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PREFACE

A preliminary version of this paper was written in February 1970
as part of a larger study of the Sino-Soviet border dispute. While
‘little of substance has changed with regard to this aspect of Sino-Soviet
relations, state relations between Russia and China have meliorated con-
siderably. On the other hand, no ideological reconciliation seems possi-
ble as long as Mao Tse-tung continues in power and as long as the Chinese
leaders retain a healthy suspicion even of Soviet attempts to restore
trade and diplomatic ties. However, the lesson of Czechoslovakia, in
conjunction with reiteration of the Brezhnev Doctrine and continuation
of Soviet pressure on Romania and Yugoslavia, stands constantly before
Peking's eyes. The large-scale Soviet military buildup along the border
has only increased Chinese anxieties.

These developments have not changed the general thrust of the
analysis below because they have been constantly present since the
renewal of the Sino-Soviet border talks in October 1969. The one
element that has varied is the role of the United States as a virtual
third party in Sino-Soviet relations., The American efforts to improve
relations with Peking, until July 1971 nearly a unilateral effort,
suddenly received support from the Chinese leadership in agreeing to
the American President's visit to Peking. Why? It is very tempting
to argue either that some as yet unknown development in Sino-Soviet
relations (possibly concerning the border) caused Peking to open the
door to Washington, or that Mao and his associates feared an imminent
Soviet attack. Or, as a third possibility, a basic decision might
have been taken to use Washington as a makeweight in the long-term
Chinesé efforts to build a world (and a socialist) balance of power
against Moscow.

In any case, it is now even more desirable to inquire into alter-
native Sino-Soviet futures as they pertain to the border dispute and
to the border negotiations. The method followed in this paper is to
treat this aspect of Sino-Soviet relations initially as if Sino-
American and Soviet—American relations were not disturbing factors,

i.e., to inquire into this side of the Sino-Soviet—American triangle
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in isolation. Implications for the United States are then treated.

A more complete rendition would, of course, give equal emphasis to all
three bilateral relationships and devote attention as well to more
general ways of analyzing three-state international relations systems.
- This will have to wait for a subsequent paper.

The author did consider the desirability of completely reworking
the present paper in light of impending changes in Sino-American rela-~
tions and, through this, drawing implications for Sino—Soviet relations
and for the border dispute. The decision was in the negative, for two
reasons. First, it seems too early to tell if there is in fact any
close connection between the Peking-Washington initiative and the
stalemated border talks. Second, and more important, the author felt
that an analysis made before the recent changes actually gains in value,
for the efficacy of the forecasting effort can be better judged
and the presence or absence of critical variables can be more adequately

assessed.
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THE BORDER NEGOTIATIONS AND THE FUTURE OF
SINO-SOVIET-AMERICAN RELATIONS

*
Thomas W. Robinson

The Rand Corporation, Santa Monica, California

I. INTRODUCTION

Sino-Soviet relations during the last fifteen years have gone
from bad to worse and in 1969 came to a crisis in connection with the
border conflict. During that entire period, American policy possessed
a latitude which would probably not otherwise have been possible and
was able, at least potentially, to take advantage of the widening Sino-
Soviet split. Beginning with the second Ussuri Island incident of
early spring 1969, however, the Soviet Union initiated a new strategy
for actually improving Sino-Soviet relations, first, by attempting to
convince the Chinese of the desirability to come to a definitive border
agreement and, second, by using the border talks as a platform for pro-
posing an all-around improvement in relations. The very fact that Sino-
Soviet border talks began makes it desirable to speculate on the future
of Sino-Soviet relations and the implications thereof for world pol-
itics and American foreign policy.

Were a final agreement on the border problem to be achieved, for
instance, and were this to be accompanied even by marginal improvement
in Sino-Soviet relations in this and other areas, not only would a new

stage in world politics as a whole be reached, but the freedom of

*Any views expressed in this paper are those of the author. They
should not be interpreted as reflecting the views of The Rand Corporation
or the official opinion or policy of any of its governmental or private
research sponsors. Papers are reproduced by The Rand Corporation as a
courtesy to members of its staff.

This paper was prepared for delivery at the American Political
Science Association's annual meeting, Chicago, Illinois, September 7-11,
1971.



maneuver which the United States possessed in the past might well be
narrowed. On the other hand, the possibility must also be considered
that breakdown of the border talks might lead to an even further decline
in Sino-Soviet relations and, possibly, to a Sino-Soviet war. Yet

. further options must be considered. It is possible to envisage that
even if a border agreement were signed, it would not lead to significant
improvement in overall relations between Moscow and Peking. Moreover,
were the border talks to break down, a higher level of violence between
the two parties might not automatically ensue. Finally, it is possible
to imagine that Russia and China, seeing that the border talks are
leading nowhere but not wishing openly to acknowledge the fact and the
consequences which might well flow therefrom, would attempt to keep

the border talks going on an indefinite and regularized, if somewhat
lower level and less important, basis.

What are the prospects for these various Sino—Soviet alternatives?
What should and can the United States do to influence one or the other?
How would these developments influence American policy in the East and
Southeast Asian regions, particularly with regard to military and po-
litical relations with our allies, force dispositions, basing options,
and strategic choices? How is the changing American role in Asia, and
changes in Sino-American relations, likely to be affected by and to affect
alternative outcomes of the Sino-Soviet conflict?

As a first approximation, let us look at these questions in terms
of an analysis of the prospects and policy implications for three dif-
ferentuoutcomes of the Sino-Soviet conflict: (1) a negotiated settle-
ment to the border conflict accompanied by the beginnings of rapproche-
ment in other areas of difference:; (2) breakdown of the border talks
and escalation of violence, including the possibility of full-scale

war; (3) a range of middle alternatives, as outlined above.

II. SOVIET AND CHINESE STRATEGIES DURING THE BORDER INCIﬁENTS AND
NEGOTIATING PERIODS

It is well to have in mind Soviet and Chinese strategies during
the period of border incidents (from March 1969 to early September 1969)
and the period of negotiation (mid-September 1969 to the present).

Let us look at Soviet strategy first.



Beginning with the second Ussuri incident, March 15, 1969, the
Soviets apparently put into practice a new strategy toward the Chinese.
Summed up by the Western term "coercive diplomacy," the changed strat-
ngy sought to combine diplomatic and military pressure §E¥Egﬂgffgrt
- to convince the Chinese not only of the desirability of settling the
border problem itself, but also of the possibility of using a border
settlement as a basis for an all-around improvement in relations. It
is true that there was an apparent contradiction in the two halves of
this new policy: if by means of politico—military coercion the Soviets
drove the Chinese first to the bargaining table and then to the signing
of a new border treaty, the Chinese might not be well-disposed to go
the next step of improving or even discussing the improvement of re-
lations in other areas. Nonetheless, it seems that the Soviets did
make up their minds to try to push the Chinese into a border agreement
as an important goal in itself, and evidently hoped that the Chinese
would see the wisdom of talking and even acting on other outstanding
issues. Coercion along the border thus may have had more than omne
purpose: on the one hand, to move toward the solution of a particular
and important problem in Soviet-Chinese interstate relations; and, on
the other, as a means of "talking' to the Chinese about the desirability
of solving other ideological and national differences. Apparently the
Soviets determined that "success' on the border issue (i.e., negotiated
treaty settlement or joint statement that the border issue was con-
sidered settled) was worth pursuing in its own right even if it was
bought at a cost, over the short term, of lack of progress on other
issues.

In order to demonstrate to the Chinese their resolve on the border
question, the Soviets not only brought up a high volume of military

1 .
As it has turned out in fact, the sequence has been rather re-

versed: while there has been no progress at the border talks, almost
every other aspect of Sino-Soviet state relations has seen an improve-
ment. It is plausible to argue that moving the border dispute from
the battlefield to the conference table made such an improvement pos-
sible. This aspect of the Soviet program seems, therefore, to have
been fulfilled: one way the Chinese chose to keep the Russians from
causing trouble militarily was to satisfy them in terms of diplomatic
relations and trade, which is what the Soviets desired.



reinforcements -~ both troops and equipment -- but also began to use
the military superiority thus created to perpetrate (or take advan-
tage of) "incidents" which served as signals to the Chinese of the
seriousness of the Russian intent. A series of such incidents, in

- essence amounting to a campaign, occurred during the late spring and
throughout the summer of 1969. These were accompanied by a series of
diplomatic notes setting forth in detail the Soviet position concerning
the border problem and suggesting that all points of difference could
be settled by agreeing upon a mutual and definitive border treaty. The
Russians reiterated the terms set forth in the abortive 1964 talks,
parried each Chinese counterargument with historical or ideological
points of their own, and coordinated diplomatic notes with military
action. By late summer 1969, tensions along the border had reached

the point where observers were asking whether or not a full-scale
Sino-Soviet war would not be the next stage. Sensing Chinese weakness,
the Russians took advantage of the funeral ceremonies surrounding the
death of Ho Chi Minh to propose to the Chinese that high-level border
talks begin anew in the later fall. Having thus agreed under apparent
military pressure to renew talks, the Chinese received a high-level
Soviet negotiating team in Peking on October 20, 1969.

The apparent contradiction in the Russian position is seen by
Juxtaposing the extremes of their diplomatic and military policy. Some
of the Soviet notes contained suggestions to restore states relations
to the ambassadorial level, increase trade, and open talks on the reso-
lution of ideological differences. Resolution of these questions would
obviocusly constitute a qualitative improvement in Sino-Soviet relations.
Soviet actions, on the other hand, posed more serious alternatives:
not only was the prospect held out to the Chinese of continual drubbings
along the border, but two more serious threats were implied. First was
a possible strike against Chinese nuclear production, testing, and
delivery facilities. Second was the hint of detachment of certain
border provinces (particularly Sinkiang) from the Chinese body politic
and turning them into Mongolias. While it is possible to resolve this
contradiction by presuming that the Russians were not serious, when

all was said and done, about major military activities, it is just as



probable that the Soviets were following a strategy of developing in
parallel both the military and the diplomatic sides of the coin and
postponing a choice between them until forced by events.

The events of the last two years have borne out this interpretation.
. The basis of Russian activity as concerns the border question stems
from the proposition that over the long run the Soviets do not desire
to face an increasingly powerful and unfriendly China in Asia, while
at the same time managing difficult problems in East Europe and sus-
taining strategic and crisis-management competition with the United
States throughout the world. It might be best, therefore, to attempt
to solve the "China problem'" before it becomes entirely unmanageable.
Since the border question was of immediate strategic concern and was,
moreover, the best means of influencing the Chinese directly, the
decision was apparently made to force a resolution of this issue. Pro-
posals for improvement in state and, possibly, Party relations would,
hopefully, take some of the bitterness out of the pill the Chinese were
to be made to swallow, would provide the basis for longer term (i.e.,
post-Maoist) improvement in ideological relations, would supply a pro-—
paganda cover for military action taken and contemplated, and would
establish a fall-back position in case, in the end, the carrot-and-stick
border strategy did not work.

Chinese strategy from March 16, 1969, forward was essentially passive.
Seeing the Russian buildup and feeling the effects of the new Soviet
strategy, Peking undertook a policy of gradual diplomatic retreat.

Their note of May 24 dropped the previous de facto opposition to nego-
tiations (their pronouncements had always stressed the desirability of
such talks and blamed the Russians for their absence) and conceded that
the abortive 1964 negotiations might now be resumed. Their presence

at the Ussuri-Amur River border talks in Khabarousk from June-August

- and their willingness to sign a one-year agreement with the Russians

- concerning navigation constituted two further steps toward negotiations.
Finally, after the Peking airport meeting between Aleksei Kosygin and
Chou En-lai in September, the Chinese not only accepted the Soviet bid
to resume full-scale negotiations but, in their note of October 8, 1969,

dropped the one condition that had been the primary obstacle to agreement



in 1964 -—— that the Russians agree to the '"unequalness' of the historic
series of treaties defining the border before there could be any further
movement on the question of a new treaty. These changes made the nego-
tiation possible and made it appear that, procedurally and substantively,
_ very little separated the two parties from quick and final agreement

" except horse-trading island for island and small amounts of territory

on the Sinkiang-Tadzhik border.

After the negotiations began, however, the Chinese apparently
backed away from this advanced position. Furthermore, they threw up
another obstacle to progress in the talks by reportedly demanding that
the Russians join in a mutual withdrawal of military forces to a dis-
tance of at least 50 kilometers from the border. Nonetheless, the pre-
negotiation changes in the Chinese position outlined above gave rise
at least to the possibility that a negotiated solution to the border
problem was not entirely out of the question. While the Chinese, of
course, were the unwilling party in this process, they probably felt
they had no choice but to go along with Soviet proposals for resuming
negotiations. They no doubt felt that it was better to buy the Russians
off in the short run through negotiations which, like those conducted
in 1964, they probably had no real intention of carrying through to
conclusion.

While the Chinese, for ideological and historical reasons, thus
entered negotiations unwillingly, it is possible to argue that nego-—
tiations, if not a negotiated outcome, was not entirely unpalatable
to them. First, in early 1969 the Cultural Revolution was over and
the Chinese body politic seemed ready to settle down to an extended
period of recovery. Chiefly, this meant greater emphasis on economic
progress, especially in agriculture and heavy industry. A period
relatively free from external attack was needed to carry out this
program successfully. Second, after four years of the Cultural Revo-
lution, China needed a period of psychological recovery. The ideologi-
cal and coercive incentives which drove the Chinese people during the
past had reached the point of diminishing marginal efficiency by the
end of the Cultural Revolution. It is true that the relative quies-

cence characteristic of such periods might be short-lived. (Mao has



promised, and Chinese history since 1949 demonstrates, a new upheaval
at least once a decade.) Yet the need now was for recovery, not for

a new crisis brought on by war.2 Third, politics, while seemingly
stable, were still in considerable flux. The Party (not to speak of
the mass organization) had yet to be completely rebuilt. Lin Piao's
authority was by no means universally accepted. And there were still
reports of active opposition to Peking. Fourth, important "interest
groups' may well have favored settlement with the Soviet Union. TFore-
most, perhaps, were influential sectors within the Army. Military
leaders best realized the degree of Chinese unpreparedness and the
range of Soviet might arrayed against them. They did not wish to lose
their nuclear installations nor large portions of their conventional
strength, industry, and population. They were also interested in ob-
taining modern military equipment, and they might in the long run even
have thought about the Soviet Union as a major supplier. The govern—
ment bureaucracy, to the extent that it had a voice (some say Chou
En-lai acts as their advocate), might also be characterized as an "in-
terest group" advocating a negotiated settlement, for smoother relations
with Russia would hasten economic and social reconstruction. Finally,
Peking in early 1969 had just begun the lengthy process of its self-
imposed isolation from the outer world that the Cultural Revolution
had brought in 1966. If influence and favor abroad was to be restored,
if construction of a new anti-Soviet alliance was to succeed, and if
Peking was to take advantage of the opening to Washington which even
then was apparent, a comparatively lengthy period of diplomatic ma-
neuvering would have to be undergone. For all these reasons, there-
fore, Peking was not totally opposed to entering into negotiations with
Moscow.

' The negotiations period itself (October 1969 forward) has seen
the playing out of the Soviet and Chinese strategies outlined above.

The Russians apparently decided to give over a period of time to the

2In this regard, it should be noted that the war preparatioms
campaign begun after March 1969 -- while genuine enough in terms of
fear of Soviet attack -- also had the purpose and certalnly the effect
of encouraging the populace to increase production.



negotiating process to ascertain whether or not the Chinese were really
serious in their publicly expressed desire to arrive at a peaceful and
equitable solution. This meant, however, that the Russians had to
abandon, for the time being, a policy of initiating (or taking advantage
" of) border incidents as a stick to force progress toward a mutually
acceptable solution. The result has been no announced border incidents
since October 1969 or, perhaps more accurately, a lower frequency and
level of such incidents. The Russians have also taken advantage of the
negotiating period to solidify their military buildup. Major troop
reinforcements, begun after the March incidents, accelerated in the
summer of 1969 and continued on a regular basis even after the nego-
tiations began. Not only did this tip the balance of military power
heavily in favor of the Soviet Union, but it provided a partial sub-
stitute for border incidents in maintaining pressure on the Chinese.

The Russians, however, faced two problems in the negotiating
period which were not present previously. First, if there was now to
be only minor recourse to military activity, the question is to what
degree the Chinese now felt impelled to take into account the changed
military balance of power to convince themselves of the necessity of
an agreement. It was easy for the Russians to reject the Chinese
demand to carry out a mutual withdrawal of troops along the border.

But it was questionable how long they would wish to abstain from further
use of the military club 1f, as it now appeared, negotiations were to be
extended indefinitely. The second problem followed from this. If the
Soviets wished to continue the policy of negotiating (and not forcing)

a solution to the border question and using this, in turn, as the basis
for an all-around improvement in state and Party relations, an important
question arose: how could the Chinese be prevented from dragging out
the talks indefinitely and using the intervening period to build up
their own forces to the point where they could not only withstand a
wide range of Soviet attacks but also redress the present imbalance in
conventional and nuclear power? Allowing that to happen would, in the
long run, bring the "China problem” back to the center of Soviet policy
attention in a much more aggravated form. It is true that (as we dis-

cuss below) the Soviets can change their strategy, play the Chinese



game of dragging out the border talks, and hope for (or even work for)

a change in the attitude or political structure of the Peking regime
once Mao has passed from the scene. But given the generally negative
Soviet evaluation of the general direction of Chinese politics following
. the Chinese Ninth Party Congress, many in the Soviet Union might have
felt that taking such a chance would be risky indeed.

Chinese negotiating strategy was more simple. First, having found
itself under military and political pressure, the Peking regime wished
to drag out the negotiations indefinitely, using them as a lightning
rod to deflect the threat of serious Soviet military attack. In this
connection, second, the Chinese seem to have adopted a strategy of
countering every Soviet demand with demands of their own and continu-
ally to reject Russian proposals to improve relations in the ideological
sphere. Thus, while they had no hope of Russian acqulescence in the
demand to withdraw troops from the border area, continual reiteration
of this point in the context of the charge of Soviet hypocrisy (e.g.,
wishing to arrive at a new "equal" treaty in the old "unequal" manner)
was difficult for the Soviets to counter. Finally, the Chinese used
the negotiating period as a time to carry out war preparations and war
propaganda among the population and to beef up, as much as possible,
their military strength throughout the country. The Chinese undoubtedly
took seriously the threat of Soviet attack, given similar Soviet tactics
previous to the invasion of Czechoslovakia. The problem for the Chinese
was to provide time to carry out sufficlent war preparations and to
convince the Chinese population of the seriousness of the problem, once

the immediate threat of Soviet attack has worn off.

III. ALTERNATIVE SOVIET AND CHINESE STRATEGIES GIVEN FATLURE OR
INCOMPLETE SUCCESS OF NEGOTIATIONS

It is certainly within the realm of possibility that the Sino-
Soviet border negotiations might well end successfully, i.e., with
the signing of a new and definitive border treaty followed by de-
marcation of the boundary within a reasonable time, or, lacking

a treaty, a joint declaration that the problem has now been
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"settled."3

On the other hand, there are a range of outcomes which
stem from lack of complete success as defined here. Three such out-
comes come to mind, and with each there can be associated a number of
possible Soviet and Chinese strategies.

The most obvious unsuccessful outcome of the talks is openly acknowl-
edged breakdown followed by departure of the Soviet delegation from
Peking, together with statements issued by each side blaming the other
for the failure. It is possible, however, that failure might not be
admitted in such an open and spectacular way. Thus, talks could indeed
break down but not be admitted as such. In this case, negotiations
could be carried on pro-forma, probably at a lower level, for an in-
definite time, as the two parties sought to hide their failure. A
third, slightly different, variant is also possible: seeing no pro-
gress but not wishing to face the consequences which might follow, both
sides could keep on honestly trying to come to peaceful resolution.
Again, the talks would probably be moved to a lower diplomatic level
and would stretch out seemingly indefinitely. The latter two really
amount to 'monsolution solutions" to the problem, i.e., a tacit agree-
ment to regularize the issue and, since it would be a constant and not
very inflammatory factor, the two states could move it to the periphery
of their relatioms.

It is possible to imagine a range of Soviet and Chinese strategies
stemming from each of these outcomes of the talks. For the most part,
they are a function of the particular outcome under discussion and of
the balance of military forces in the military districts along the
border. (In the latter regard, we presume that the military balance
will remain roughly equivalent to its present ordering: Soviet supe-
riority in equipment and weapons, rough parity in numbers of military
effectives, and differential positioning of forces —- the Russians

close in and the Chinese at a cautious distance from the border.) On

3For an analysis of the merits of the Soviet and Chinese con-
tentions, see the author's "The Sino—Soviet Border Crisis," The
American Political Seience Review, September 1972 (also available as
Rand RM-6171, August 1970).
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the Soviet side, the following seem possible:

a. Resumption of coercive diplomacy at ever-higher levels of
violence;

b. A live-and-let-live policy, i.e., preservation of the status
quo by Soviet enforcement of present lines;

c. Resumption of border skirmishes but with no attempt to

escalate or to link them to a diplomatic campaign.

On the Chinese side, a somewhat different set of strategies come

to mind:

a. Prepare for Soviet attack:
(1) by standard methods —- military buildup, civil
defense, stockpiling, etc.;
(2) by attempting to forestall a suspected impending Soviet
attack through a series of Damansky-style ambushes;
b. Stand on the defensive, replying to Soviet military initiative
at the spot but refraining from initiating action;

¢. Resume border skirmishes to demonstrate resolve over the issue.

It seems apparent that options (b) and (c¢) in each case are essentially
the same and that differences in choice (a) flow from the military ad-
vantage possessed by the Soviet Union.

If one matches the three possible outcomes of the negotiations
with the set of Chinese and Soviet strategies just outlined, two
matrices are obtained. When each resulting 'box" is judged according
to the presumed compatibility of post-breakdown strategy with non-
successful negotiating outcome, a clearer idea emerges of the policy
options open to decisionmakers in the two countries. These are set

forth below, page 12. "C" indicates that, in the author's judgment,4

4It may be objected that, since these are one person's subjective
judgments, the analysis that follows is equally subjective. In reply,
two points are germane. First, the judgments involve application of
the definitions only. Thus, for instance, in Matrix 1, resumption of
coercive diplomacy is thought to be incompatible with 'breakdown but
keep on trying," since by definition, the Soviet Union, as China, under
this outcome would not wish to force the alternative of vioclence upon
breakdown of negotiations. Second, the analysis below is at no point
critically dependent on the exercise presented here. Hence, reader
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Non-successful

Skirmishes only

egotiations Breakdown Breakdown
Soviet not but
Acknowledged openly keep on
Strategy Breakdown admitted trying
Coercive c I X
Diplomacy
Live—and- C C C
Let-live
Border c C c

Matrix 1:

Soviet Options, Given

Breakdown of Negotiations

Non-successful

Skirmishes only

Negotiations Breakdown Breakdown
Chinese not but
Acknowledged openly keep on
Strategy Breakdown admitted trying
Prepare for
Soviet attack ¢ I X
Forestall 1 X X
Soviet attack
Stand on the c c c
Defensive
Border
1 1 I

Matrix 2:

Chinese Options, Given Breakdown of Negotiations




13

a given strategy is strongly compatible with a given outcome; "I in-
dicated outcome; and "X" signifies incompatibility between strategy

and outcome. The exercise is useful inasmuch as it gives a rough idea
which nonsettlement outcome Soviet and Chinese decisionmakers might opt
for once it became apparent that negotiations were headed for failure.
If we assume that each state would wish to keep as many strategies open
and to foreclose as few as possible, the matrices lead to the conclusion
that both the Soviet Union and China would be well advised to close out
negotiations completely and not either pretend to keep them going or
continue to hope that some change will come about through honest per-
severence in the talks.5 Breakdown not openly admitted would be a
second best way for both parties to end the negotiations, while per-
severence at a low level would, in terms of the type and range of options
available, be the worst choice for both. Moreover, it would seem that
the Soviet Union would be better off in a post-negotiations period inas-
much as only one option would be definitely foreclosed to it, compared
with four for China.

However, analysis in greater detail of these outcomes and strate-
gies affords further understanding of future Soviet and Chinese policies
on the border question and modifies, at least for China, the conclusions
reached just above. Further inspection of the matrix tables on page 12
aids this process. If we preswne that it will be the Soviet Union and

not China who will take the policy initiative6 following one of the

disagreement at this point should not affect his degree of acceptance
of the rest of the argument.

5The reasoning is that, to maximize post-breakdown options, each
state would wish to find a means of breaking off negotiations that would
foreclose as few such options as possible. Thus, comparing columns in
the matrices (and presuming that compatibility is "better" than an
indeterminate relationship which, in lieu, is better than an incompatible
outcome), there are more C's associated with "acknowledged breakdown"
for both parties, C's outnumber I's and X's for "breakdown not openly
acknowledged," while C's and I's outnumber X's for "breakdown but keep
on trying.'" Thus asswming rationality, the conclusions above follow.

6We make this presumption because the Soviet Union seems likely
to "hold" the military balance, i.e., its superiority in men, equip-
ment, logistics, and location allow it a freedom of decision not open
to the Chinese.
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three listed outcomes of negotiations, it becomes possible to reason
as to which strategy the Chinese might likely employ. These choices

are set out below.

If outcome is
Acknowledged Breakdown

and if Soviet strategy is:

Live and
Coercive diplomacy Let Live Border skirmishes
then Chinese strategy would be:
Prepare for attack
Forestall attack
Stand on defense Stand on Defense Stand on Defense
Border skirmishes Border skirmishes Border skirmishes

If outcome is
Breakdown Not Openly Admitted

and if Soviet strategy is:

Live and
Coercive diplomacy Let live Border skirmishes
then Chinese strategy would be:
Prepare for attack
Stand on defense Stand on Defense Stand on Defense
Border skirmishes Border skirmishes Border skirmishes

If outcome is
Breakdown but Keep on Trying

and 1f Soviet strategy is:

Live and

Let live Border skirmishes
then Chinese strategy would be:

Stand on Defense Stand on Defense
i Border skirmishes

It seems apparent from this that Chinese strategy in the event of
breakdown of negotiations will most likely be passive, responding merely
to overt Soviet military initiatives. Only in the case of a Soviet
return to a coercive diplomacy strategy following openly acknowledg-
ing breakdown of talks might the Chinese consider initiating military

action themselves. Thus, in two of the three cases where negotiations
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break down, something like the status quo ante might be restored.
Changes thereafter would come about by agreement once again to engage
in negotiations, by a decisive change in the military balance, or by
diplomatic initiatives with regard to (or on the part of) third states.
. The Chinese would have little motivation to opt for reopening negotia-
tions. As for changes in the military balance, while the Chinese would
endeavor to build up their forces, both conventional and nuclear, to
convince the Soviets of the foolishness of attack, the Russians could
easily supplement their forces in the Far East to prevent a tipping of
the balance in China's favor. Nonetheless, a strong but relatively
static military force structure on the Soviet side plus a slowly im—
proving situation for the Chinese (the most likely trends evident at
the moment) would tend to bring the long-run balance back closer to
equality. Presumably this would stabilize the boundary question for

a lengthy time. Such a development is, of course, what the Chinese
presently wish to see, for it at least guarantees that no further ter-
ritory, men, and equipment will be lost. Thus, we might expect China
during the negotiations to play a waiting game and then, at some proper
point, convince the Russians to move toward either of the non-openly
acknowledged breakdown outcomes. Having thus successfully put the
border question aside as a threat to her territorial security, China
could then begin to reassert competition with the Soviet Union in other
areas of concern —- mainly ideology, the international communist move-
ment, and policy toward the non—-Communist world.7 Although the details
of such competition (or, perhaps, even cooperation) would depend on

the character of the Chinese regime at the time (Mao possibly having
passed from the scene), a definite lower limit would have been set to
the decline in Sino-Soviet relations. While the Soviet Union could,

of course, at any time reverse the trend and bring up the border

question in a more threatening manner, the probability of such a

7The contradiction in the Chinese position should be obvious:
how to end negotiations in such a manner as to minimize possibilities
of Soviet attack (meaning avoiding the acknowledged breakdown outcome,
which is the most desirable outcome from the Russian viewpoint), but
maximize future Chinese security and ideological optioms.
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development would decline with time. It is possible, of course, that
some sort of arms race might be set in motion along the border once

the Chinese become strong enough to genuinely threaten Soviet territory.
But the existence, and the plentitude, of nuclear weapons and delivery
systems on both sides might tend to prevent any such development from

i moving to the overtly military stage.

If this line of reasoning is correct, two conclusions are apparent.
First, the two variants of non-openly acknowledged breakdown of the
border talks auger for a peaceful outcome of the border problem, just
as does a negotiated agreement. In that case, either the Russians and
the Chinese would find other matters over which to differ (as would
seem likely during any extension of the Maoist period but increasingly
less likely during a post-Maoist era), or there would, in combination
with other developments, be set in motion a trend toward melioration
of Sino-Soviet relations. These possibilities are discussed later.
More important from the perspective of immediate policy is the second
conclusion, that the acknowledged breakdown outcome is the most dangerous
for both sides, despite the greater number of options it provides, since
the possibility is at least present of Soviet reinstitution of the strat-
egy of coercive diplomacy. Further, Chinese perception (or misconception,
as the case might be) of impending large-scale Soviet attack might, in
combination with Soviet coercive diplomacy, lead to ever-higher levels
of violence.

Let us consider this possibility in greater detail. Although
there is no reason to suppose that, were acknowledged breakdown of
negotiations to occur, the Russians would automatically return to
coercive diplomacy, it is possible that the reasoning process which
they evidently went through in the first place may receive reinforcement
from Chinese tactics at the negotiating table and Chinese war prepara-
tions activity. The Russians may conclude that, peaceful alternatives
‘having been exhausted, the matter will have to be settled definitively
in a unilateral manner. This might mean éhat the Soviets would adopt
a policy of policing the border unilaterally (a policy which itself
might come under attack by those Russians arguing that the Chinese

can only get stronger with time and will certainly become no friendlier).
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Or, the Russians would attempt to escalate to where the Chinese would
be forced to reopen the talks and sign the treaty wversion initially
offered by the Russians. This outcome would depend on how far up the
escalatory ladder the Russians might wish to proceed and how much
:punishment the Chinese decide they could accept. As we argue below,
" there are many rungs to such a ladder, while the historic degree of
punishment absorbable by the Chinese is quite high. Hence, such a
process is likely to be drawn out and, in the end, possibly unsuccess-
ful. Or, finally, the Soviets could take retribution on the Chinese
for not signing the treaty by hitting them hard enough to make it im-
possible to cause border trouble for a lengthy period into the future.
This implies a much higher degree of violence, possibly nuclear, and
presumes that the Russians are willing to cast aside for some time the
option of improving relations with the post-Maoist Peking leadership.
The option of unilateral policing the border is equivalent to one
or the other of the two noncoercive Soviet options outlined above, and
represents a ''safe'" and prudent course for the Russians in the short
run (i.e., during the rest of Mao's rule, presumably not more than
five years). After that, the problem of the contradiction between
the reality of increasing Chinese strength and the hope of a change
for the better in Chinese attitudes would become increasingly serious
and dangerous. The option of return to coercive diplomacy 1s more likely
than sudden lowering of the (possibly nuclear) boom on Chinese nuclear
production, test, and delivery facilities. Such a major attack would
necessitate the expenditure of tremendous resources, since the Soviets
would have to take precautions against Chinese nuclear retaliation,
even if at a comparatively low level.8

8The possibilities of Chinese retaliation would force the Russians

to attack not only those targets associated with nuclear weapons pro-
duction and testing but also to strike at Chinese air bases and nuclear
storage sites. The necessary force for this sort of operation is quite
high and, since the Russians would need to strike all targets nearly
simultaneously, nuclear weapons would likely be involved at the outset.
It is questionable whether the Russians would wish to incur the political
consequences of breaking the nuclear barrier, to say nothing of risking
Russian and third-nation lives through fall-out and the possibility that,
in the end, one Chinese plane might get through to Vladivostok with its
nuclear payload.
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We might safely assume, then, that the Russians would be reluc-
tant to escalate initially to a very high level of violence. What
intermediate stages might convince the Chinese to reinstitute talks
and sign a treaty quickly? It is possible to envisage several rungs
. of a Sino-Soviet escalatory process, each more serious than the previous
and each designed to be more convincing in forcing the Chinese to come
to terms. These are displayed below.,

The table shows that the gap sometimes presumed to exist between
the level of Sino-Soviet border skirmishes and a major nuclear attack
is easily filled, that the existence of nuclear weapons on both sides
(even though numbers heavily favor the Soviets) motivates each not to
use such means, and that an otherwise potentially runaway situation
is likely to remain within the bounds of conventional weaponry. The
table also points to the possibility that the Soviets can carry out
punishing attacks upon Chinese forces without necessarily being sucked
into the vortex of the Chinese "people's war' strategy. However, one
drawback of such a strategy of escalation is that at some stage the
goal of a border treaty may fade into the background and the war take
on a momentum of its own. This possibility in itself may set an upper
bound to the level of violence, for the Soviets may not wish to so
prejudice the future as to eliminate all possibility of better rela-
tions. And if that is so, the Soviet policy dilemma is even more
apparent: how to take advantage of the brief period of time (which
may even now be past) when the balance of military power is obviously
one-sided to extract a modicum of territorial security from China and
yet not despoil the future of its relations with Peking so that no
chance at all exists for improvement. The Chinese, realizing this,
figuring they can bear the brunt of the Soviet conventional military
onslaught, and knowing that in all probability the Russians will not
go beyond a certain nonnuclear point, might well have concluded that
time is on their side and that they need do nothing except grow stronger.
If that is the reality of the present situation (as well as a post-
negotiations period), then perhaps the best the Russians can hope for
(having been unable to convince the Chinese of the desirability of

settlement) is to leave the situation enough undisturbed that if and
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when a change in Chinese policy comes, it will be to improve relationms.
If, on the other hand, the Russians do indeed intend to bite the bullet,

it may be very big and hard.

- 1IV. LONGER TERM IMPLICATIONS OF THESE VARIOUS OUTCOMES

If the argument above bears a fairly realistic relationship to the
way Soviet and Chinese policymakers view the short-term future, it would
seem that all outcomes, with the exception of nuclear attack and the
more serious conventional attack variant of acknowledged breakdown,
provide for a nonviolent (if, in some cases, not totally peaceful and
stable) regimen along the frontier. One implication seems immediately
apparent: both formal negotiated settlement and the two not-openly
acknowledged outcomes seem to provide for putting aside the border
question as an issue which is at the center of their relations. To
this extent, the future seems to augur either for improvement in Sino-
Soviet relations or at least a halt in the worsening of relations which
has characterized Sino-Soviet ties for the last decade and a half. It
is true that, if one or the other party so wished, or possibly even
despite their wishes, the border might again become a point of issue
between them serious enough to warrant major attention from Chinese
and Soviet decisionmakers. One could imagine, for instance, a falling
out over the demarcation of the border following a treaty or a series
of Damansky-style armed clashes crescendoing into a major crisis. It
seems to the writer, however, that such developments would become in-
creasingly unlikely withbtime, given one or another of the outcomes
posed here.

Whether or not a negotiated settlement or the two not-openly
acknowledged outcomes lead to actual improvement in Sino-Soviet rela-
tions in general depends on many factors: the character of the Chinese
. regime, the international climate (especially the state of Soviet-
American and Sino-American relations), the relative balance of internal
versus external priorities felt by Moscow and Peking, and the history
of relations between the two states on other points of issue. It is
possible to imagine a post-Maocist Chinese regime under Lin Piao and

Chou En-lai attempting to settle some of the more tractable issues of
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difference in order to free itself from the threat and inconvenience

of strongly manifested Sino-Soviet conflict. The border question could
well be one such issue marked for improvement. Since it is by and
large the Chinese side, and not the Soviet, which has resisted improve-
. ment on this issue, change in Peking's attitude, ceteris paribus, should
lead either to new attempts at solution (if negotiations by then had
failed) or to negotiated settlement (if negotiations were still in pro-
gress when the new group in China took over). Negotiated settlement,
or even the reopening of negotiations, need not necessarily lead to
improvement of Sino-Soviet relations in the overall sense, or even in
any other area of difference. It may be that the new Chinese regime
would wish only for the kind of territorial security provided by the
removal of the constant Soviet threat of attack. But it may also be
that movement to settle the border question would be followed, paral-
leled, or even preceded, by attempts at improvement in other areas.

The Chinese might be motivated, for instance, to increase trade in
order to augment the pace of their economlic rate of growth. This, in
conjunction with the necessity to treat more intensively with the
Soviets because of the border negotiations has apparently been the
motive to restore diplomatic relations with the Soviet Union to the
ambassadorial level (they had been at the charge d'affairs level for
some years).

Whether or not changes in their relations would move beyond this
level (which depends strictly on Chinese domestic priorities) to in-
clude moves in the political and possibly the military realms depends
on the other factors mentioned. By their very nature, these are too
complex and intermixed to make reasonable judgments about. None-—
theless, it is possible to imagine the two states using the fact of
border negotiations or a border treaty as the starting point to restore
‘closer ties in broader spheres. While it is inconceivable that rela-
‘tions might again be as close (at least in the superficial sense) as
they were in the early 1950s, a series of steps might be worked out
to restore ties on a number of practical questions and even to agree
or disagree on certain ideological matters. Such moves might include
greater likelihood of using party-to-party channels for communication

and consultation; establishment of a dialogue (less emotionally based
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than the exchange of charges and countercharges in 1963 and 1964) on
ideological issues; continuation of the moratorium of attacks against

the other party and a tacit agreement to cease open competition for the
favor of local communist parties in third countries; and greater coor-

dination of material aid to Hanoi (and even, perhaps, cooperation in

;" policy with regard to the Vietnam conflict). Just to mention such areas,
however, is to signify the length to which Peking would have to go to
agree even to discuss such issues. Thus, the probability for such de-
velopments is not.high and depends, for the most part, on the serious-
ness which the new Chinese regime would regard problems at home. While
an argument can be made that such problems (population-land imbalance,
need to restore high rates of growth in agriculture and industry, popular
pressures for decompression from the high-intensity and somewhat irra-
tional Maoist campaigns and reforms, and the necessity to build up un-
molested Chinese nuclear and conventional military strength) will con-
front future Chinese policymakers with serious questions of priorities,
internal versus external, it does not follow that Peking will attempt

to settle its differences with Moscow in any holistic manner. Perhaps
she will attempt to do the minimum necessary to keep the Russians off
her back for a number of years.

Any genuine rapprochement with Moscow, moreover, would necessarily
require very great ideological changes in the Weltanschauung of the
successor regime, and while a Lin Piao—Chou En-lai leadership would no
doubt make some changes (mostly in the direction of greater pragmatism
and practicality), the limits of change in real ideological orienta-
tion are comparatively narrow. One will have to walt for an entirely
new generation of Chinese leaders to emerge before serious considera-
tion can be given to major changes. It 1s possible that the future
will Bring a change in Soviet attitudes and orientations much closer
than at present to the Chinese position on important questions of

- domestic priorities and international issues. If the general hardening,
evident for some years now, of attitudes of the Soviet leadership con-
tinues, it is possible to envisage some genuine kinship with Chinese
ways of thought on some issues. Chief among these is their attitude

toward the United States. But the margin of possible movement of
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future (or even present) Soviet leaders on such issues seems to be
even narrower than that open to the Chinese: the Soviet leadership is
not likely to change its membership or orientation drastically; the
kinds of domestic problems facing the Soviet Union, while great, are

- not of the same magnitude as those confronting the Chinese; and Soviet
foreign policy, having long since adopted a nonextremist course, is
not likely to change greatly in the future.

Thus, even were there a propensity to strive for greater coopera-
tion on both Peking's and Moscow's parts in the future, it is not
likely that the degree of rapprochement would be such as to change the
arrangement of world politics totally from its present structure. The
important questions are two. First, would even a small number of
relatively unimportant changes in Sino-Soviet relations make a dispro-
portionately great difference in Soviet and Chinese policies toward
third countries, especially the United States? And would there be a
propensity for such countries to view the future with unnecessary
pessimism, not knowing the extent of the possible melioration in
Sino-Soviet relations? Other intervening factors probably render
impossible a reasonable answer to the first question; only develop-
ments themselves will tell the story. As to the second, one possible
line of argument is that movement on even a few outstanding issues
would tend to create expectations on the part of other states that
the process of "solving" the Sino-Soviet dispute as a whole was now
under way. It does not take actual foreign policy coordination,
agreement to disagree on ideological issues, protestations of friend-
ship and state visits, and (at the ultimate) Soviet reextension of
their nuclear umbrella over China to cause other governments to pre-
sume a degree of cooperation not (or not yet) reflecting the facts.

In the analysis of other states who, it may be stated, have a tendency
to discount the future, the wind, once having shifted, may tend to
blow strongly in the other direction, even though in reality it be
little more than a slight drift. A gap might therefore open bet&een
the beliefs of third states as to the reality and directiom of Sino-
Soviet relations and actual developments themselves. While such a gap

would tend to close after a time as the facts tend to belie predicted



24

trends, the time span might not be short, especially if Moscow and
Peking drew out for a lengthy period (say, several years) negotiations
on the issues mentioned above. Further, the greater the uncertainty
about the course of future Sino-Soviet relations, the greater the pro-
.~ pensity of third states to take precautionary moves themselves. To the
extent such moves are perceived by Moscow and/or Peking as hostile, a
trend might set in of interaction between reactive changes in third
state policy and Sino-Soviet developments, a trend which might actually
push the two states further together than they would otherwise move

and at a greater rate.

What about escalated Sino-Soviet conflict? Like the other possi-
bilities discussed above, the potentiality for military conflict de-
pends on the outcome of the border negotiations while the results of
such conflict depend on the stage which fighting reaches. Resumption
of the Soviet policy of coercive diplomacy seems a possibility only
in the case of acknowledged breakdown of the talks. It is possible,
of course, that talks may not break down as a result of a Soviet de-
cision to resume that course of action. Nonetheless, mutual recrimina-
tion following the first clashes might well torpedo the talks. The
situation then would be more serious than if talks were not halted,
for then the Soviets would probably have to move several rungs up the
escalation ladder before the Chinese felt coerced into reopening
negotiations. The possibilities for restoration of the status quo ante
would then correspondingly be lessened. 1If the talks were somehow
kept going during the course of the fighting, the situation would be
less serious, for not only would the Russians be able to coordinate
military and diplomatic moves more effectively, but continuation would
signify that the Chinese (as well as the Russians) had adopted a policy
of ta~-ta t'an-t'an (fighting and talking at the same time). Thus,
existence of the talks would tend to place a damper on the level and
extent of the fighting, and the probability might increase that the

‘Soviets would move up the escalation ladder only one rung at a time.

The outcome depends, of course, on what level fighting proceeds

and who emerges victorious. At the present level and balance of forces,

the Russians are likely to win at all levels indicated in the table
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above (page 19). If the level of violence does not go beyond stage F
and if a negotiated settlement is not reached at that point, the worst
outcome is Sino-Soviet enmity for several years hence. At level G and
above, however, the political-military-economic power of China begins
_Ato decline, since she will have lost territory, population, resources,
and other measures of national power. At that point China may tend to
withdraw from an active role in non-Soviet related Asian and world
polities, and would tend more and more to be dependent upon the political
interplay of the other powers, especially the United States and the
Soviet Union. At that point also, if not before, the potentiality is
maximized that the shock of Soviet attack will lead to domestic political
changes deleterious to the Maoist leadership, for at that level both prob-
lems of control of the population by the Army and the possibility that
certain Army leaders might refuse to go along with the policy of the
political leadership are most seriously posed. It is doubtful whether
Soviet policy would ever depend upon hoped-for changes in the Chinese
leadership favorable to itself; thus, for instance, a Soviet attack on
Sinkiang would not have as its goal a change in the leadership structure
in Peking favoring knuckling under to Moscow, but would look to detaching
that province from China, turning it into another Mongolia, and thus
"solving" the border problem by providing a cordon sanitaire in sensitive
areas.9 The pressures on Peking for definitive settlement of the border
issue (plus, at this point, other outstanding issues, since a definitive
border treaty alone would not be worth the return of Sinkiang) would be
enormous. Not only would each passing day increase the probability that
Sinkiang would stay “independent" (i.e., at least of China, if not the
Soviet Union), but she would face the possibility of losing all control
of foreign policy options for some time to come. Not only, for instance,
would she be driven into the hands of the United States in an attempt
to protect herself, but she would lose the possibility of becoming a
9Whether they would follow this up by a similar attempt to pinch
off territory in the Manchurian area is doubtful: the set of conditions
making the success of such a move likely in Sinkiang is not present in
Heilungkiang. Thus, the cordon would be incomplete at a vulnerable

point, and, perhaps, it is this prospect which would put the Soviets
off from making a level G move in Sinkiang.
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great power in the South, Southeast, and East Asian regions, would
have to cease her at least verbal support of "mational liberation war"
in developing countries, and would have to seriously imbalance her
domestic economic program in favor of a heavy emphasis on armaments.

* Without American support, unlikely in any case, China might be driven
to settle with the Russians, exchanging a border treaty plus other
more iron-clad guarantees (such as one-sided demilitarization of the
regions near the border) for the eventual return of Sinkiang.

Such an outcome is not inevitable, however, and it is the risk
that the Chinese would neither come quickly to terms nor cease hostile
action that might convince the Soviets not to work up a level G inva-
sion of Sinkiang in the first place. Such a level of hostilities might,
for instance, sour Sino-Soviet relations for a long time and render
impossible Russian attempts to improve relations with any Chinese
regime, of whatever political character. Sinkiang might thus become
an albatross around Moscow's neck. Having reduced Chinese power tempo-
rarily and having unilaterally enforced a solution to the territorial
question, the Russians might find the Chinese girding for revenge in
the long run, quickening their attempts to build up military power,
and attempting to engage in a de factc alliance with the United States.10
Thus, a higher level of Russian short-term security might well be
purchased at the cost of even higher long—term insecurity. This is
to state the Soviet dilemma, once level G is reached, and it may be
for that reason that they will pull back.

The problem for Peking, if not for Moscow, would be magnified
severalfold were the level of violence to ascend to the nuclear level.
The major question then would be whether China, as the political entity
we presently know, would continue to exist. A post—-nuclear-war China
would tend to become the plaything of the powers, the more so as fac-
tional strife and the inability to achieve the necessary economic suc-

cesses would weaken her internally. A territorially truncated and

10It is at this point that one might be willing to entertain the
idea that Peking might be willing tacitly to put the Taiwan issue on
ice in order to effectuate a political settlement with the United
States in the face of the Russian threat.
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internally divided China would resemble the China of the early twentieth
century, and Asian polities would take on a cast similar to that period.
China would seek, from whatever quarter, protection from the Russians,
while the Soviet Union would want to push its advantage as far as pos-
sible. Aside from providing herself, for instance, with the cordon
sanitaire spoken of above, she might attempt to push past China to ex-
pand her influence in South, Southeast, and East Asia. She would also
attempt to marshal the resources gained as a result of the war and,
while the difficulties of swallowing too big a bite might be great in
the short run, if left to her own devices in the long run she probably
would be able to add to her own body politic the percentage so sub-

tracted from China.

V. IMPLICATIONS OF THESE OUTCOMES FOR AMERICAN GLOBAL AND FAR EASTERN
POLICY

To what extent would the character of world politics change as a
result of the various border dispute outcomes? TFrom the discussion
above, it would seem that the two not—openly acknowledged breakdowns
of the border talks, as well as reinstitution of Soviet coercive
diplomacy up to level F would pose no fundamental challenge to American
policy, inasmuch as these outcomes would change the present situation
but little. Neither would negotiated settlement as long as it were not
followed by significant Sino-Soviet rapprochement in other areas. On
the other hand, negotiated settlement coupled with such rapprochement
would indeed change the overall character of Sino-Soviet relations and,
hence, holds serious implications for American policy. The same would
be true of level G and above conflict between Russia and China. Thus,
there are three general cases, of which the latter two are of greater
policy interest since they may require positive American response.

Let us look at these three cases in turmn.

a. The "Stalemate" Option

"Stalemate"” includes all those outcomes to the present situation
which will not drastically change Sino-Soviet relations: negotiated

settlement not followed by more than marginal rapprochement in other
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important areas; breakdown of the border talks not followed by resump-
tion of the Soviet coercive diplomacy strategy; and breakdown indeed
followed by higher levels of fighting but only up to and including
level F (e.g., losses acceptable and fighting containable by China

and initiatives deliberately limited by Russia). None of these out-

- comes would seem to hold fundamental implications for American foreign
and military policy. Breakdown of the talks in either of the two not-
openly acknowledged manners would seem to carry the least set of
worries for Washington, for such outcomes are perhaps as close as
possible to restoration of the status quo ante of the March 1969 inci-
dents. Placing the border question aside in such a manner would prob-
ably pose the question of quo vadis Sino-Soviet relations efficiently
without centering on the recent history of border discord. It might,
in fact, be a prelude for more rational consideration of outstanding
problems by both sides, although it is more probable that, the border
problem having been shunted aside, the two would merely restore to
their previous place of prominence all the other outstanding differences
of ideology and substance. In any case, with regard to such questions
as disengagement in Vietnam and stabilization of Southeast Asian poli-
tics, the Arab-Israeli conflict, and redefinition of the practicalities
(and possibly the principles) of the American commitment to Europe

(the three issues most likely to engage American policymaking attention
in the period ahead), the effect of such Sino-Soviet changes would seem
to be minimal. On two further questions -~- basing changes in the Far
East and possible changes in the American strategic force structure to
include ABM and MIRV systems —- there is some possibility that lessen-
ing Chinese worries about possible Soviet attacks might enable them to
devote larger resoures to production of nuclear weapons and delivery
vehicles. Lessening of such worries might also lead the Chinese, as
well as the Soviets, to concern themselves more closely with the con-
flicts in Vietnam and Laos, with continued support (on the Chinese side)
of insurgent movements in Thailand and (more remotely) Burma and India.
But the level of investment of resources in all these cases would
probably be small, since the residue of suspicion on both»sides of

the Sino-Soviet border would no doubt remain strong. Moreover, the
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requirement for continual positioning of strong forces in the Far East
would forestall any large-scale Soviet transferal of troops and equip-
ment to the European scene. Finally, the Middle East situation seems
independent from the Sino-Soviet outcome discussed here,

The situation would also change comparatively little following
negotiated settlement, as long as that was not accompanied by, or begin
a process of, more than marginal rapprochement in other areas. It may
be true that the gap spoken of above between third state perception
and Sino-Soviet reality might cause the United States to fear that a
border treaty might be the prelude to restoration of closer Sino-Soviet
political and military ties. But if the stability (i.e., restoration
bf the verbal level of Sino-Soviet enmity to its pre-border clashes
level plus no tendency to restore good relations in other areas) follow-
ing negotiated settlement were to continue for a lengthy period, the
gap should narrow appreciably, if not entirely disappear. It is true
that negotiated settlement would enable both parties to redirect re-
sources away from defense of the border against each other. But it is
probable that such redirection will be long in coming and probably
marginal, in terms of overall defense budgets. Neither country would
wish to trust the other in the short run not to attack just because a
border treaty has been signed. Each will therefore wish to keep sub-
stantial forces in place. Further, an additional residue of suspicion
might well remain because of the possibly coercive manner of arriving
at a settlement. Finally, what resources on the Chinese side are freed
as a result of settlement will probably be earmarked for development
of nuélear weapons and delivery systems, a capability that is as likely
to be directed against the Soviet Union as against the United States.
All these possibilities support the contention that, in terms of actual
defense resource reallocation, the effect of settlement of the border
question upon American Far Eastern basing and strategic systems develop-
ment and deployment is likely to be minimal. As for Vietnam, Europe,
and the Middle East, while negotiated settlement would no doubt make
possible a general increase in Soviet attention levels and cause the
Chinese to increase their interest somewhat in Vietnam, the residue

of suspicion, continually high budget charges for efforts, planned or
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past, against each other, and the challenge of domestic priorities
should minimize the chances for greatly increased Soviet and/or Chinese
involvement.

The Russians might resume a strategy of coercive diplomacy follow-
+ ing breakdown of negotiations, escalating by stages up to but not beyond
level F (at each level offering to settle the talks), while the Chinese
adopted a posture of measured nonescalatory response (but not agreeing
to resumption of talks). As long as each party considered that it could
handle the initiatives threatened by the other, and as long as other
domestic or foreign factors did not intervene, stability would probably
follow. Stability would also tend to be a function of the rapidity of
escalation and the time spent at each level. If stability were achieved
and maintained, the consequences for American policy would not be great
in the practical sense, although in terms of foreign and military policy
planning, the range of choices (and constraints) might broaden somewhat.

Stable but actively military conflict between Russia and China would
tend to draw their policy attention away from other areas of foreign
involvement, extending American freedom of maneuver. But degree of
such enhancement might not be great, for the level of resources needed
to sustain conflict below level G are not great (at least for the
Russians), while the propensity to concentrate policymaking energies
on the border conflict would lessen once the conflict stabilized at
a given level. Indeed, the Soviets would need to concern themselves
with the Chinese situation only during actual military operations
(which, in our opinion, the Russians would purposely limit in duration)
and when moving up (or down) the escalatory ladder. It is true that
at such times the Russians would tend momentarily to lessen their in-
volvement in European, Southeast Asian, and Middle Eastern questioms.
But there would be little need for the Russians to think of withdrawing
ngge resources from those arenas or to cease or drastically lower the

level of their military aid (in the cases of North Vietnam and Egypt) or

" the level of force dispositions (in the case of East and Central Europe) .
As for changes in Soviet investment levels in strategic weapons systems,
level F and below-border conflict 1s likely to affect Soviet decisions
marginally, if at all; such border conflicts can be fought well enough
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with forces at hand and with conventional weapons. The Chinese, being
on the short end of the military stick, are more likely to lessen their
involvement in other areas of foreign policy. Principally, this means
limiting their potential for political-military pressure from Southeast
. Asia, India, and Taiwan. American policy in these areaéiﬁodié:-ébrres—
pondingly, have more freedom of action. But, as in the Soviet case,
Chinese attention to the border conflict, while necessarily greater
than the Soviet, would also tend to peak only when battles were fought
and when escalations were made.

It is also possible that, were the framework external to the border
conflict to change, the tendency of the fighting to stabilize might
be upset. Thus, for instance, if the United States sought to take
advantage of the conflict in one or more areas of concern, the result
might be a decision by the Soviet Union to cut down the level and pace
of the conflict, or for China to come to terms in the face of a perceived
change for the worse in other areas (the Middle East, say, for the
Soviet Union, and Southeast Asia for China). While such propensity
can be exaggerated, since when states are in actual conflict they
tend to put that the center of their immediate concern, the point to
be stressed is that there are limits to the increase in American free-
dom of action as a result of such conflict. Perhaps the best way to
view such increased freedom is in terms of the freedom not to have to
deal with additional initiatives by either Russia or China and not
the freedom to initiate system-disturbing moves of its own. Stabilized
Sino-Soviet conflict below level G would benefit the United States
chiefly by providing additional time to deal with outstanding problems.
Thus, the Vietnam conflict would at least have the potential to be
settled on terms less unfavorable to optimum American goals, bad judg-
ment of relations with Japan could continue, and a general restructuring
of American relations with noncommunist Asian nations might continue
in its present direction. The United States could proceed at its present
pace with constructing an ABM system, and could devote a higher percent-

age of its total resources to solution of internal problems and to non-

Asian foreign policy issues.
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In Europe, a relatively low Soviet military pressure would give
NATO a chance to pay more attention to improving political and economic
relations and permit the East European communist regimes the possi-
bility (admittedly small since the Czechoslovak events of 1968) to
progressively "liberalize" themselves.11 The Berlin question might
be left in abeyance or even "solved" by Soviet-Western agreement. In
the Middle East, the Soviets would be less inclined to press for solutions
on their terms or to introduce troops into the area, while the Chinese
would continue to be frozen out. In the developing world as a whole,
the Russian program of penetration would move forward at a somewhat
reduced pace, while the Chinese would find little opportunity to pursue
their "people's war' strategy at any but a verbal level.

An important question is what happens when stability of the border
conflict seems threatened. It is conceivable that the Soviets might
be content to play a waiting game on the border, calculating that they
could handle any possible Chinese initiatives with forces already in
place and that, with properly timed and placed initiatives of their
own, the Chinese could be shown that it paid them to come to terms.
This could continue for a lengthy period if the Soviets pinned their
hopes on a successor regime in Peking settling the problem once and
for all. But the Russians might tire of the game, especially if their
hopes in post-Maoist policy changes are not borne out, as now seems
likely. They might threaten, and then carry out, escalation to or
beyond level G. Motivation for such a change might come from the
desire to free themselves for greater involvement in problems else—
where and by the realization that the very situation which their present
strategy is designed to forestall —-- the growth of a strong and un-
friendly China -- is by their own policy coming ever-closer to reality.

If such a juncture in Soviet policy comes, it would mean a severe

llOn the other hand, it can be argued that the Soviet Union,
girding for a possible showdown with China, would wish first to assure
the stability of its East European flank. Hence, it might be argued,
the Russians would move drastically to suppress liberalizing or in-
dependence tendencies in such countries as Romania, and even in Yugo-
slavia and Albania.
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challenge to American foreign and military policy, not only with regard
to the Soviet Union and mainland China themselves but to its entire

position in Asia and, possibly, elsewhere.

b. Sino-Soviet War12

If a Sino-Soviet war (e.g., level G conflict and above) emerged
from breakdown of the negotiations, a different range of implications
would face American policymakers. A China soundly defeated by Russia
could no longer aspire to superpower status and, possibly, would not
even continue in the ranks of great powers. World politics might well
revert to their bipolar form of the 1950s, with the difference that the
Soviet Union would now possess vastly increased resources and, more
importantly, a fear-inspiring military policy. The United States would
once again have to head a revived coalition of 'free world" states.

The difficulties for the United States of managing such a coalition

are not hard to imagine, for to succeed in deterring the Russians from
further aggression, such a coalition would have to be even more tightly
drawn than that of the 1950s. Under present and foreseeable conditions,
the probabilities of success would be less. World politics would be
simpler in form, but it might be more dangerous, for while the potential
variety in the present rapidly evolving alliance structure is great, in
a tight bipolar system, the number of combinations are by definition
minimal. The possibilities for nuclear confrontation might be thus
maximized, especially with the Soviet Union the stronger state. The
implications for American domestic politics are also dismal, for more

" thus competing

resources would have to be devoted to a ''mew cold war,
for funds which many would presently like to devote to solution of
domestic problems.

The situation in the Far East following a large Sino-Soviet war

would be particularly detrimental for the United States. This country

12Current trends in both Sino-Soviet and Sino-American relations
seem to point in directions opposite to a border war. Nonetheless,
it seems useful to analyze this possibility not only for the sake of
completeness but also because world politics often changes its char-
acter quickly.
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would have to face the Soviet Union throughout Asia without the existing
buffer of a strong China. Although ensuing developments would depend
largely on how badly China was hurt in the war, the following political
outcomes appear likely. First, Asian politics would tend to resemble
the early twentieth century picture. The United States might again be

' Now,

cast in the role of protector of China's "territorial integrity.’
however, political dealings over the body of China would have to be con-
ducted in the presence of an immeasurably strengthened Soviet Union and
in the absence of assistance from allies or from the uncertainties af-
forded by multipolar politics. Thus, the United States might (if it
perceived its interest to be served by protecting China's sovereignty)
find itself asked to fight for China, not by diplomatic methods (as
earlier in the century), but by military means and this time possibly

in China itself.

Second, as noted, China would cease to be a world power (or, more
accurately, a power aspiring to world status) and possibly even cease
to be a regional power of consequence. Much would depend upon internal
political arrangements in China following the war, If, for instance,
the regionalism implicit at the height of the Cultural Revolution re-
emerged in stronger form, China might betray a tendency to 'break up."
If the United States wished to preserve Chinese independence from the
Soviet Union, it might become necessary to become heavily involved in
internal Chinese politics, with all the consequences that might follow,
or stand alone bearing a shield behind which Chinese warlords would
compete for supreme domestic power. Whether American public opinion
would understand the complexities of, and hence approve, such involve-
ment is dubious.

Third, the current American plan to withdraw from intimate involve-
ment in Asian politics would be contradicted by the new turn in events.
National interest and power political considerations might dictate
greater involvement, while domestic opinion, on the other hand, might
demand a hands-off attitude. Given the Vietnam experience, it is diffi-
cult to envisage a future American President advancing the national
interest in this manner while at the same time flouting domestic opinion.

Thus, the Soviet Union, having defeated China in war, might be left
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largely alone to reconstruct Chinese politics along lines that suit her.
Finally, even if the Soviet Union chooses to leave China alone, that
country may be unable to feed and clothe her large population adequately,
as a result of large-scale social disorganization. A Chinese govern-

- ment might then turn in desperation to the United Sfates for assistance
and relief, a development that might threaten to drain American resources
intolerably or further involve the United States in internal Chinese
politics.

Other outcomes of a large—-scale Sino-Soviet war are also dissimilar
tc those flowing from negotiated settlement. Assuming that the Russians
would choose not to garrison large parts of China, and that a post-
attack China would remain militarily weak for some time, Soviet forces
could be released for redeployment to other areas (East Europe, possibly
the Middle East); funds could be released for economic growth or to
purchase new (or merely more) strategic weapons for potential use against
the United States; and the Russians might lose some of their present
interest in strategic arms limitation talks.

With regard to Vietnam, the future would be somewhat unclear. A
post-attack China would be in no position to support North Vietnam and
the Viet Cong (or, for that matter, the Thai or Burmese rebels) mili-
tarily, politically, or economically. The Soviet Union would attempt
to take over as the major communist supporting power. North Vietnam,
seeing no other intra-Socialist camp power to use to ward off the
Soviet bearhug and now wholly dependent on the Russians for supplying
war material for their involvement in South Vietnam,13 would probably
see no alternative other than working closely with the Russians.

While this could theoretically result in Soviet pressure on Hanoi to

— 13Supply problems might or might not ease, depending on the
‘economic, political, and military state of a post-attack China. If
there is a pliant Chinese government in control of its population,
and if Soviet-inflicted damage to the transportation system were
not too great, supplies could get through easier than at certain
times during the Cultural Revolution and surely easier than during
a Soviet-Chinese military confrontation. On the other hand, if a
residual Chinese government is hostile, if local warlordism makes
travel and tramnsportation risky, and if damage to the transportation
system is extensive, obviously it will be difficult to send Soviet
supplies through. to Hanoi.
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come to a Geneva-like settlement14 with the United States over the
future of South Vietnam, it is more likely that the Soviets would not
take advantage of Hanoi in this manner but continue their materiel
'Aff?port of the North's military activities in the South. While there
would possibly be a series of political changes in Hanoi, as the "pro-
Russian" group now attempted to oust the 'pro-Chinese' group from the
Politburo, it is unlikely that this would change the North's willing-
ness to prosecute the war.

Would nuclear attack give the Soviets some sort of strategic ad-
vantage over the United States in terms of missile deployments, mega-
tonnage versus warhead numbers, and the like? It appears to the writer
that subtracting the Chinese factor from both sides of the Soviet-
American strategic equation would leave the present balance relatively
undisturbed. Both would redirect the China portion of their total
warhead-megatonnage against the other, and the job of deterrence would
be somewhat simplified. The Nth country problem would no longer be so
critical (this would probably have beneficial effects on prospects for
the nonproliferation treaty), and each of the superpowers would have
much less difficulty identifying the origin of an incoming missile.

The status of American bases in Asia following Soviet victory over
China is interesting. Many of those bases were initially comstructed
as a deterrent against Chinese expansion into the states on her north-

eastern and southeastern peripheries. With a greatly weakened post-war

14At the Geneva Conference in 1954, the Soviet Union advised the
North Vietnamese to settle for less of a gain than they might other-
wise have obtained. Soviet motivations for this action probably
stemmed (among other things) from their desire to balance off possible
American pressure through recommending a compromise solution. 1If a
new Geneva Conference were convened to formalize the end of the present
war, and if the attending states assembled in the wake of a successful
‘large—scale attack on China, it is doubtful whether the Soviet Union
would need to worry too much about great American pressure on Hanoi.
The Russians would surely wish to assure that Hanoi would stand up
under great American pressure, but it is doubtful whether the United
States would be in a position to exert it, the Russians having thus
crossed the nuclear threshold and American pressure a direction func-
tion of its relative success in the south. If China were crippled by
the Soviet attack, her participation in Vietnam war settlement pro-
ceedings would be unlikely.
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China, at least some bases would lose much of their original rationale.
Host countries might call for American withdrawal when that rationale
was no longer present. But a new rationale might come into existence,
for these bases would be very useful in direct American involvement on
" the Chinese mainland, either as supply points for economic recovery and
welfare programs or as staging areas for military protection of Chinese
provinces against deep Soviet military incursions. Much would depend
on the nature of the post—attack Chinese regime, and on the Soviet
resolve to push their advantage. If, for instance, the Russians used
the shock of their victory to demand United States withdrawal from its
Asian bases, local host governments might feel 1t necessary to appease
the Russians lest they meet the same fate as the Chinese. In additiom,
a post—-attack Chinese government might attempt to appease the Soviets
by reinforcing the new Soviet demand for American military withdrawal
from Asia. Local host governments might find the combined pressure
unbearable and give in or be driven into a much closer relationship
with the United States. The strength of the American leadership would
determine the outcome from that point. If domestic American opinion
in the aftermath of the Vietnam war forces a sharp curtailment of
American overseas commitments, it is difficult to see how America could
provide the necessary leadership.

The United States might thus be pushed and pulled out of Asia,
with the result that a "fortress America' psychology might take firm
hold. On the other hand, the Russians might choose not to push their
advantage or, finding it necessary to pbysicallynoccupy parts of China
(not a likely possibility in our opinion), consider that they would
have their hands full. 1In that case, not much would change and the
United States could use the breathing space to fashion a new anti-
Soviet Asian coalition. The important point, however, is that the
Soviet Union, and not the United States, would control the options --

-a fundamental change indeed. .

c. Negotiated Settlement with Rapprochement

A negotiated Sino-Soviet border settlement, followed by rapproche-

ment in other key areas and unaccompanied by improvement in either
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Soviet—-American or Sino-American relations, would tend to bipolarize
world politics. If the Soviets and the Chinese could agree on important
issues and either not wish or not be able to improve their relations
with the United States, they would tend to regard this country as their

. common enemy. Such a development would tend over time to free Russian
:'forces from the Far Eastern arena for possible deployment to East Europe,
European Russia, or even beyond the bounds of present Soviet military
influence. The negative implications are obvious for NATO, for possible
liberalizing trends in East Europe (the question of Romania and even
Yugoslavia might be raised in serious and overt form), and the Soviet-
American Arab-Israeli balance in the Middle East. Were this to occur

in a period (as seems to the author likely at the moment) of American
retrenchment and incipient neo-isolationism, the results for the American
world political position could well be disastrous.15 The Russians would
also enjoy released funds to finance new strategic weapons systems and
develop their domestic economy. This might cause Soviet growth rates

to turn upwards from already relatively high levels. Implications for
strategic arms limitation talks are not clear. But surely the Soviets
could use their new power to drive a harder bargain with the United
States.

As for Sino—American relations, rapprochement with Moscow would
tend to put a damper on present Chinese incentives for dickering with
Washington as a makeweight against the Russians. Although Peking might
wish to take out some insurance against possible renewal of Sino-Soviet
tensions, it is equally probable that the natural ideology of the two
communist parties (despite a decade of differences) would combine with
the still unsolved nature of the Taiwan question to place severe limits
on Sino-American rapprochement. Much would, of course, depend on the

state of Sino-American relations and on who was in power in Peking.

15It might be argued that, depending on whether or how far possible
post-settlement rapprochement goes, negotiated settlement might cut
short these emerging American attitudes. Our statement is made on
the presumption that, while international events such as these do in-
fluence the character of domestic opinion, the latter has a momentum
of its own and is dependent more on domestic than international develop-
ments.
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1f, for instance, rapprochement between Peking and Washington had pro-
ceeded far enough by the time of Sino-Soviet agreement on thebborder,
improvement of relations with Washington could well proceed to more
advanced stages. While it is impossible to foretell the nature and
. pace of Sino—American relations emerging from the Nixon visit to Peking,
it is likely that solution of such problems as Taiwan and the nature
of the American defense commitment to its present Far Eastern allies
will require a protracted period of negotiations. The Chinese, it
should be noted, are in a position to modulate the pace of the change
in relations with Washington and with Moscow. Thus, they can, if
they wish, use the emerging tie with Washington as a makeweight against
Moscow to drag out negotiations until they are stronger militarily or
to drive a harder bargain if they decide to settle in the short run.
In any case, settlement of the border question, whether or not
it were followed or accompanied by settlement with Washington, would
hold predictable outcomes for Chinese domestic and foreign policy.
Internally, similar kinds of spin-offs are predictable: resources
would be freed; tensions, the by-product of a state of siege, eased;
economic development quickened; and the probabilities of a new Cultural
Revolution (the last one was partially justified in terms of the per-
nicious influence of Soviet-style thinking inside China) possibly
lessened. China would be freer to take a greater interest in South
and Southeast Asian politics, with obvious implications for the Sino-
Indian border problem, Indo-Pakistani relations, and Chinese support
for insurgencies in Southeast Asia. The outlook for Sino-Soviet-
Japanese relations is unclear. Again, much would depend on American
policy. If this country were in the throes of exit (without victory)
from Vietnam and a scaling down of external commitments everywhere,
the Japanese might feel constrained to decide whether to increase
their own defenses significantly (which could mean deciding between
leaning on what might appear to them as an increasingly weak American
‘reed, on the one hand, and possibly deciding to go nuclear, on the
other) or to adopt a policy of appeasement toward the tég ;ééﬁfé}ﬁt
states. If the Socialist Party were to come to power in such a situa-

tion, the latter might be more probable.
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How might Sino-Soviet rapprochement affect the Vietnam war and
the peace talks? Materially, the short-term influence on the war would
probably be slight: although Soviet supplies would flow more easily
(as the Chinese would not slow them up or block them altogether), Hanoi
presently has enough inventory so that more supplies will contribute
only marginally to the war in the south. In the longer run, however,
the increased flow of supplies might prove important, especially if
new weapons systems were introduced. This might put a new face on the
conduct and the outcome of the war. Certainly Vietnamization would be
more difficult. More serious would be the influence of the agreement
on Hanoi and in Paris. The beginnings of rapprochement would probably
encourage Hanoi to maintain a hard-line stance. Further, the North
Vietnamese would be relieved of having to walk a tightrope between
Moscow and Peking. In Paris, the Viet Cong and Hanoi would prébably
become more difficult to bargain with and would possibly even increase
the severity of their terms. Thus, a turnaround in Sino-Soviet rela-
tions might hold serious implications for American involvement in Viet-
nam. The war could possibly intensify. All this would tend to lock
both sides into a long-term struggle unless, of course, the United
States has determined to exit, come what may.

The influence of a negotiated settlement cum rapprochement on
American efforts to repair its relations with Peking is, at first
glance, cloudy. In an effort to balance rapprochement with the Soviet
Union, China might move to a position of somewhat less distant rela-
tions with Washington. In other words, Peking might switch to a
balance of power policy. The other possibility -- that border settle-
ment plus rapprochement would increase China's enmity against the
United States —— seems a more likely outcome, for the objective impedi-

‘ments standing in the way of improving Sinoc-Soviet relations are much
less formidable than those preventing improvement of Sino-American
relations. As long as the Talwan question separates Peking and

Washington, it is difficult to foresee any meaningful change in policy
toward the United States. If the border problem were solved and
improvements of relations in other significant areas followed, while
the Taiwan issue remained, it is likely that Sino-Soviet relations
will improve at the expense of the United States.
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Implications for American military policy depend on the period
of time under discussion. In the short run, not much would cﬁange.
American counterforce policy presently presumes that both Moscow and
Peking are 'the enemy," and the United States deploys sufficient war-
. heads and delivery vehicles to assure high-probability destruction of
all important targets in both countries. Rapprochement following a
new border treaty would not change this situation materially. The
same can be said for American basing policy in the Asian quarter of
the globe. That policy depends upon, and is presently congruent with,
American strategic concepts. In the longer run (five years or more),
however, American base rights, force requirements, and treaty limi-
tations (e.g., a strategic arms limitation treaty placing, say, upper
bounds on warhead numbers or megatonnage, or freezing the type or loca-
tions of delivery vehicles) could change substantially. Thus, require-
ments for additional bases to service nuclear-bearing submarines or
house strategic bombers, as a result of stronger Soviet and Chinese
missile forces (the factor of hardening of launch sites would also
have to be worked in) might well conflict with the decreased avail-
ability of such bases in a post-Okinawa reversion, post-Vietnam war
period. Since, by postulation, border agreement with rapprochement
would mean halting, and possibly reversing the decline of Sino-Soviet
relations, China and the Soviet Union would tend more and more to tar-
get their missile and bomber fleets on the United States rather than
partially on each other. In the longer run, this might well tax
American resources. Finally, if MIRV were banned, the longer term
targeting problems against a continuously hostile China might become
expensive. Since American nuclear deterrence against China must
primarily be seaborne or island;based to avoid overflying Soviet air-
:space, extensive Chinese missile deployment plus hardening of launch
ésites would cause a large rise in the number of sea- and island-launched
‘warheads necessary to counter that buildup. If only non-MIRV Poseidon
‘missiles were allowed, it might necessitate further deployment of

nuclear missile-bearing submarines.
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VI, POLICY OPTIONS FOR THE UNITED STATES

The options we see laid out at present before Soviet and Chinese
decisionmakers are negotiated settlement (with or without rapprochement),
level G or above Sino-Soviet war, breakdown not followed by resumption
of conflict, and level F and below conflict following breakdown. Which
of these should the United States encourage, which should it discourage,
and about which should it remain neutral? And what effect would various
United States policies exert on these possible outcomes, and on American-
Chinese and American-Soviet relations? This section attempts initial
answers to these questions. While it is possible to set out opinions
on each, it should be realized that present and projected American
policy is a factor in Sino-Soviet relations and thus that answers to
one of those sets cannot be kept entirely separate from the other.
During the negotiating period, it seems apparent that the United States
should remain neutral to the fact of negotiations while appearing mildly
encouraging concerning hopes for a positive outcome. Moreover, the best
interests of the United States would appear to be to do what it could,
once negotiations seemed to be breaking down, to influence the two
parties in the direction of either of the non-openly acknowledged out-
comes: these provide the highest probability of continual sino-Soviet
dissension without the kind of military escalation which China could
not handle. This, of course, would have to fit within the framework
of the present American policy of treating the two parties equally
while simultaneously working to improve bilateral Sino-American rela-
tions. If open-acknowledged breakdown occurred and if military oper-
ations resumed, the United States would probably wish to do what it
could to convince the two contending parties not to escalate beyond
level F. Finally, American policy would probably wish to discourage
Sino-Soviet rapprochement following negotiated settlement and to warn
of the deleterious consequences for all of large-scale war.

Let us consider each of these policy options in somewhat greater
detail. During the period of negotiations, the United States can per—
haps do no more than keep a close watch on developments. Indeed, the
longer Sino-Soviet relations remain in a state of suspense, the more

time the United States has to carry out policy changes and initiative
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elsewhere without greater threat of increasing Soviet and Chinese in-
volvement. Thus, for instance, the process of Vietnamization presumably
benefits from prolonged negotiations, as do American attempts to prevent
the Middle East conflict from escalating further. (This is not to imply,
of course, that the pattern of events in these and other areas is totally
independent of Sino-Soviet involvement; the point is that continuing
uncertainty over the border probably introduces additional caution into
proposals in Moscow and Peking for increased involvement in such areas.)
The main American effort, however, aside from declared neutrality, would
seem to be to watch closely for signs of impending change -- either
breakdown or successful conclusion of negotiations. If the latter
appears near at hand, perhaps the United States should move in whatever
way 1t can to forestall significant post-settlement rapprochement. This
might involve hints (or more, depending on what stage by then the Sino-
American talks had reached) of improving bilateral relations with Peking
at a more rapid rate. While it is likely that the pace of such change
will continue to be dictated by Peking, the degree of rapidity and

range of American proposals might be increased at that time.

If breakdown appears increasingly likely, the United States might
wish to encourage China and the Soviet Union to break off talks in as
gentle and unobtrusive a manner as possible. This would make Soviet
military escalation more difficult. Unfortunately, specific means for
encouraging them to favor this sort of outcome are not apparent, at
least to the author. Perhaps the most that could be done would be to
hint at changes in American policy 1f the Soviets ended the talks in
an abusive manner and followed this up with resumption of military
action. With regard to Peking, perhaps demonstrating the virtues of
non-openly acknowledged breakdown would help them to press this point
of view upon Moscow.

1f negotiated settlement is indeed followed by the beginning of
rapprochement in important areas, the United States would be in a
particularly difficult policy dilemma. On the one hand, a policy of
suspicion and negative reaction to each stage or act of apparent
rapprochement would tend to drive the two communist powers back

together faster and further than they would otherwise go. On the
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other hand, matching each act of rapprochement with some positiyg
political, military, or economic change in American poliéy, i; an
attempt to convince either Peking or Moscow that the benefits of
closer relations with the United States equal those stemming from

. closer Sino-Soviet ties, might well lead either or both to conclude
that American policy can be manipulated at will merely by moving
closer (or acting as if they were) in their own mutual relations.
Perhaps the best policy would be one of eschewing the extremes

of each alternative, looking to the protection of American interests
without appearing to be overly worried about rapprochement while, at
the same time, continuing the policy of treating both parties equally
and moving toward eventual agreement with Peking on important

issues. The problem is that, if rapprochement between Moscow and
Peking were to begin in earnest, the steps to protect its interests
which the United States might be forced to take might themselves

tend to get in the way of continuation of the present policies. In
this regard, it should be noted that American latitude to deal with
the Soviet Union and China is perhaps greatest in a pre-rapprochement
period and increasingly less as rapprochement proceeds. It might be
best to build up as much "credit" as possible with the present, or a
post-Maoist, or a post-settlement, regime in Peking in order that it
think twice about moving into Moscow's orbit or be encouraged to
resist Moscow's invitations to move further toward rapprochement.

The basic policy would be to make the Chinese leadership realize that
the door to Washington is open and there is an "American option' to be
taken up if they so choose. (This may, incidentally, also help Peking
to resist Soviet threats if negotiations fail and military operations
resume.) Changes in American policy (or, better, changes in policy by
both Peking and Washington) before rapprochement would help to offset
'a natural tendency for Marxist-Leninist states to close ranks once
-outstanding practical and ideological disputes seem on the way to
settlement. While that point may never come, given the present range
of differences between Russia and China, such factors as the impend-
ing éhange of leadership in Peking and the seemingly intractable nature

of the Taiwan problem make such a tendency not entirely unlikely.
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Negotiated settlement not followed by rapprochement would probably
mean that the various historic points of difference between the two
parties and states would resume their previous places. The difference
now would be that a low point in the decline of their relations may
- have been reached, since the probability of war would have receded.

It is true that the Soviets might at some point launch a surprise attack
against Chinese nuclear installations or that the border agreement might
break down over the details of implementation. But the longer the period
after treaty settlement without such occurrences, the less would be their
probability.

Negotiated settlement not followed by rapprochement might open up
new possibilities for institution of a new tripolar balance of power
among the United States, the Soviet Union, and China, and American
policymakers would have to choose whether to accentuate such a develop-
ment or retard it. Much would depend on the situation in other important
areas —— Southeast Asia and the Middle East in particular. To cite
only one instance: promoting the political-military status of China
as a counter to the Soviet Union (the United States playing the role
of the balancer) might lead to allowing China its own sphere of in-
terest, which could only be Southeast Asia. Whether and to the extent
the United States would wish to allow such a development would depend
closely on the outcome (or the projected outcome) of the Vietnam con-
flict and on American relationships with such states as Thailand.

During the period immediately after settlement, there would
possibly be a temptation for the United States to increase its defen-
sive military posture in the Far East in anticipation of the deleter-
ious military consequences that might follow from rapprochement.
Although Sino-Soviet rapprochement in other areas might indeed occur,
American forbearance might prevent a vicious circle of response-
‘counterresponse from being instituted. Negotiated settlement not
ffollowed by rapprochement would provide the United States with an ex-
tended period within which to continue ité present range of policies
toward the Soviet Union and China. 1In this regard, such an outcome,
along with continuation of negotiations over a long period, would be

most desirable for the United States in requiring the least amount of
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short-term policy change and, again, providing time within which to
continue to work for longer-term changes.

American options and priorities change somewhat 1f breakdowm of
negotiations is followed by resumption of conflict. They change
~greatly if the level of violence moves to level G or above. The major
task for Washington would be to discourage violence at the higher
levels, as inimical to American interests, but not discourage fighting
at lower levels of violence as long as settlement or uncontrolled es-
calation were avoided. The major parameter is the inability, and the
inadvisability, of the United States to interfere in the course of
the conflict once it starts. It follows that most of the American
policy latitude would have to be exercised before resumption of
fighting and not after. On the other hand, the United States does
have an interest, which should perhaps be expressed, in the outcome
of the fighting, particularly at level G and above.

The dilemma for Washington would be how to convey American con-
cern about the consequences of fighting, without threatening or hint-
ing American involvement in any direct material way, while at the same
time doing what it could to assure that level G and above fighting is
not reached. Since our assumption is that it would be the Soviet Union,
and not China, that would initiate fighting upon breakdown of nego-
tiations, and that it is the Soviet Union which has the capability to
punish the Chinese to whatever degree they might wish, it follows that
diplomatic warnings (such as they might be) would have to go primarily
to Moscow and what indirect material involvement as may seem possible
would go primarily te Peking. In the former case, it might be necessary
to convey warnings to the Soviet Union as level G conflict approached,
together with an analysis of the changes for the worse which the Russians
could expect in Moscow-Washington relations which might follow continued
‘escalation. 1If a warning were couched in such a manner that it did
zleave room for doubt as to American reaction following level F ‘and
below attacks, the Russians would know to what level they coﬁi& go
without incurring American reaction. This would not violate American
interests, since level F and below attacks constitute one form of

stalemate. It is true that the gist of such a warning probably would
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become known to Peking; the trick then would be to convince the Chinese
that the United States was attempting to shore her up against the Soviet
Union while at the same time trying not to unduly interfere in, prolong,
or widen the conflict.

The United States might also make it known to the Russians that
success in such negotiations as the strategic arms limitation talks
would turn at least partially on the absence of Soviet level G and
above attacks on China. It might even be desirable, in a situation
following breakdown of Sino-Soviet negotiations, to propose to bring
the Chinese into the talks or to other arenas of disarmament negotia-
tions. Finally, the United States might tie deterrence of level G
and above attacks to such questions as Middle East settlement, the
future of NATO and the Warsaw Bloc, (i.e., European security as a
whole) and with Soviet-American relations as a whole. It might be
beneficial to stress that the policy of "treating them equal" is in-
tended as one means of fostering better relations with Peking. Although
there would be no intention of causing a decline in Soviet-American
relations to the degree the Sino-American relations improved, it could
be made clear to Moscow (as well as to Peking) that one reason for
American initiative was concern that American interests were indeed
involved once the level of violence moved beyond a certain (level G)
point.

One possibility is for the United States to render indirect
material aid to Peking. While a number of economic and trade measures
come to mind, consideration could also be given to convincing Peking
of the lessening danger of possible invasion by Chinese Nationalist
forces on Taiwan and the offshore islands. One means to this end is
to convince the Nationalists of the wisdom of withdrawing the seemingly
excessive numbers of military personnel from the offshore islands.

.This would hold the double virtue of putting the Communists at ease
‘psychologically and encouraging them to transfer troops to the Soviet
‘border to defend against level F and below attacks. Convincing the
Nationalists that partial withdrawal from the offshore islands is a
good idea would obviously take some talking. Perhaps the American
initiative could be in terms of the long-term survivability of Taiwan
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itself (forestalling Soviet attack, preventing Sino-Soviet rapproche-
ment, or continuing the present stalemate for as long as possible all
contribute to Taiwan's security, while the negatives of each of these
calls that security into question or, at least, makes Natjonalist return
to the mainland even less likely); of the reversible nature of such a
move (forces moved off the islands could be moved back, if desired, at

a later date); and of the connection between such a move and American
supplies for reequipping a more modern but smaller Nationalist Army

of the future.
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