
tions that have come to be embarrassing.

This new Chinese bloc policy has many points of tangency with that
of other communist parties that have sought autonomy from Soviet guide-
lines — though there are also differences among them. The Romanians
join the Chinese in placing the main emphasis not on class relations but
on defense of the national interest. The Yugoslav and Italian communist
parties are like the CCP in attempting to articulate a conception of in-
ternational relations that goes beyond the confines of the international
communist movement, in fact tending to negate that movement.’® The
French Communist Party, although tending to gear its foreign policy
relatively closely to Moscow’s line, nevertheless has come out in favor
of a “new internationalism,” the essence of which it sees in each party’s
right to self-determination.’’ All of these tendencies objectively under-
mine Moscow’s attempts to enforce a stricter alignment of the ICM with
the CPSU, but the CCP line is perhaps more vexing than those of other
dissidents because of its size (with some 43 million members, the largest
in the world). The CCP maintains a distinction between internal and
external bloc policies, and within the former it distinguishes between
Soviet and Eastern European policies — sometimes inciting Soviet accu-
sations of pursuing a “differentiated policy,” like the United States, in
order to undermine the unity of the bloc.

Although the Soviets have chosen to take no official notice of recent
Chinese ideological pronouncements and activities in the field of inter-
party relations, since the accession of Gorbachev there have been efforts
to permit greater leeway within the bloc in the hope of reactivating the
involvement of the CCP and other apostate parties. By replacing Com-
intern veteran Ponomarev with the diplomat Dobrynin as head of the
International Department, Gorbachev first signaled his intention to rely
on diplomacy and avoid sterile ideological disputes about first principles.
The program of the Twenty-seventh Congress (February 1986) attempts
to preserve an “‘international communist movement,” but makes no claim
that the CPSU is the center of orthodoxy in world communism. Although
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initially most concerned with halting tendencies toward bloc fragmen-
tation and promoting further integration in economic, cultural, and sci-
entific/technological spheres, since the spring of 1987 Gorbachev has
emphasized intrabloc tolerance: “Each individual country can act inde-
pendently,” as Yegor Ligachev put it during an April visit to Hungary.
In April and November 1987. Gorbachev endorsed “unconditional and
full equality” among communist parties and claimed that there was “no
‘model’ of socialism to be emulated by everyone.”** The latest edition
of Deng Xiaoping’s Selected Works (published in late 1987 and imme-
diately translated into Russian) was reviewed favorably and at consid-
erable length in Soviet journals. The reformist newspaper Moscow News
carried a particularly laudatory review praising Deng’s effort to combine
the universal truths of Marxism with “China’s specific features” and
implicitly criticizing the (previous Soviet) effort to hold up the experience
of a particular country as universally relevant.®’ Finally, in a March 1988
visit by Gorbachev to Yugoslavia, the two countries issued a formal
document enjoining the USSR from undertaking the kinds of invasions
it conducted in Hungary in 1956 and Czechoslovakia in 1968.°*

Though leery of Western reactions, the CCP had begun to evince a
cautious interest in international communist gatherings in the middle and
late 1980s. True, the CCP declined to send a delegation to the CPSU
Twenty-seventh Congress on grounds that “there are no interparty links
between the Soviet and Chinese communist parties.””>* When Mongolia
invited China and other Asian communist parties and working-class par-
ties to a meeting in Ulan Bator in 1987, the CCP again declined, ex-
plaining that they deemed any multilateral meetings among communist
parties inappropriate at that time. But the CCP did send a delegation to
the celebration of the seventieth anniversary of the October Revolution
in 1987, and when Gorbachev invited the delegation to an informal
meeting, promising that ‘“‘the meeting will be attended by communists as
well as the representatives of other political parties. The meeting will not
pass any document and will draw no conclusion,” the CCP delegation
accepted and attended.’® When the CPSU sent a message of congratu-
lations to the CCP on the occasion of the Thirteenth Congress (November
1987) — the first such message since the CCP Eighth Congress in 1956
— it received honorable notice in People’s Daily.

This brief review of the vicissitudes in China’s relationships with the
socialist community leads one to doubt that anything about it is fixed.
What is needed to reintegrate the bloc (if indeed it can now be reinte-
grated) in view of the declining credibility of authoritative command by
aself-appointed bloc leader is a revival of its collective mission that would
inspire categorical identification. Only then might closer affiliation with
the international communist movement regain the domestic legitimating
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function it once provided. The socialist reform movement may offer such
a common program, once it becomes clear that it can succeed and what
policies and consequences it entails. At present, the CCP’s affiliation with
international communism is so loose that it is questionable to what extent
it serves its function of legitimizing the “leading role” of the party
domestically.>”

Since Tiananmen, complete fulfillment of China’s stated preferences
for Soviet noninterference in the domestic affairs of fraternal communist
party-states has ironically redounded adversely to perceived CCP political
interests, bringing China’s relations with bloc countries to a temporary
crisis point. As the masses in various Eastern European countries took
to the streets in protest (in part reflecting the impact of China’s democracy
movement), Gorbachev replaced the Brezhnev doctrine with his own
“Sinatra doctrine” (Gerasimov’s term), not only refusing to intercede
with Soviet troops but implicitly encouraging the demonstrators by telling
incumbent leaders that they had to reform. The resulting upheavals in
Poland, East Germany, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Bulgaria, and espe-
cially Romania excited alarm and consternation in CCP leadership circles,
as the dramatic political changes they unleashed proved that what had
been sanguinarily prohibited in China was not impossible per se. If Tian-
anmen was the future of reform, Gorbachev wanted nothing to do with
it; if Eastern Europe is the terminus of reform, the CCP would prefer to
bail out. Each represented the other’s worst nightmare. Thus, the initial
impulse of the hard-line faction that had achieved primacy in Beijing was
to launch another polemical assault against Moscow for “subversion of
socialism’ and allowing “‘peaceful evolution”; indeed, intraparty docu-
ments were circulated to that effect. In the end, however, cooler heads
prevailed. Notwithstanding the repudiation of the leading role of the
communist parties by the former Eastern European “satellites,” followed
by elections in many of them in which the communist parties dwindled
to minority status, Beijing retained amicable diplomatic relations with
all — perhaps inspired by fear that otherwise they would recognize Tai-
wan, as they had just recognized South Korea. And although the Chinese
made it clear that they differed with Gorbachev’s “‘new thinking,” Beijing
has returned to its modus vivendi with Moscow.

CHINA AND THE THIRD WORLD

From the very beginning, the CCP has considered itself especially well
qualified to promote the cause of socialism in the developing countries.
Emerging from a background of relatively egregious imperialist depre-
dations ranging from the Opium War through Japanese invasion, a party
that miraculously snatched victory from the jaws of annihilation with
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relatively little outside aid, the CCP was proud of having achieved victory
via “people’s war,” a form of guerrilla warfare based on indigenous
martial traditions. The Chinese revolution did not immediately lead to
a proletarian dictatorship, but to “New Democracy,” implying comple-
tion of the bourgeois-democratic revolution under communist leadership.
The CCP took that to be a relevant model for the phased but uninter-
rupted transition of other pre-capitalist, pre-industrial societies from co-
lonialism to socialism. In adjacent countries with strong indigenous
communist movements, the CCP thus adopted a posture of militant ac-
tivism, sending “‘volunteers” to fight “‘American imperialism” in Korea
and also providing crucial moral and material support to the Viet Minh
in their national liberation war against the French.

Even in countries with relatively weak communist parties, the Chinese
enthusiastically propagated their own “model” of revolution. In the re-
port to the Seventh Congress in 1945 in which he so lavishly praised
Mao’s contributions to the Chinese revolution, Liu Shaogi contended
that “Mao’s thought” had relevance for the emancipation of people
everywhere, “particularly the peoples of the East.””’®* Marx and Lenin
were Europeans, who wrote about European problems and seldom took
China or Asia into account, Liu observed in the spring of 1946, whereas
Mao was an Asian who had transformed Marxism “from a European
to an Asian form.””” And it was also Liu Shaoqi who made a famous
statement in November 1949 outlining the CCP claim that ‘“‘the path
taken by the Chinese people in defeating imperialism and its lackeys and
in founding the People’s Republic is the path that should be taken by the
people of various colonial and semi-colonial countries in their fight for
national independence and people’s democracy.”®°

Nor did the CCP’s claims to relevance go unheeded by communist
parties in neighboring new nations. In India, the pro-Soviet communist
leadership was overthrown in early 1948 by a pro-Chinese faction led
by B. T. Ranadive, and the Maoist strategy of a multiclass (united front)
alliance for a two-stage revolution (New Democracy, followed by a tran-
sition to socialism) was accepted.®’ The Malayan Communist Party
praised the Chinese revolutionary strategy, and the Indonesian, Japanese,
Burmese, and Thai communist parties were also influenced to some degree
by the Chinese model. The Soviets, however, were loath to accept such
an abridgment of the relevance of the classic Leninist model of proletarian
revolution to the developing countries. Ranadive was obliged to recant
in 1949, and in 1950 an editorial in the Cominform journal, while con-
ceding the relevance of the Chinese revolution, advised the CPI to for-
mulate a strategy that would “draw on the experience of the national
liberation model of China and other countries.”® That November, at a
conference at the Soviet Institute of Oriental Studies, the principal
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speaker, one Y. Zhukov, said that ““it would be risky to regard the Chinese
revolution as some kind of ‘stereotype’ for people’s democratic revolu-
tions in other parts of Asia.”*

Over the next several years, after the Chinese intervened in the Korean
War and subsequently became domestically engaged in socialization of
the means of production and simultaneous economic reconstruction, all
of which sorely taxed domestic resources and required Soviet assistance,
the CCP became less outspoken concerning the special form Marxism
must take to deal with the problems of Asia and the Third World. All
discussions of “Mao’s road” ceased by late 1951, and the flow of Soviet
arms aid rose markedly thereafter.®* To be sure, that retreat may have
been merely tactical, as Khrushchev suggested in writing about his first
encounter with Mao in 1954:

Ever since I first met Mao I have always known — and also said to colleagues —
that he would never reconcile himself to another Communist Party being superior
to his within the Communist world movement. He would never be in the position
to tolerate that.”’

Following the cease-fire in the Korean War (July 1953), the CCP soon
reasserted its special calling to lead the Third World. However, the
Chinese opening to the Third World shifted from emphasis on propa-
gating its revolutionary model to united-front-style diplomacy. Actually,
as early as 1946, Mao had made a seminal contribution to the Marxist
conceptualization of the Third World, referring to the developing coun-
tries as a nonhostile buffer zone rather than a part of the capitalist
encirclement.®® At that time, he introduced the notion of an “intermediate
zone” between the two camps, characterizing it as a “‘vast zone which
includes many capitalist, colonialist and semi-colonial countries in Eu-
rope, Asia and Africa.”®” He said that the United States would first have
to subjugate that zone before threatening the Soviet Union, implying that
the zone’s current status was undecided, not necessarily anti-communist.
China dropped that line of interpretation in 1947 in the light of Zhda-
nov’s more militant “two-camps” worldview, but returned to it after
Zhdanov’s (and Stalin’s) departure from the scene.

The Korean War ended in July 1953, only a few months after Stalin’s
death. The PRC, exhausted and drained by some thirty years of virtually
incessant strife, subdued its emphasis on people’s war in favor of a more
discreet approach to the prospect of revolution in the “‘intermediate
zone.” Zhou Enlai’s evident objective was to establish a “‘neutral belt of
states as the ‘zone of peace’ between the Western coalition and China,”*®
accordingly endeavoring to redefine ‘““neutrality” as opposition to U.S.
influence and rejection of anti-Chinese alliances, rather than anti-
communism. Lenin’s phrase “peaceful coexistence” was first revived not
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by Khrushchev but by Zhou Enlai in his political report to the national
committee of the Chinese People’s Political Consultative Conference
(CPPCC) in February 1953. Having finally negotiated a cease-fire at
Panmunjon, the PRC also sought truce in Indochina, which was achieved
in April 1954 at Geneva, the first time the PRC was represented in an
international conference. Thanks largely to the diplomatic efforts of Zhou
Enlai, the Viet Minh (whom the PRC had previously aided in their in-
surgency) acceded to a compromise settlement in Geneva that it would
subsequently regret.

Following the close of the Geneva meeting in June, the PRC delegation
visited India and Burma on its way home. (India had been the first
“capitalist” country to recognize China, in April 1950, the leading non-
bloc proponent of immediate seating for the PRC in the United Nations,
and China’s only available channel to Washington and other Western
powers during and after the Korean War; relations were at that time
quite cordial.) As a result of Zhou’s talks with Nehru and Burmese prime
minister U Nu, joint communiqués were issued emphasizing that relations
between the PRC and those two countries would be based on the “Five
Principles of Peaceful Coexistence”: mutual respect for territorial sov-
ereignty, mutual non-aggression, mutual non-intervention in internal af-
fairs, equality and mutual benefit, and peaceful coexistence. Those
principles were further propagated at the April 1955 Conference of Asian
Countries in New Delhi, followed by the Conference of Asian and African
States at Bandung, Indonesia. On his June 1954 journey to New Delhi
to sign the understanding, Zhou appealed to Nehru to exclude the United
States and the Soviet Union from Asian affairs; Chinese leaders also
successfully opposed Soviet participation in the Bandung Conference. At
Bandung, Zhou called upon all overseas Chinese to adopt the citizenship
of their resident countries (Which was particularly appreciated by Dja-
karta), pledged peaceful coexistence with Laos and Cambodia, and of-
fered direct negotiations with the United States (which began at the
ambassadorial level in August 1955 in Warsaw). From November 1956
through January 1957, Zhou visited eight Asian states, further extolling
the Five Principles. The Third World, Asian states in particular, greeted
“new China’s” bid to seek peaceful solutions to common problems (rather
than sponsoring revolution) with great relief.

Alert at that time for promising innovations to distinguish his lead-
ership from the Stalinist policies to which his Politburo rivals remained
wedded, Khrushchev moved quickly to co-opt that Chinese initiative, not
only generalizing the principle of peaceful coexistence to the United States
and other developed capitalist countries, but adopting non-militant, grad-
ualist tactics to promote (Soviet) communism among developing nations.
As a result of the emergence of the communist camp and the weakening
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of colonialism, he maintained (borrowing Mao’s concept of an “inter-
mediate zone”’) that “a vast ‘zone of peace,’ including both socialist and
nonsocialist peace-loving states in Europe and Asia, has emerged in the
world arena,” which might play a “progressive” role in weakening “im-
perialism” and strengthening the communist world. Thus, the neutralist,
even capitalist, nations on the periphery of the communist bloc were not
to be treated as objects of fear and suspicion, but as opportunities to be
exploited by a more flexible foreign policy. Beginning in 1955, Soviet
theorists began to redefine Soviet doctrine on the role of the bourgeoisie
in “bourgeois nationalist” revolutions and the possibility of nonalign-
ment in states without communist governments.®” To be sure, the CCP
was duly credited for its contribution to that reorientation of socialist
policy toward the Third World.” In one section of his report to the CPSU
Twentieth Congress, Khrushchev said that:

the great historical significance of the famous Five Principles, put forward by the
PRC and the Republic of India and supported by the Bandung conference and
world consensus, lies in that they have provided the best form of relations among
nations with different social systems under the present situation. Why should not
these principles become the basis of peaceful relations among all nations in all
parts of the world? If all nations accept these five Principles, it would be in the
self-interest and at the desire of the people of every nation.”

And in November 1957, the Five Principles were formally endorsed by
the Conference of Twelve Nations’ Communist and Workers Parties,
which convened in Moscow. At that meeting, Khrushchev recalled,

I think during the Moscow conference. .. we suggested that the task of the in-
ternational communist movement would be more readily accomplished if we
adopted some kind of division of labor. Since the Chinese Communist Party had
won a great revolutionary victory in Asia, we thought it would be a good idea
for the Chinese to concentrate on establishing closer contacts with the other
Asian countries and Africa. We were primarily concerned about India, Pakistan,
and Indonesia — three nations with economic conditions similar to China’s. As
for our own Party, it seemed to make more sense for us to be responsible for
keeping touch with the revolutionary movements in Western Europe and the
Americas.

Yet according to Khrushchev, Mao just as graciously declined that
invitation:

When we presented this idea to the Chinese comrades, Mao Tse-tung said, “No,
it’s out of the question. The leading role in Africa and Asia should belong to the
Soviet Union. The Communist Party of the Soviet Union is the Party of Lenin;
its cadres understand Marxism-Leninism more profoundly than anyone else. We
of the Chinese Communist Party look to the Soviet Union for guidance. Therefore
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I think the CPSU should be the one and only center of the international communist
movement, and the rest of us should be united around that center.””?

Apparently taking Mao at his word, Khrushchev resumed what seemed
at the time to be a highly promising Soviet demarche toward the Third
World. Soviet theoreticians went beyond Mao’s Five Principles in hy-
pothesizing that pre-industrial societies not only offered favorable con-
ditions for socialist inroads but also might become socialist without
having to pass through the successive stages prescribed by orthodox
Marxist stage theory. Such an evolution was feasible if the countries in
question first opted for a “noncapitalist” route of development, mod-
erately socialist and nationalist in character.”” Not foreseeing the divisive
impact it would have on the Soviet empire, nationalism was coming to
be deemed “progressive,” in the hope that it might undermine the Western
alliance structure (a la de Gaulle’s withdrawal from NATO).

Under the protective cover of a policy of détente with the West, Soviet
diplomatic and technical advisors of various types fanned out into the
Third World, focusing on those regimes that seemed to offer the best
prospects for “noncapitalist” development. Did they practice land re-
form? Were they “progressive”’? The visits Khrushchev and Bulganin
made to India, Burma, and Afghanistan in 1954-1955, where they re-
peatedly emphasized Soviet friendship with those nations that took a
neutral position in world affairs, marked the beginning of both the Soviet
foreign-aid program and the Soviet Union’s special relationship with
India. The arms deal with Egypt the same year was the first to be con-
cluded as part of a new policy of military aid to noncommunist coun-
tries.”* By the end of 1956, no fewer than fourteen economic and military
assistance agreements had been signed with various new developing na-
tions, often on terms more generous than those granted the PRC. Thus,
by 1961 Soviet non-military loans to India amounted to more than twice
the total amount given China from 1949 to 1961.”° It has been estimated
that by the time of Khrushchev’s fall in 1964, about $3 billion (U.S.)
worth of arms had been delivered to thirteen noncommunist developing
countries in the preceding decade, amounting to nearly half of total Soviet
aid during that period.”® Several Third World regimes (e.g., Egypt, Al-
geria) declared themselves to be socialist, welcoming Soviet advisors (e.g.,
the engineers who constructed the Aswan Dam), along with arms and
developmental aid.

Although the CCP might thus be said to have originated the first
concerted communist campaign to win the allegiance of the Third World,
Chinese support for the program did not survive the radicalization of
“Mao’s thought” that followed the abortive Hundred Flowers campaign.
From Mao’s impatient perspective, Bandung had not borne fruit: Only

235



Lowell Dittmer

four nations established relations with China between 1955 and 1957,
the most important of which was Egypt; meanwhile, the United Nations
embargo ensuing from the Korean War remained intact. In its newly
discovered concern for the perils of revisionism, the CCP suddenly began
attaching much more stringent criteria to underwriting proto-socialist
regimes, groups, or tendencies in the Third World. Instead of concerting
foreign policy with moderate leaders such as Nasser or Nehru, the PRC
began promoting violent national liberation movements and supporting
radical programs for international reorganization (e.g., following Sukar-
no’s indignant 1965 withdrawal from the United Nations, Foreign Min-
ister Chen Yi called for a “revolutionary United Nations”). There are at
least three conceivable reasons for that shift.

First, according to the “‘theory of uninterrupted revolution” adopted
in that more radical phase of “Mao Zedong thought,” revolutions were
expected to move more quickly from the national democratic to the
socialist phase than previously assumed, while under the leadership of a
communist party. That meant that bourgeois nationalist regimes such as
the United Arab Republic (UAR, then including Egypt and Iraq, under
Nasser and Kassem, respectively) were unworthy of assistance, not to be
trusted. The China-India-Egypt alignment was soon replaced by the so-
called Beijing-Djakarta-Hanoi-Pyongyang axis, as the PRC shifted from
a policy it had come to scorn as “class collaboration’ to a policy of
internationalized class war. It was also at that time that China articulated
its “‘intermediate-zone theory,””” according to which imperialist attacks
would not be directed against the formidable socialist camp (“The East
Wind prevails over the West Wind.”), but concentrated against the vul-
nerable “intermediate zone.” It was hence incumbent upon socialist coun-
tries to support anti-imperialist, anti-colonial struggles in the
“intermediate zone.”

Second, although Nehru was first to endorse PRC entry to the United
Nations, even in the context of the Korean War, India’s surge to the
forefront of the nonaligned bloc and emergence as China’s main rival
for Soviet patronage in Asia seems to have awakened a Sino—Indian
rivalry and perhaps a competitive differentiation of platforms in a cam-
paign for leadership of the nonaligned bloc, with the CCP perforce ad-
vocating the more militant strategy, while the Indians maintained their
insistence on nonviolent resistance. As early as 1958 Beijing was annoyed
to find that when Khrushchev proposed a five-power summit to devise
ways of relieving international tension, China was not included.”® That
rivalry was exacerbated by Indian support for Tibet in its 1959 insur-
rection against Chinese occupation forces, and its granting of sanctuary
to the Dalai Lama and his followers when the PRC crushed that uprising;
that, in turn, precipitated intense border friction.
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Third, there seems to have been a serious disagreement over the likely
imperialist response to the instigation of relatively low level violence in
the Third World. Although the Chinese flaunted their endorsement of
class war to an exaggerated degree, reaching an eventual rhetorical zenith
with Lin Biao’s extrapolation of the Chinese civil war to the entire
world,” experience proved them to be correct in assuming that socialist
states could venture more support for national-liberation wars without
touching off massive and instant nuclear retaliation. China thus sup-
ported the Democratic Republic of Vietnam with large amounts of mil-
itary and economic assistance, also offering rhetorical support and
smaller amounts of material aid to communist movements in Thailand,
Burma, Indonesia, Malaya, and the Philippines. Beyond Asia, the PRC
supported liberation struggles in Guinea-Bissau, Angola (UNITA during
the 1960s, then to the FNLA through 1975), Mozambique (FRELIMO),
Zimbabwe (ZANU), and southwest Africa (SWAPO), as well as the PLO
in the Middle East and the Naxalite movement in India. In Algeria, Beijing
was the first to extend official recognition to Ben Bella’s insurgency.
Khrushchev had warned against that line, arguing that such brushfires
might escalate into nuclear conflagration devastating the East as well as
the West (not to mention inhibiting neutralism and leading to the po-
larization of the Third World).®°

The militant revolutionary phase of Chinese Third World policy, which
lasted, with some variations, from the late 1950s through the late 1960s,
had mixed results. It certainly seems to have impressed both superpowers,
leading the United States to overestimate the Chinese military threat, and
causing the USSR gradually to shift its own Third World policy in the
direction of tendering military aid to national-liberation wars.*' In Africa,
the PRC managed to establish diplomatic relations with about ten new
nations, the most important of which were Ghana, Guinea, Mali, Algeria,
the UAR, the Congo (Brazzaville), and Somalia — cultural agreements
were signed, trade developed, and economic assistance was given (the
Chinese showed skill in allocating their limited funds and technicians to
maximum public-relations advantage). Zanzibar, Tanzania, and Zambia
turned increasingly to Beijing for support and assistance, and the con-
struction of a few high-profile projects, such as the Tan-Zam railway,
paid high dividends in goodwill. In Latin America, the PRC established
relations with Castro on September 2, 1960, also setting up a Xinhua
press office (with branch offices in Argentina, Brazil, Colombia, Ecuador,
Peru, and Venezuela).

The adverse consequences of the Chinese pursuit of international class
struggle began to become apparent just before the outbreak of the Cul-
tural Revolution, just when that line had become most radicalized. Zhou
Enlai undertook a tour of Africa in 1964, which seemed to be proceeding
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successfully until he declared that “revolutionary prospects” were “ex-
cellent” in Africa, whereupon he began to encounter such a frosty re-
ception that his travels had to be prematurely concluded.®** A number of
African countries decried China’s policies, including Niger, the Ivory
Coast, Upper Volta, and Madagascar, while some even broke diplomatic
relations (e.g., Ghana, Burundi), reducing the total number of African
states with which China maintained ties from eighteen in 1964-1965 to
thirteen in 1969. The second Conference of Nonaligned States in Algeria
had to be canceled in 1965 because of an irresolvable rivalry between
China and the USSR (each of which wished to attend, but the PRC only
if the USSR were excluded — which India resisted). In Latin America,
China’s stock declined when Castro opted to side with the USSR in the
Sino-Soviet dispute. Even in Asia, China suffered a setback when the
Indonesian Communist Party (PKI) was brutally suppressed following an
ill-advised and abortive coup attempt (in which the CCP may have been
implicated), decimating what had been the largest party outside the bloc
and poisoning Indonesian—Chinese relations for the next two decades.
Even the three contiguous socialist states (Outer Mongolia, North Korea,
and North Vietnam) began to lean, more or less, toward Moscow rather
than Beijing.

Nevertheless, the initial phase of the Cultural Revolution (1966—1968)
was characterized by a heightening rather than a curtailment of radical
tendencies: Beijing increased its support for a variety of Maoist groups
and organizations seeking revolution in various parts of the world, also
engaging in vicious assaults on various Third World countries previously

deemed special friends, such as Burma; there were also more concerted
~ attempts to manipulate overseas Chinese communities on behalf of rev-
olutionary objectives (as in Hong Kong). By late 1967, China had become
entangled in controversy with more than thirty countries.*’

Soon after the Red Guard phase of the Cultural Revolution had been
terminated in 1969 and the foreign-policy apparatus reconsolidated,
China hastened to establish relations with the Third World on a more
ecumenical basis — greatly encouraged in that effort by border fighting
and nuclear blackmail from the Soviet Union. Its efforts were again
greeted with great relief, and rewarded by prompt diplomatic recognition
from a veritable wave of Third World countries. China’s successes were
facilitated by the decline of American prestige among the new nations
of Asia and Africa due to its involvement in Vietnam, as well as the
unease among many smaller Third World states about the USSR’s ex-
pansionist proclivities (e.g., Soviet advisers were expelled from the Sudan
in 1971, from Egypt in 1972) — all of which fostered a certain mistrust
of both superpowers. Also, China was the first Third World country to
acquire a nuclear deterrent, and whereas many were frightened and re-
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pelled by the Cultural Revolution, it should not be forgotten that many
were also impressed at the time — the claims of Chinese propagandists
to have eradicated poverty, corruption, and inequality received wide-
spread credence.®* :

Thus, when China opened the door, the response was surprisingly
forthcoming. Dropping all ideological prerequisites to political normal-
ization except ‘“‘anti-hegemonism,” skillfully using banquets and tourism
as well as conventional diplomacy, the PRC achieved almost universal
diplomatic recognition in the early 1970s — but the real breakthrough
was achieved in the Third World, with which China reaffirmed its iden-
tification as never before.** In addition to renouncing most ideological
prerequisites for normalization, the PRC at least nominally abandoned
its pretensions to lead the Third World toward revolution, claiming only
fellowship in that group. “Like the overwhelming majority of the Asian,
African and Latin American countries, China belongs to the Third
World,” announced Qiao Guanhua, head of the Chinese delegation to
the twenty-sixth session of the United Nations General Assembly on
November 15, 1971. Mao confirmed (on June 22, 1973) that “we all
belong to the Third World, and are developing countries.”®¢

To ascribe greater significance to the Third World, China also recon-
ceptualized the theoretical context in which it was embedded. During
the 1950s and 1960s, the Third World had been a mere “intermediate
zone,” characterized by its nonmembership in either of the two “camps,”
rather than by any positive attributes. A slight modification was intro-
duced in late 1964, when, apparently encouraged by Gaullist France’s
recognition of the PRC in January, that intermediate zone was perceived
to be subdivided into two. “At the present time, there exist two inter-
mediate zones in the world,” Mao maintained to an audience of Japanese
socialists. “Asia, Africa and Latin America constitute the first interme-
diate zone. Europe, North America and Oceania constitute the second.
Japanese monopoly capital belongs to the second intermediate zone, but
even it is discontented with the United States, and some of its represen-
tatives are openly rising against the US.”®” Because the “‘second inter-
mediate zone” was “subjected to US control, interference and bullying,”
it had something in common with the socialist countries and the peoples
of various countries.*® The definitive reformulation of that worldview
was articulated in Deng Xiaoping’s speech to the United Nations General
Assembly in 1974, which perceived not one world but three: The two
superpowers composed the First World, having in common their attempts
to seek world hegemony, bring the developing countries under their con-
trol, and “bully”’ the other developed countries. The superpowers were
the “‘biggest international exploiters and oppressors of today,” sharing
a form of “monopoly capitalism” as the basis of their respective social
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systems. Developing countries were adjured to maintain “‘equidistance”
from the two superpowers.*” The Second World consisted of the other
developed countries of both the East and the West, which exploited the
developing countries but were in turn exploited and bullied by the two
superpowers. The Third World, consisting of the developing nations of
Asia, Africa, and Latin America, was exploited and oppressed by both
of the other groups, but nevertheless held the key to the future.”® With
three-fourths of the world’s population, three-fifths of its area, and a
large share of its natural resources, markets, and investment opportu-
nities, the Third World was Mao’s “blank sheet of paper,” on which the
most beautiful characters could be written.

That was the first time that the Third World had been recognized for
its own distinctive properties, rather than as an intermediary zone or
hotbed for socialism. Aside from permitting a harsher critique of the
Soviet Union than before (as not only nonsocialist but also “capitalist-
roaders” and ‘“‘social imperialists”), that formulation permitted the
theodicy and eschatology of Marxist salvationism to be projected inter-
nationally, to China’s symbolic advantage.”’

Since the launching of China’s reform program in late 1978 and the
commencement of Sino—Soviet normalization talks soon afterward, Chi-
na’s overtures to the Third World have continued, but with three mod-
ifications. First, the PRC has suspended or at least drastically curtailed
its own foreign-aid program: Chinese aid commitments dropped from
$366 million in 1975 to less than $200 million for 1976, 1977, and 1978,
declining further since then.”? There has been a limited revival of Chinese
military and developmental assistance to Africa since 1982-1984, fo-
cusing particularly on Zambia, Tanzania, and Zaire.”> Second, Deng’s
market reforms have facilitated China’s integration into the international
trading and financial systems, a tendency that has continued even after
the early enthusiasm for the American connection cooled. In its role as
active participant in the international (Western-dominated) economic
system, the PRC has tactfully opted to play down the three-worlds theory,
with its implications of international class war. That has been particularly
true since proclamation of China’s “independent” foreign policy at the
Twelfth Party Congress in 1982, which brought with it a revival of
appeals to the Five Principles of Peaceful Coexistence. Third, Sino—Soviet
normalization talks have permitted China to drop anti-hegemonism as a
prerequisite for normalization with various socialist Third World coun-
tries. The functional extinction of the anti-hegemony plank was con-
firmed by its mention in the communiqué of the May 1989 Sino—Soviet
summit — if the Soviet Union also agrees, the epithet has no empirical
referent.

China’s continued identification with the Third World has now shifted
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to the international legislative forums. Analysis of China’s roll-call votes
in the United Nations General Assembly shows the PRC to have voted
much more frequently against the U.S. position than in favor, probably
in deference to its Third World reference group, which now holds a clear
majority in the General Assembly.” In 1983, China voted for the draft
resolution of the General Assembly condemning the invasion of Grenada,
for example, and abstained on the U.S.-sponsored draft resolution con-
demning the Soviet downing of the KAL airliner (in the other nineteen
Security Council resolutions of 1983, China voted with the United States).
In 1983, China voted against the United States almost 80 percent of the
time; in 1989, China voted with the United States only 11.1 percent of
the time (contrasted with 98.4 percent agreement with the Soviet Union),
just below Burkina Faso.” In October 1981 at the Cancun conference,
Zhao Ziyang proposed an ambitious plan for the creation of a new world
economic order, according to which the developing countries should have
full access to Western markets without protectionist barriers or disad-
vantageous terms of trade; indeed, the distinction between North and
South in the international division of labor should be eliminated alto-
gether, and the developing countries given “full and eternal sovereignty”
over their own natural resources. In 1982, China publicly associated
itself with the basic principles espoused by the “Group of 77.” (China
has not, however, joined the group, nor has it joined the nonaligned
movement, determined as it is to adhere to its “‘independent” — not merely
neutral — foreign policy.)’® Nor has it chosen a significant leadership role
in any of the international governmental organizations (IGOs) that service
Third World demands and needs. It has, rather, sought to join those
IGOs still assumed to be under the control of the First World. By 1983,
the PRC had joined some 340 international organizations, tacitly un-
derlining its commitment to the international organizational status quo.””
From 1977 to 1988 China’s membership in nongovernmental interna-
tional organizations increased nearly eightfold, from 71 to 574.°
The leadership’s apparent purpose in becoming such an avid “joiner”
has been to facilitate access to credit, capital, and technology markets.
China’s memberships in, and applications for aid and concessionary loans
from, various international eleemosynary institutions have placed the
PRC in direct competition with other members of the Third World. Like
many developing countries, China is a net exporter of primary products,
including cotton, rubber, and wood. Indonesian oil has been squeezed
out of Japan by Chinese oil exports, for example, because of Beijing’s
pressure on Tokyo to maintain a balance of trade. Growing concern
(particularly in regions on China’s periphery) about Chinese competition
in traditional markets has thus to some extent qualified general Third
World approval of China’s self-appointed role as their advocate:
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As China modernizes, there is a growing tendency throughout the Third World
to view Beijing in South—South terms as an economic competitor and ascendant
great power. In North—South terms, however, China is increasingly viewed as a
champion of Third World views on economic and financial issues. Moreover,
the success of its economic reforms, in the face of many Third World economic
failures, makes China something of a role model.”

By dint of its size and market potential, China receives better credit
and terms of trade than do many developing countries, and its call for
capital investment and technology in the early 1980s soon attracted more
offers than the Chinese bureaucracy could process expeditiously.

Throughout the 1960s, Cultural Revolution China had criticized the
World Bank and the International Monetary Fund (IMF), while the coun-
try’s relationship with the United Nations per se (from which it had been
excluded) remained generally hostile. In 1971, making skillful use of a
compromised American position,'® China gained entrée to the United
Nations General Assembly, whereupon it automatically acquired per-
manent membership on the Security Council and gained entrée to other
UN or UN-affiliated organizations, including exclusive (i.e., excluding
Taiwan) seats on the World Bank’s board of governors and the IMPF’s
board of executive directors; more recently, China has also joined the
BRD, IDA, IFC, the Multi-Fibre Agreement, and the Asian Development
Bank; it has applied for membership in GATT (had it not been for
Tiananmen, membership probably would have been granted in 1990).
Less than six months after China had been officially granted seats on the
governing boards of these leading financial organizations, China suc-
ceeded in doubling its own quotas (which determine borrowing rights
and voting power) in both institutions, therewith abandoning in practice
its traditional advocacy of international financial self-reliance (e.g., in
1976, Maoist China had in principle refused all aid from foreign gov-
ernments and international organizations in the wake of the devastating:
Tangshan earthquake). By releasing for the first time its “complete na-
tional income statistics” to the UN Committee on Contributions in 1979
and to the World Bank in 1980, China reduced its assessment rate (and
required contribution to the United Nations) from 5.5 percent before
1979 to 1.62 percent in 1983 and finally to 0.88 percent by 1989 — based
on what many believed to be a deflated per capita gross national product
(GNP) of only $152 (U.S.) (the World Bank’s own estimates placed
China’s 1978 per capita GNP at $460)."°' China has since 1979 requested
long-term low-interest loans from Japan’s Overseas Economic Cooper-
ation Fund (which really amounts to foreign aid, correspondingly alarm-
ing South Korea and others) and has garnered small amounts of technical
aid from West Germany and Belgium, as well as substantial assistance
from the World Bank (becoming by the mid-1980s its largest bor-
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rower).'°? As with private investment, however, Tiananmen and the as-
sociated Chinese misgivings about political reform seem to have had at
least a temporary chilling effect on governmental grants and subsidized
loans.

Inasmuch as China’s economic relationship with the Third World is
now an economically competitive one, it has been argued that its real
interests lie with the First World, with the industrially developed coun-
tries, rather than with the Third World. China’s trade with advanced
industrialized countries rose from 46 percent in 1966 to 64 percent in
1975 and over 70 percent in 1979. Its large merchant marine gives Beijing
a common interest with the United States and Japan in defending freedom
of the seas. Its offshore oil deposits give China an interest in extended
territorial limits, rather than an internationalized seabed.'® According
to the Chinese timetable, the PRC’s sojourn in the Third World is in any
case only temporary, as China is scheduled for arrival in the developed
world by 2050 at the latest. Whereas the composition of China’s trade
with the First World parallels that of other developing nations, the com-
position of its growing trade with the Third World is analogous to that
of other First World countries. The latter trade balance has consistently
been favorable to the PRC, averaging some $5.9 billion (U.S.) per year
through the 1980s. Among other things, the PRC has become the world’s
fourth leading arms merchant (in contrast, during the Maoist period
China would only give, never sell, weapons — and only to ideologically
“correct” beneficiaries), plying this trade almost entirely with other de-
veloping countries.'® Beijing has also begun to send tens of thousands
of contract workers abroad, especially to Iraq and other oil countries,
where remuneration for their services helps generate needed foreign ex-
change.'® China also seeks to attract investment capital from the more
prosperous Third World countries — Kuwait, the United Arab Emirates
— to prospect and drill for oil in China and on its continental shelf, for
instance. According to incomplete data, more than ninety economic-
cooperation projects involving capital from Singapore, Thailand, the Phil-
ippines, and Malaysia had been built by the mid-1980s, including both
jointly operated enterprises an1 those wholly owned by Third World
businessmen.'*®

China’s growing integration into world markets is justified a la neo-
functionalist theory in terms of its positive political spillover effects. This
functionalist perspective on the international system is inconsistent with
the class struggle still implicit in the three-worlds model, and accordingly
the latter has fallen into desuetude. The PRC has, since 1983, descried
a “new era” in world affairs in which countries with “various social
- forms” become increasingly interdependent within “one world market,”
improving the prospects for peace.'”” In place of the (not yet explicitly
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repudiated) theory of three worlds, a “‘peace-and-development line”” has
emerged, according to which all nations may rise to full development
according to their merits.'®® In this connection it is interesting to note
that since 1984, the PRC has taken a more favorable view of the “Pacific
Basin” concept, which it had in 1982 dismissed as a mask for North—
South exploitation.

China’s relationship with the developed First World is one of would-
be exporter to import markets, precisely analogous to the relationship
between the other successful East Asian developing countries (“NICs”)
and the West over the past two decades or so — but at a time when there
is enhanced concern in the developed countries (particularly in the United
States) about a structural trade deficit with the NICs. The PRC’s ambition
is to follow the trail blazed by the NICs toward wealth and power, at a
time when that trail has become crowded and perhaps more difficult to
traverse. Under the circumstances, future relations with the advanced
industrialized countries seem apt to be delicate, necessitating occasional-
to-frequent political negotiation. The Chinese have tended to inject the
same nationalist intensity into mundane economic matters such as the
balance of trade or tariff barriers that are more typically associated with
symbolic issues.

By embarking on its long march toward normalization with the USSR,
the PRC has suffered no real losses in the Third World (where only one
or two ideological confreres had been able to seize and retain power
anyhow), while in effect disarming the gatekeeper to the harem of socialist
or proto-socialist developing nations. During his December 1982-jJan-
uary 1983 visit to eleven African countries, Zhao Ziyang thus announced
that the PRC no longer necessarily opposed Soviet policy on that con-
tinent; he also met with PLO chief Yasir Arafat, with representatives of
SWAPO, and with leaders of the African National Congress (ANC) and
the Pan-African Congress, thereby demonstrating China’s continuing sup-
port for those liberation movements enjoying wide support in the region.
In May 1983, Zhao withdrew Chinese support for the National Liber-
ation Front guerrilla movement of Holden Roberto in Angola and offi-
cially recognized the (Moscow-backed) MPLA government of that
country. In January 1983, China established diplomatic relations with
Luanda, and in October 1983 Beijing even received the foreign minister
of Cuba, the first time since the days of ““Che”” Guevara that a high Cuban
official had been received in China — the Chinese later explained that
“Cuba has gradually readjusted its foreign policy” and was no longer
deemed a dangerous accomplice of “social imperialism.”'*” In 1986, the
PRC established diplomatic relations (in return for diplomatic recogni-
tion) with the Sandinista government in Nicaragua. The way seems clear
to improved relations with various other previously shunned Soviet
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clients, such as Libya, Mozambique, South Yemen, Syria, and Ethiopia
— perhaps subtly offering those countries an alternative “road to social-
ism.” Traces of the old rivalry are also visible in Chinese support for
Somalia (which opposes Soviet-backed Ethiopia) and the Sudan (dating
from Nimeiri’s survival of a Soviet-sponsored coup in 1971).

Whereas this opening to the socialist developing countries may serve
to bolster the coalition China seems intent on building in the UN General
Assembly, no African leftist regime can yet be expected to turn to China
as a serious alternative to the USSR as a source of military support.'*’
Any serious Chinese attempt to compete with the USSR for the patronage
of socialist developing nations is likely to founder on the same philan-
thropical incapacity that has crippled such efforts in the past. On the
other hand, China’s interests in the Third World may coincide with those
of the Soviet Union to a greater extent now than when the Sino—Soviet
dispute was in full flower — at least outside of East Asia, where the two
still compete for geopolitical spheres of interest.

In sum, the PRC’s identification with the Third World reflects China’s
sense of being unjustly oppressed and exploited by those more powerful,
bespeaking a deep underlying sense of vulnerability and grievance.'"!
This identification is not the assumption of a negative identity, for the
Third World has remained a positive reference point, but rather identi-
fication with the victim, as a way of rekindling the moral indignation
and revolutionary ardor of the Chinese masses.''? That identity as helpless
victim was internalized early in the history of China’s debut in the modern
international system and has survived as a Doppelgdnger to the nation’s
positive image as a highly self-confident, world-transforming revolution-
ary/modernizing force. While determined to transcend their “victim”
identity as soon as possible, the CCP leadership has balanced that am-
bition with recurrent assurances of its determination to continue to iden-
tify with those in this category even after their material interests diverge
and “never [to] become a superpower” — by which it seems to mean,
never a victimizer. Whether that vow will be kept remains to be seen,
but in any case it is worth noting that identification with the less developed
has always been a marked feature of PRC foreign policy, and it remains
at this writing a relatively focal theme in an admittedly much more
pragmatic and multifaceted, less rhetorically exuberant approach to
world affairs. It has become a vestige of Marxist eschatological assump-
tions that the “meek [and numerous!] shall inherit the earth,” whereby
the PRC continues to see itself as a member of an unjustly maligned
vanguard and thus a legitimate claimant to material compensation as
well as international leadership; this gains increasing relevance in the
wake of declining faith in orthodox stage theory.

Since June 1989, China has intensified its rhetorical identification with
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the Third World in the context of growing alienation from both super-
powers — from the United States because of its public sympathy for the
democracy demonstrators suppressed at Tiananmen, from the USSR be-
cause of its refusal to crack down on analogous tendencies in Eastern
Europe and the breakaway Soviet republics. Identification with devel-
oping countries (few of which joined in the condemnations of Tiananmen)
was far less threatening than was the opening to the West in terms of
the political-cultural demonstration effect and the problem of “spiritual
pollution.” Li Peng thus made his first official visits after Tiananmen to
Nepal, Bangladesh, and Pakistan, promising new aid; President Yang
Shangkun visited Egypt and other Arab countries. China has even taken
a more flexible stance toward Third World countries with which it has
no formal relations, such as Israel (in 1990 the PRC opened a tourism
office in Tel Aviv, and Israel opened an ‘“academic liaison office” in
Beijing). The Thai prime minister made an official visit in 1989, and
Saudi Arabia, Indonesia, and Singapore established diplomatic ties in
1990 (alleviating the impact of Taiwan’s recognition by six small Third
World countries the previous year). The Chinese militant defense of Third
World countries against superpower intervention is obviously intended
to prime the latter to support China’s appeals for support against Western
meddling in the name of “human rights”; for instance, a condemnation
of the U.S. invasion of Panama was lauded as an expression of Third
World unity. In Chinese eyes, that admirable solidarity was also exem-
plified in a November 1989 UN General Assembly vote (with strong
Third World support) defeating a Western resolution on freedom of the
press, which the Chinese claim was “designed to interfere in the internal
affairs of Third World countries.”'** That sort of united-front rhetoric
has been accompanied by a revival of propaganda themes from the 1960s
— anti-imperialism, protests against foreign interference in China’s do-
mestic affairs, reassertions that “socialism will save China” (wittily trans-
posed on the grapevine to “China will save socialism”). Thus, a recent
article criticized the Soviet Union for abandoning its ties to the Third
World and siding with the United States on such issues as the need for
democratic elections. “Meanwhile, the US and Western countries are now
considering diverting UN aid from traditional Third World recipients
[no doubt including China] to the Soviet bloc.””*!*

CONCLUSION

Unlike the politics of many new nations (or more developed ones, for
that matter), Chinese politics has, since the communist seizure of power
in 1949, been characterized by very strong leadership, in the value-neutral
sense that national priorities have been resolutely decided upon, suitable
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means to achieve them have been arranged, and their execution has
generally been carried through with dispatch and efficiency.'"* The PRC
has never been afflicted by splits between executive and legislature, dead-
lock between central and provincial/local governments, irresolvable civil—-
military strife, or sabotage or crippling cryptopolitical resistance on the
part of bureaucrats. Only when the mortality or identity of the supreme
leader himself has seemed at issue (as in a succession crisis) has China’s
leadership exhibited any symptoms of weakness.''®

The reasons for this particular strength are not hard to find. Official
histories blame errant leadership for the many disasters that befell the
CCP during its fledgling years, and strong leadership has been system-
atically cultivated since then. In a series of writings since raised to can-
onical status, the architects of the political-military organization that was
ultimately to prevail over such long odds set forth the qualities of skill,
tactics, and personal character that should distinguish a good leader.'"’
Those qualities and values were articulated and cultivated in a network
of cadre schools, for which candidates were recruited on the basis of the
most careful scrutiny and selection in campaign settings where leadership
qualities were clearly visible. Those who exhibited such qualities were
lauded as superior human beings, worthy of awe and “unquestioning
obedience” from more ordinary mortals. To further enforce such obe-
dience, the organizational qua socialization devices of democratic cen-
tralism, criticism and self-criticism, and ‘‘study” were systematically
applied. Marxist-Leninist ideology provided a legitimating formula and
spelled out the goals of the movement toward which all should strive.
That combination of abstract ideological legitimacy and its dramatically
effective application to millions of people’s lives was so potent that all
rival foci of organizational loyalty could be pulverized. Thus, the errors
of domestic politics came not from leadership weakness but from its
excessive strength, capable of precipitating enormous damage before it
could be checked. In the case of perhaps the two biggest blunders, the
Great Leap Forward and the Cultural Revolution, it may be argued that
the strength and tenacity of the Maoist leadership were such that the
latter indeed unwittingly recapitulated many of the errors of the former.

Foreign policy is another matter. True, China dared attack the world’s
mightiest superpower in Korea, later broke with and eventually initiated
border conflict with the mightiest socialist superpower, courting nuclear
retaliation in both cases. China can claim patent rights for the spate of
national-liberation wars that made the Third World an arena of inter-
national conflict in the 1960s and 1970s. Those policies certainly dem-
onstrated courage and resourcefulness, disproportionately magnifying the
international influence of what was still, after all, a large underdeveloped
country. And yet, beneath a good deal of rhetorical bluster, China’s
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management of foreign affairs has been characterized by an unusual
amount of ideologically incomprehensible zigging and zagging, bobbing
and weaving (from pro- to anti- to guardedly pro-Soviet, from anti- to
pro-U.S. to ambivalence), vastly ambitious programmatic schemes with-
out systematic follow-through (cf. Lin Biao, or Mao, for that matter, on
the international implications of “people’s war”). In short, while Chinese
foreign policy demonstrates the derring-do associated with strong lead-
ership, it has also been afflicted by an unusual amount of vacillation and
self-contradiction — qualities one associates not with strong leadership
but with weakness. In foreign affairs, China has been like a boat with a
powerful motor but no rudder.

We have attempted to argue in this essay that at least one of the reasons
for this disorientation is conceptual. The starring role in foreign affairs
is, after all, played by the nation-state, an entity about which the Marxist
theoretical tradition has had very little to say: The nation-state has been
seen as essentially illusory or “ideological,” having no apparent positive
functions — the state being the executive committee of the ruling class,
nationalism the result of false consciousness. It is classes that have re-
spectable Marxist ontological status, and classes are trans-national; the
party, which is derivative from the class (as its ‘‘vanguard”), also
supersedes the state.

Although Chinese Marxists have made some progress toward infusing
meaning into this theoretically specious yet still operational category,
metaphorically equating the nation-state with the class (as in “national
liberation,” or the designation of “bourgeois” and “proletarian” national
actors), such generalizations provide no concrete guidelines for policy.
For these, Chinese leaders have reverted to emulation of traditional
models, adopting two national reference groups to guide them through
the international miasma: the bloc of fraternal communist party-states,
and the Third World. The former depicted their future, the latter their
past; the two groups fit together on either end of an inexorable devel-
opmental continuum.

Unfortunately, there still has been sufficient ambiguity in an interna-
tional system reduced to two positive reference groups and one adver-
sarial role (alternately capitalism and hegemonism) to permit a good deal
of lurching about. On the one hand there has been a tendency to oscillate
between active involvement in international affairs and isolation, and on
the other there has been alternation between reference groups, as the
divergence between them has increased. Initially the bloc was the main
point of reference, while the Third World provided some ambit for ego
expansion. When threatened by the imperialist adversary, as in Korea or
the two Taiwan Straits crises, China would identify with international
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communism; when the security threat ebbed, China could pursue a more
vigorous leadership role in the Third World.

When neither identification seemed to work, China lapsed into isola-
tion. The 1960s marked the low-water mark in Sino—bloc relations, as
the Soviet Union reverted to Stalinist control tactics and nuclear black-
mail, and China acquired its own nuclear deterrent, ultimately breaking
out of the bloc to ensure national survival. At the same time, although
Chinese leadership efforts in the Third World continued apace, the heroic
defiance of both superpowers expected of PRC clients was not politically
realistic and won few adherents. In the late 1970s China’s hitherto limited
dalliance with the United States seemed for a time to blossom into a
more fully fledged alliance, a multifaceted relationship that might not
only check the Soviet security threat but also eclipse ongoing relations
with the Third World. Since the late 1980s, however, the opening to the
West has cooled, while relations with both customary reference groups
have experienced a revival.

Altogether, Chinese foreign policy has been characterized by sudden
reversals and contradictions of considerable range and magnitude. Yet a
few generalizations can be hazarded. First, Chinese foreign policy might
be said to approximate, asymptotically as it were, a learning curve. Brash
self-confidence, as evinced in China’s early Korean adventure (not even
the USSR would commit itself once the United States was fully engaged),
gave way over time to artillery bombardments across the Taiwan Straits,
followed eventually by the Warsaw talks; sharp border clashes at the
Sino—Soviet border in 1969 and the Sino—Vietnamese border in 1979
were not repeated with those adversaries. China has been willing to learn
from experience and has thus become prudent, gradually shedding more
extreme or high-risk ventures.

Second, the communist bloc and the Third World have functioned as
reference groups around which much PRC international behavior has
rather consistently been organized. China has not remained anchored to
these powers, as Germany and Japan remained anchored to the West
following their defeat (a rather impressive learning experience!), but they
have remained meaningful points of reference to which the Chinese have
repeatedly returned — despite growing economic and security reliance on
the West. Identification with the tattered remnants of the bloc is still
deemed to offer ideological reinforcement for CCP legitimacy claims; the
Third World, however heterogeneous, continues to provide a basis for
the identification with the poor and afflicted that has been so consistently
emphasized in Chinese Marxism, as well as a forum for the PRC to
exercise international leadership.

The major difference in the most recent period is that China’s approach
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to both reference groups is cooler, more detached, more imbued by the
PRC’s own specific economic and security interests. Why? China’s do-
mestic program of pell-mell economic modernization by whatever means
seems to have created a perhaps not fully articulate sense of bad con-
science about both reference groups. The Third World is increasingly
seen as a collection of impoverished and inefficient competitors, many
of which will ultimately be left behind, while the communist bloc is in
great disarray at the moment, without a clear or convincing vision of its
future. Neither seems to offer the key to China’s most pressing needs.
Recognition of the irrelevance of wanted external reference groups has
led to increasing emphasis on China’s unique traditions as a basis for
national self-definition.’”® Socialism itself has not escaped this nation-
alistic imprimatur; it is ‘“‘socialism with Chinese characteristics.” The
ideological self-portrait of a country at “the primary stage of socialism”
that was unveiled at the Thirteenth Party Congress in October—November
1987 was even disarmingly modest, fitting more comfortably with the
traditional self-image than with Mao’s rather grandiloquent sloganeering.

In the wake of the radical attempt to repudiate China’s historical legacy
across the board, this search for “roots” (as in the “cultural fever” of
the late 1980s), may portend the maturation of a distinctively Chinese
national identity. This maturity was even reflected, if not in the regime
response to democracy demonstrations at Tiananmen, certainly in its
carefully modulated responses to Western tendencies toward ostracism
and to the subsequent Eastern European upheavals. Despite speculation
that an obviously weakened authority would require an external enemy
to justify the suppression of internal dissent, the regime has on the whole
adhered to its policy of cordial relations at all azimuths — perhaps the
most successful foreign policy in and for itself in the PRC’s brief history.
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