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Some Aspects of the Cultural Exchange between the USSR |
and East Germany .

*x

S Sl A iy % 4
g A e P L M
A RN C T
'i_ . J -!..:J-'.‘.._t-.r* i . 1
3 = "."F" 1 " i

L AT

. -
. L]
F
e |
-
- -
—
. "
o L '
: '-I-lu!'r
B .. y ¥

i " r -

‘ e, 3 . 3 e ‘i" 1 ﬂ ) - 2 PR g - : - g
BN AT R s L S iy LR T N T
Ny . Lt tiﬁ,iﬁfﬂ-hﬁ:‘_&ﬁﬁ & '5'..-, P i o W

i . § ( - I L / 1 o W e iy, LETY R S .

b e T e el S o SR U VR i bkl SO L LY e S T LTS S L3 k




* rﬂ.r .

A . K o - & L

i / . S, i g B A i

A 4 r Fla . A " R - o
a—— H:' . ."':-IJ.“'I e 1 ! Q*M' sl o -y
3 ﬁ ; o b RO ; \ T <7
. wi F" . £T AN e . r-?"-
* " - » w ."- §
H F v | . g d

Ly

N

- - = -. - @ - L] E -"
A ey . A . R AL
& Ir .* 1-" - i g ". "'Ii 1 . ;rll S
JI' ’!I 1 - B
) -
t
h i
o b
y
]
L
'- ™
Y
' A
s L
] L] [} »
AN '
A Y
t; '__"‘H'
',
Il L1 | s L =i F i .’ = . - . 4 :!
- § hl-} '1“' L hy A
N 3 |« L i i b = W .
- 5 e 1 =y i.. e
il : o | 1 ‘: L it .- L ]:.* ‘ -:'- .. X
Bl P . : B L e Ry :
5 ey :_"ur B W ok x? & ] o 't
. . T b gl o = e ™ e ey
) 'l-"i L : _|. 7 e o N s
RN Pt ﬁ o s .
‘L.].' : :'H _‘-__.'l. - ' " . d § |".-r. 'I'| ‘n.‘
il . l\.!_ i, o -“u d e L e i
¥ -1 - x “ ¥ - )

January 1964

Jen P . = & o . - ¥ )
] - i :
el . N 1 ST T oy
i - y '
& " - i - % o 'I'| L
S e - & R =
'y g e > e
: = = il i . " B " L - g
e L] i T r r
o - ;- W .l__'__. ""I_f' Y ' i . -. . .
. 5 4 L L !
] - E
- st X wa A
B 1 w - juF L
L e = i Ii -~ -
2.7 . b $ce |
I-. . Ii‘. . | oy N
% .rr L r. I ol
I o - L)
g g T8 . ¥ . F ¢ -
- -‘ 1 - L
3 , | ] ] 3
y - - . - L
=
L3 2 -

- it the Meeting-Point Between Two Communist Empires
- K. Paviov R

In 2 previous article, the present writer pointed out that there is 2 certain
iendency in the West to regard the present Sino-Soviet conflict as a continuation
@ of the ancient struggle between a vast but ramshackle China and an aggressive e
# and imperialistic Russia, who has gradually extended her Asiatic territories at g
the expense of China’s northern and northwesterly possessions.! It was also com- % ‘*‘.ﬁ S

mented that the adherents of this view either completely ignore the ideological e
| aspect of the conflict and the rivalry between the Soviet and Chinese Communist
%Parties and their leaders Mao Tse-tung and Khrushchev, or else regard these
| factors as 2 mask used by both countries to conceal a steadily worsening clash
- ot national interests. They argue that (a) starting from the seventeenth century, S
| Russia, taking advantage of China’s weakness, took from her huge areas in Siberia, S
| the Far East and what is now Soviet Central Asia; (b) China, having become o
. powerful under Mao Tse-tung’s centralized authority, is now prepared to fight
i for the return of all land lost by her in past centuries, including land now belong-
H{ing to the Soviet Union; (c) the Chinese government is forced to pursuc such a
iipolicy by the country’s serious overpopulation; (d) to the north and northwest
siot China lic the half-deserted Asiatic regions of the USSR, to much of which
1{China has legitimate claims; (¢) the huge numbers of Chinese massed along the
|Soviet frontiers will eventually pour into the Soviet Union itself in an irresistible
qwave. Thus, the American journal Newsweel wrote: |

LS

The eastern half of the Soviet Union is a vast empty land, teeming with untapped <l R
resources; China’s population, which will pass the 1 billion mark by 1980, is bmstix'\g** el e L
out ot tts own trontiers.= - e S (A RS = F 43
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A year later, in March 1963, the British Zconoanist remarked that “Russia has |
been disturbed by the large number of Chinese colonising northern Manchutia
and Sinkiang, which are just south of Russia’s border.”® In September 1963,
Chinese government statements and an editorial in the newspaper Jes Min Jib Pao
of September 5, 1963, revealed that the USSR had hospirtably accepted some tens £
of thousands of refugees from the Sinkiang-Uighur autonomous region of the §
Chinese People’s Republic who had crossed the Sovict frontier in the spring and |
summer of 1962, to escape trom hunger and religious and political persecution &

according to the Soviet press.t 7/e New Yore Tisps made the {ollowing comment: &

The Chinese-Soviet conflict appesss to be neading toward revival of traditions
greatpower Russian and Chinese tergitonisl sivainies in the Asian heardand. This &
was the interpretation advanced by the dislomanc specialists upon the sharpemny
quarrel between Peking and Moscow over cvents Riong their remote Sinkiany. &
KNazakhstan border. Chinese allcgavons of Soviet intrigue this border arca sic &
seen as a new step In a long-range Ciunase arive 1 regatn the vast tOrTITo 0SS 1
by the Chinese Empire in the mineico: ‘n century to Russia and otaer nations.® |

e - ‘l

Let us now examine the truth of 1Gese asszruons,

.-..i.. I

Foa
‘.a-.
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Until 1963, neither government nor prass of either the Soviet Union or Ui
had given any serious grounds for supposing that there were any WNrespived
territorial disputes between the two cousmiries, Mot even (Uhiang iKai-shek’s
government had ever made such 2 suggestion, at least not officially. Nevertueless, 2
in about 1959, in connection with China’s ever more aggressive policy, which )
manifested itself in the frontier conflict with Indiz, the territorial dispute with%
Burma and the deterioration of relations with Djakarta, reports began to appear &
in the Western press to the effect that Mao Tse-tung’s government was bent on §
recovering several regions which China had lost to Russia in past centuries.
Probably the most important piece of evidence used to support this theory was a j§
map entitled “The Seizure of Chinese Territory by the Imperialists in 1840-1919,” &
showing the Chinese frontiers in 1840 and in 1919, which appeared in 1954 in§

e Liu Pei-hua’s book A Brief History of Modern China, reissued in 1960.° Among §

' the regions lost by China during this period the map includes most of the arcaj
now occupied by the Soviet Central Asian republics, a large part of Kazakhstan, |
the Amur and Primorie regions, the island of Sakhalin, certain regions bordering

; on India and Nepal, Bhutan, Burma, the Andaman Islands, Malaya, Thailand,

o Indochina, Formosa, the Ryukyu Islands, the Sulu Archipelago and Korea.

However, it is questionable whether the appearance in 1954 of such a map as an
Nustration to a historical work and the reissue of this work in 1960 should be

W ol By Ry, La T o
TEERATAE ST -

§ RLAIY

e 3 The Econortist, London, March 16, 1963.

Bl vis. 4 The New York Times, Scptember 7, 1963.

Wi S [bid., Scptember 11, 1963. - | :

¢ Liu Pci-hua, Hsientai chumghkuo chienshib (A Bricf History of Modcm China), Peking, 1954 (2nd cl,
o 1960). Sce The Econorrist, March 16, 1963, and The New York Times, Scptember 11, 1963.
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taken as anything more than an attempt by Mao Tse-tung’s government to mcrmc;#i*;f o
' its popularity among the people by playing on their nationalistic feelings. In any = v
' case, there is little reason to consider the publication of the map as showing e as
anti-Soviet tendencies. On the other hand, it must be admitted that the close atten- =SS
iion paid in the West to the cartographic exercises of the Chinese Communists =~ SSSSEEE
is not without justification. Thus, during the frontier disputes with India and =0 =
Burma in 1959 maps showing the Sino-Indian and Sino-Burmese frontiers as :
cavisaged by the Chinese Communists were displayed in all large Chinese towns.
ir is also perhaps not universally known that ac that time the frontiers not only
with India and Burma but also with the USSR, especially those in the Far East,
were the subject of discussion at meetings in governmental and educational
astitations all over China. An interesting point about these discussions is the
reuent reference to a small piece of Chinese territory in the region of Poset
wiechene USSR allegedly occupied after 1945 in order to have 2 common fronter

11: Kozea, although there has been no confirmation of this from either the Soviet
o+ the Korean side. Again, in 1960, during his visit to India and Burma with Chen

i, ¢ -hou En-lai merely told foreign correspondents “to mind their own business™
. hien thev asked him directly whether there was any territorial dispute between
e UnSR and China.

R R R N I

However, on March 8, 1963, Jen Min Jil Pao hinted vaguely at unresolved
cerritorial problems between the two countries in an editorial headed “On the
Ceclaration of the Communist Party of the USA.” This gave rise to more talk
he West about Communist China’s might and increasing aggressiveness,
the hypnotic effect of her teeming and fast expanding population, and the threat
which it posed not only to India and the small countries of Southeast Asia but
even to the Soviet Union itself. The press interprets the Jen Min Jib Pao editonal
rather freely, often drawing arbitrary conclusions from it, and it is for this reason

IT ¢

-

=l -

that we are giving the relevant excerpts in the present article. Before doing so, 3
however, it is well to point out that the newspaper’s polemics regarding the ter- i
ritories lost by China are not really intended for the Amernican Communists but for
Khrushchev—the references to him are unmistakeable—for it was he who first i
remarked, not without a touch of malice, that “India, for example, has succeeded 4
in liberating Goa, Diu and Daman” whereas “the government of the Chinese 3
People’s Republic is tolerating Macao and Hongkong,” in a speech delivered at i
a session of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR on December 12, 1962.7 Khrushchev’s | 5
motives for making such a comparison were well understood in Peking, despite el
various flattering references to China. Nevertheless, Mao Tse-tung refrained from N

attacking Khrushchev directly until Khrushchev’s argument was taken up by s
the American Communists in their declaration on the Cuban crisis and the fight s

for a stable world peace, which was published in the Worker of January 13, 1963. ':;'_'-

Here are the relevant passages from the Jer Min Jib Pao editorial on the terti- .
torial disputes between the Soviet and Chinese Communistss

B -"{."- ._‘.'.I,I W ™

? Prarda, December 13, 1962.
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In the declaration of the Communist Party of the USA it is remarked, not
without ulterior motives, that the Chinese comrades are acting “correctly” in not
puﬁuinz an adventurist policy toward Taiwan, Hongkong and Macao, but that
they are inciting others to pursue such a policy. Whv |ask the American Communists)
are they [the Chinese Communists] observing such a dual standard?

We know from whom these strange arguments are horrowed. We also know
the ulterior motives of their author, We should like to reply to all those who are
raising the given question.

We have never had a problem with any “dual standard.” In solving the Taiwan
question, the Hongkong and Macao qm.xum just as all internauonal qutm'm 5.
we have only one standard, and that is Marxism-{ 1.{11;1‘% n, pml etarian international-
iIsm, the interests of the Chinese pcn':rh and the peoples of the whole wmlu, the
interests of world peace and the revolutica of the peoples of the whole world. in
the international struggle we oppose both ”-'f'.‘.;.'!h‘.ll't. m and capitulationism. Neithes
of these labels can in any way be attached o us.

As soon as anyonce refers to Taiwan, Hanzkong and Macao we cannot avoid
touching on the history of impcriali:-;.. ‘-‘.:,'.',_*-‘_;'.'_'-‘1'_4'[_11"; in China. During the hu 11(:..,,{-;
odd years prior to the victory of the Chinere revolution, imperialiss mw coloni:
countries—the USA, Grear Bumm Prance, Tsarist Russia, Germany, Ja mn, Lealy,

Austria, Belgium, Holland, Spain and Posmigal-—were engaged in 1.1L»;, idled __‘

LY

.-

=

gression against China. They torced the goverament of old China to sign mas

unequal treaties with them, such as the Nanking Treaty of 1842, the Aiguy T !.ch!.'&}; of
1858, the Tientsin Treaty of 1838, the Peking Teeaty of 1860, the Saint Petershury
Treaty of 1881, the Sino-Portuguese Treary f*-f ?-..:?}8"' the Shimonosekl Treaty of !.:,\93.
the Anglo-Chinese agreement on Hﬂ‘lghu'* g in 1398 and the Peking Final Protocol of
1901. On the basis of these unequal ireaties ti‘.c_i; seized ferritory in the easr, west,

north and south of China, and leased lands in her coastal and interior regions. . .

Upon proclamation of the Chinese People’s Republic, the government of our
country declared that those treaties left to us by history and concluded by former
Chinese governments with the governments of foreign states will be accepted or
revoked, reviewed or renewed according to their content. In this respect, our
policy toward the socialist countries is basically different from our policy toward the
imperialist states. But even our policy toward the imperialist countries varies
according to circumstances. In fact, some of the numerous old treaties have become
invalid, others have been revoked or replaced by new treatics. We are of the un-
shakeable opinion that all unresolved problems left over from the past must be
solved in a peaceful manner when the conditions are ripe for their solution; until
then the sfa/us guo must be preserved. Such is the case with Hongkong, Kowloon
and Macao and all frontiers which were not fixed on a bilateral basis.®

It will be seen that the above quotation contains no indication that Communist

China is making any direct territorial claims on the USSR, let alone threatening
her with the use of military force. Under present circumstances the Mao Tse-tung
government has no interest in making threats. On the contrary, Jen Min Jib Pao is

merely repeating previous statements by the Chinese Communists to the effect

& Jen Min Jib Pao, Peking, March 8,°1963, as quoted in Chinesc-language weekly Sinwen Tienti,
No. 788, Hong Kong, March 23, 1963.
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that they have a different approach to socialist and capitalist countries in regard
(o territorial questions, and stressing that China will try to arrive at 2 peaceful
solution of such problems even with capitalist countries. Although the Sino- = =
Indian border conflict greatly detracts from the value of such statements, it must =~ =
not be forgotten that Communist China has concluded frontier agreements with
such countries as Afghanistan, Pakistan, Nepal and Burma. Although Jes Min =
/i Pao gives no precise definition of China’s policy on territorial questions
toward the socialist countries, it is only logical to assume that it must be of 2
seaceful nature, The facts appear to confirm this assumption. About 2 year ago,
on December 26, 1962, Peking signed a frontier agreement with Outer Mongolia,
which until comparatively recently was an integral part of China, at least
rorrealiy. The fact that Mao Tse-tung still regards the USSR as 2 socialist country
cmierges from the letter of the Central Committee of the Chinese Communist
Carty of June 14, 1963, in which the USSR is listed among thirteen socialist
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Nevertheless, it cannot be denied that the conflict between the USSR and
~nina has led to an increase in tension in the Chinese-Soviet frontier regions.
1 he Hight of some tens of thousands of refugees from China to the Soviet Union,
wiich we bave already mentioned, would have been impossible a few years ago
‘57 the simple reason that the Soviet border guards would have either arrested
themn at the frontier or else sent them back immediately. Even now there are
cases of individual persons’ crossing the Sinkiang-Kazakhstan border. Not only
are such border violators not sent to a concentration camp for 10-15 years, as
was the case under Stalin, but receptions, interviews with journalists, etc., are
arcanged for them. The border crossers have given Khrushchev another trump
catd in bis fight with Mao. Moreover, the propaganda from both the USSR and
China is continuing to build up hatred between the two peoples. For example,
on August 5, 1963, Moscow Radio broadcast from Blagoveshchensk-on-Amur a
conversation with river port traffic controller F. G. Tarasov purporting to show
that “the once deep and brotherly friendship between Soviet and Chinese river-
men” was no more. Tarasov said that the situation had reached a point where
“Chinese ships on the Amur do not even reply when greeted by Soviet ships.”
In the Soviet Union, antagonism toward the Chinese is now so great that Soviet
citizens no longer bother to conceal it from them. According to a report from
London, members of other Asiatic nations have had to suffer from this antagonism
because they were mistaken for Chinese by Soviet citizens.!® Soviet-Chinese
hostility was also manifested by the Naushka frontier station incident, when
Chinese railroad officials and passengers held up. the Peking-Moscow.express for
two days at the beginning of September 1963, and by the arrest of five Chinese
officers at Zabaikalsk railroad station and their subsequent return to China by the

e S, l% o
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Soviets. 1 e b
® Jen Min Jib Pao, June 17, 1963, | o R
10 Russkaya abizn, San Francisco, September 3, 1963, S B S
13 The New York Times, Scptember 14, 1963, o LN e




After ignoring the insinuations of Jew Ain Jib Pao for over six months,
the Soviet government in %ptembcr 1963 unexpectedly made public a aumbes
of new facts conceimnp the situation on the Soviet-Chinese frontier,'® including
the fact that in 1962 alone five thousand cases of violating the Sovict frontier

by the Chinese had been recorded. The Soviets pu,wnmhlv selected this piecs of

information for its propaganda value. It is no secret that prior to the Sino-Sovies
quarrel the frontier between the two countries was not guarded very seriousiy
by either side. The Soviet border guards—wherever there were any—turned 2
blind eye to violatons of the border by the “Chinese brothers,” who were often
plain fishermen or peasants. At the present time, however, all such violations are
belng carefully recorded in order to have further prounds for recrimination
against the Chinese. Moreover, by taking rhese horder violations in conjunction

with the Chinese rctusal of rch._..n*l Soviet su gEesiions 1o arrange meetinges or
dcnmca[lnl;’ Cﬁﬂ'ﬁl dleUtL(i "t-l'l-..-(.tiu)ﬂq L t: \Lf.i,ti!-j"\.?_ f.h'f.: 1‘.1!;?"."31&:'32 i_g(}‘;r{f'rﬂi",“,‘.-i_’:‘:‘ i‘ff"v
exprcased its concern over the frontier situation, even accusing China of eambark-

L &l

mg on a dangercru COUIrsc b‘.f dt..’l‘lﬁﬂt‘.‘:j!:'_',’ T revision of fistoric frontiers and

“artficially creating territorial problems, particulazly between so cialist countries,
at the present tirie.” This is much more of a serious w acsiing than the fer Mis fil
Pao editorial. It is also significant that immediate 1}: after the Soviet government’
statement the newspaper Krasuaya 2v¢zde began to publish letters in wm::h DOVIC!
soldiers and officers expressed their readicess to defend their country “apainst
any attack.’’!3 Despite China’s power, it is the threats of the USSR which have

the more impressive ring.

"-L

For lack of space, it is not possible t¢ make more than a few brief remarks on the
nature of the relations between Russia and China in past centuries. One thing is
certain, i.e., that the steady advance of the Russians through Siberia to the shores
of the Pacific, a process which lasted many centuries, was not marked by any
serious clashes, let alone bloody wars, between the Russians and the Chinese.
As thcy moved eastwards through the “Siberian vacuum” the Russian Cossacks,
few in number, came across only 2 sparse and half-wild population which had
nothing in common with the Chinese. The desolate regions acquired by Russia
under the treaties of Nerchinsk (1689), Aigun (1858) and Peking (1860) had never
belonged to China’s primordial lands and were populated not by Chinese but
by various Mongolian, Tungusic and Turkic tribes. The boundaries between
the Russian and Chinese territorial possessions in these regions were established
not by force of arms but peacefully—*“by common agreement, for the sake of the
deep, eternal and mutual friendship between the two states [and] for the benefit
of thclr subjects,’” as the preamble to the Aigun treaty of 1858 put it.14

12 TASS, Scprember 20, 1963; Jzsestia, September 21 and 22, 1963.
33 Krasmaya zvezda, Scptember 24, 1963.
1% Yakov Brandt, Sborrik trakiates Rossii 5 Kitaem (A Collection of Treaties Between Russm and
China), Pcking, 1915, p. 9.
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i Morcover, from the purgly formal point of view, China herse

'SEeIT ML All
| of the sixtcenth
| century there was a new uprising of the Manchus (Jutchens), who inhabited what -

{ is now northwest China and had the status of vassals under the Chinese. In 1644,

1 at which time Russian outpost settlements were firmly established the rivers

5 R
z Argun and Amur, the Manchus overthrew the Chinese dynasty, installed their T

ndependent national state between 1644 and 1911. At the end

s

..lt. %!ﬁ"
-l‘ R

own emperor on the throne, and gave the country the new official name of Tai-
tsingo, or the Great Tsing State, which endured until 1911. It was the Manchus,
noet the Russians, who waged numerous wars of aggression during the seventeenth
{ aud eighteenth centuries in Central Asia, thereby conquering Mongolia, the Oirots
. olthe Altai region, East Turkistan, Kokand, several Kirghiz hordes, Tibetand other
. regions,*® Thus if modern China, in her capacity as successor to the Manchurian
Vinpire, lays claim to various regions lost during the last century of its existence, ~
e must reckon with possible counterclaims. The Mongols, who once had the
whow of China in their possession from 1280 to 1367, could make considerable
wrmtcral claims on both China and Russia if they were powerful enough.
inus, the borders between China and Russia in eastern Siberia and the Far
Lnstwere more or less finally established by the middle of the nineteenth century.

it was at this time that the Western powers began to pursue their “gun-boat”
soney i China. On the other hand, it was not until the end of the nineteenth and
the veginning of the twentieth century that the Russians, who had taken part in

the policy of dividing China up into spheres of influence, appeared in Manchuria,
- Moagolia and Korea, regions on which China has far sounder claims than on
- Amur and Primorie regions. The fact is that in the end Russian ion 3
f

in
~ Manchuria benefited only China herself, for as a result of Russo- Japanese com-
| petiion Manchuria became rapidly populated by the Chinese and was developed
economically by the capital, skill and energy of first the Russians and then the
Japanese. According to incomplete data, by the end of 1945 Japanese investments
 in Manchuria had reached a total of about 9,300,000,000 American dollars,
- whereas the total of all foreign investments in China up to the end of 1937 was

' only 4,500,000,000 dollars.1s Although the Chinese are sl reaping the benefits

of this expansion, in their eyes it puts Russia on a level with all the other countries
who used armed force in their policy toward China.

After the Revolution in Russia, the Soviets tried to follow the policy of the
previous Russian government in northeastern China, but were forced to leave
Manchuria completely in the nineteen thirties. ‘Although in 1945 they |
in Manchuria on the basis of the same rights granted to Russia under the 1896
and 1898 Conventions with China, they stayed only for a very short time, The
Soviet government was, however, very successful in Quter Mongolia, whose o
autonomy under the nominal suzerainty of China was established in 1915 under
the Tripartite Agreement between China, Russia and Outer Mongolia.'? Since ™ |

'* A. V. Tuzhilin, Sesremenny Kitai (Modern China), Seint Petersburg, 1910, Vol'll, R e iex

'® Chen Chen, “Some Peculiaritics of Industry in Old China,” Flsisbus Jucbpes, Vol I, No.1,
Peking, October 1949. BV TP R SR AR

12 Brandt, 0. cit., p. 95. | R A S i
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1921, the USSR has been the real master ot Outer Mongolia. Under the treaty of
triendship and alliance concluded between the USSR and Nationalist China in
August 1945, Outer Mongolia was recognized as a separate country independent
of China; China officially recognized Outer Mongolia’s independence on January
5, 1946. Although the 1945 treaty was annulled as a result of the signing of 4
triendship, alliance and mutual aid treaty between China and the USSR in Feb-
ruary 1950, Outer Mongolia’s independence was confirmed in this treaty also.

o e ol & e i "I‘.
. 3

On the other hand, in the nineteenth century Russia pursued a policy of open
conquest In Central Asia, where her main rival was Britain and whege China
herself had been a ruthless conqueror as long ago as the second century B.C.
Nevertheless there were no direct military ciashes between the Russians and the
Chinese in this area, as the Russians, in an attempt 1o forestall Britain, conguered
regions in which the Chinese had lost power. The St Petersburg Treaty (known
in Chinese literature as the Ili or Kuldja Treaiy), which few MMin Jib Pas reters 1o
as being unequal, was in reality concluded under special circumstances. Hast
Turkistan and Dzungania, later united under the name of Sinkiang, were inhabited &
in the nineteenth century, as now, by Mosicmn peoples, Both regions, particularly

East Turkistan, which was finally conquered by the Manchus in only the eigh- &

teenth century, were the scene of continuous cprisings, culminating in the 186274

" e g

Dungan uprising against the Manchus and the Chinese, which afiected ali China’s
western possessions and caused tremendous devastation. In Dzungaria alone, up
to half-a-million Chinese lost their lives. Many populous cities, particuiarly
numerous in the valley of the Upper 1L, lay in ruins, icrigation canals were
abandoned and pastureland became desert. On their way back, punitive expedi-
tions of Manchu and Chinese troops slaughtered all the inhabitants. Strange as
it may seem, China was aided in finally suppressing the Dungan uprising and
reestablishing her power in the rebellious western provinces by the Russian
government, with whose assistance the Manchu and Chinese forces succeeded
in advancing from the Great Wall to Dzungaria.!® In addition to this, Russia,
concerned that the uprising might spread to her own territory, took advantagc
of the favorable situation and occupied the Ili (Kuldja) region in 1871 as a tem-
porary measure. Russia later agreed to return the region to China, with the ex-
ception of a narrow strip of land in the west, inhabited by Kirghiz and Kazakhs,
which she kept “in order to settle there all inhabitants of this [the Ili] region who
will adopt Russian citizenship and who, as a result, will be forced to leave the
lands which they possessed there.””2? It is thus not true that Russia received vast
territories in Sinkiang as a result of the St. Petersburg Treaty of 1881, as is con-
sidered for some reason or other in the West, or that this treaty was not recognized
by the Chinese Empire,?° for the Chinese Emperor ratified it on May 15, 1881.°!
On the other hand, Russia did push forward to the borders of Sinkiang until the
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18 A_Stolpovskaya, Ocherk istorii kultury kitaiskozo naroda (An Outline History of the Culture of the
Chinesc Pcople), Moscow, 1891, p. 408.

19 Brandt, op. al., p. 01.

20 The New York Times, Scptember 11, 1963.

21 Brandt, op. cit., p. 81.
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end of the nineteenth century. The situation on this section of the Russian-
Chinese frontier remained stable right up to the nineteen thirties, when the
Soviet Union, forced to leave Manchuria, transferred its activities to western
China, in particular Sinkiang. But we shall discuss this later.

%

The trontier between China on the one hand and the USSR and her loyal
vassal the Mongolian People’s Republic on the other stretches for almost ten
thousand kilometers. It is commonly thought in the West that to the north of
tiis frontier lie the vast bur deserted territories of the Soviet Union, and to the
south the overpopulated regions of China. But is this really so?

Let us first consider the size of China’s population, whose rapid growth
aus long been a cause of serious concern to other nations. Even at the turn of the
century many responsible persons in Russia (e.g., V. S. Solovev), Germaay
aiser Wilhelm the Second) and France were talking loudly of the “yellow

seril” In the nineteenth century, the Russian sinologue V. P. Vasilev wrote, on
wauch the same lines as the Western press today:

It is sufficient [for China] to first populate all the lands under her control, and
a vast empire with a highly-developed and industrious population of one thousand

radlion will arise. After having scized the islands of the Eastern [Pacific] Ocean,
richest in the world, China can at the same time threaten Russia and India, America
and Western Europe. Given the power, she has the ruthlessness to slaughter all
recalcitrants, even the entire world if need be!22

Similar warnings of a colossal growth in China’s population, the imminent
threat which she poses to her neighbors, particularly the Soviet Union, and the
ruthlessness of the Chinese Communist leaders, who are prepared to sacrifice
hundzeds of millions of their own and other peoples on behalf of Mao Tse-tung’s
ideas, are being voiced at the present time. We have only to remember the
“Starlinger theory” on the tremendous “biological pressure” exerted by China
on Soviet Russia, Adenauer’s repeated assertions that an armad conflict between
overpopulated China and the Soviet Union is inevitable, and finally the words

spoken by President De Gaulle at his second press conference in Paris on Novem-
ber 10, 1959:

No doubt Soviet Russia, in spite of having aided Communism to take root in
China, recognizes that nothing can change the fact that she is Russia, 2 white nation
of Europe which has conquered part of Asia and is, in sum, richly endowed with land,

mines, factories and wealth, face to face with the vellow masses of China, numberless
and impoverished . . .23 :

But is the population of China really increasing so rapidly, and is China
really so overpopulated that her inhabitants are now living under intolerable
conditions, or at least will be in the near future? The figures on China’s population
during the past hundred years are so contradictory that it is inadvisable to rely
. on them too heavily. They show, however, that at the beginning of the twentieth

22 As quoted in Stolpovskaya, op. cit., p. 448.
B The New York Times, November 12, 1959.
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century the population of China was about 400 wmillion.®! According to the sta:
tistical authorities of Nationalist China, the population of China in 1931, her las:
year of peace, was 475 million.®® In 1953 the Chinese Communist government
carried out a nation-wide census, whose thoroughness and accuracy it particularly
stressed. This census, the only one of its kind which has ever been made in China,
showed that in June 1953 the population of China was 582 million, excluding
Formosa and Chinese living abroad,*® which gives an average annual increasc
ot about 4,860,000, or one percent, for the period 1931-53. As these years were
particularly hard ones for China, owing to the war with Japan, the interminable
civil wars, natural catastrophes, etc., “‘during the last ten to fifteen years prior
to the establishment ot the Chinese People’s Republic, the population not only
tailed to increase, but even decreased.”?? For the years following the 1953 census
the Chinese Communists give very high fizures for the natural population &
increase, having been obliged to do so by their own declarations on the unpree-
cdented rise in the people’s well-being and the radical improvement in sanitar
and living conditions and also in medical scovices. Thus, for the years 1953-5
the mean annual increase is given as 13,300,(3%! or abour 2.2 percent,®® the figure
for 1956 being as high as 15 million, or 2.5 percent.*® In 195960, the time of the
“Great Leap Forward,” the Chinese leaders, ovidentiv using this rate of inciease
as a basis, talked repeatedly of the “70C-miition-srong Chinese people,” althiouh
about the middle of 1960 they reduced this figure o 650 million, which figuie they
are using today in their propaganda.*® The zeascns for these fluctuations can
only be surmised. Perhaps the Chinese Icaders came to gealize, during the numer-
ous campaigns which they carried out to mobilize the population on a large scale
for work in industry, agriculture, on construction projects, etc., during the
“Great Leap Forward,” that there were in tact fewer people in the country than
the statisticians maintained. This would mean that either the figures given by the
““accurate” 1953 census were too high or that the mean annual population
increase was overestimated as a result of failing to take into account the effect of
the considerable deterioration in the food situation, particularly after the organ-
ization of the collective farms (agricultural production cooperatives) and then
of the people’s communes. In any case, it would seem that during the period
195363 the population of China increased by 68 million, or by an average ot
slightly over one percent per year, i.e., at much the same rate as during the diffi- |
cult years of 1931-53. It is interesting to note that in 1957 Soviet economists
P. I. Glushakov and G. A. Ganshin, in their introductory article to the Russian
translation of a book on the economic geography of China, noted that ‘“the
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2¢ On the basis of Chinesc and foreign sources, Tuzhilin gives China’s population at the beginning
of the twenticth century as 434 million (0p. ¢s7., Vol. I, p. 100).
25 Cheng Chu-yuan, /ncome and Standard of Living in Mainland China, Vol. 1, Hong Kong, 1958, p. 16.
26 Jen Min Jib Pao, November 1, 1954.
27 Bolshaya Sovetskaya FEntsiklopediya (Large Soviet Encyclopedia), 2nd ed., Vol. XXI, Moscow,
1953, p. 180.
| 23 Tungchi Kungtso, Peking, 1957, No. 11.
29 | Kh. Ovdienko, Kitai: FEkonomiko-geografichesky obzor (China: An Economic-Geographicai
- Survey), Moscow, 1959, p. 49. | E | .
30 See the cditorial in' Jen AMin Jib Pac, August 30, 1963.




population of China is now increasing by four to five million persons

considered that this figure represented a great achicvément for Communist China

when compared with previous ten-year periods.?! It mzygjlus be seen that the pre-
dictions madein the West that the Chinese population will reach the thousand million

mark by 1980 are based on the exaggerated figureson the natural population increase
published by the Chinese themselves up to 1961. It can confidently be said that
the Chinese population will not have reached such 2 level even by the year 2000.

The mere fact that China’s population is almost three times as large as that
of the USSR does not mean that China will inevitably invade her Communist
neighbor one day. Moreover, the Soviet Union now has a2 much higher rate of
population increase—an average of 1.7 percent per year (in 1960 it was 3,800,000,
or 1.8 percent)*?—than China. And finally, we must not forget the words of the
American Homer Lea, who wrote in 1912 that “inferior numbers plus military
capacity results in a2 sum of actual power; superior numbers minus military
cazecity results only in potential power.””33

*

it the Soviet-Chinese border regions be examined objectively from the point
o view of population density and degree of economic development, it becomes
anparent that the Asiatic territories of the USSR are not one vast semidescrt, a
wind of “vacuum” waiting passively to be swamped by some tens of millions of
“hinese, nor is there any unusual concentration of Chinese in the regions border-
g on the USSR. Let us compare all the Asiatic regions of the USSR excluding
the Urals—i.e., Western and Eastern Siberia, the Soviet Far East, Kazakhstan
and the Central Asian republics—with Manchuria, Inner Mongolia, the Ningsia-
Hui autonomous region, Kansu, Sinkiang and Tibet. (Although Tibet has no
common frontier with the USSR, it is being included to provide a counterbalance

to the huge deserted areas in the far north of Siberia, which likewise have no
common frontier with China.)

The area and population of the regions concerned in the USSR may be seen
trom the following table:

Area
Kihm:m&snc (Mallions)  (Per Square Kilomeser)

Total USSRED 5 oh s 22.402.0 219.7 99
Western Siberia ........ 991.9 12.6 12.7
Eastern Siberia ........ 7,226.0 7.3 1.0
Sovict Far East ........ 3,112.7 4.4 13

Kazakh SSR ........... 2,756.0 109 39
KirghizSSR ........... 198.5 23 5 11.7
Tdadzhik SSR .......... 143.0 2.2 153
Uzbek SSR ...... S 4089 9.0 20
Turkmen SSR ..... e 488.0 1.7 34
All Regions ....... 15,325.0 50.4 33

SOURCLS: P. G. Podyachikh, Naslesie SSSR (The Population of the USSR), Moscow, 1961, p. 67; Exbegeduit Boldbei Secvivis
Entsiklopedii 1962 (Yearbook of the Large Soviet Encyclopedia for 1962), Moscow , 1962, Passine, e |

' Ekonomicheskaya geografia Kitaya (The Economic Geography of Chima), translated from the
Chincse, Moscow, 1957, p- 11. 3 y

2 P. G. Podyachikh, Naselenie SSSR (The Population of the USSR), Moscow. 1961, p. 24.
*3 Homer Lca, The Day of the .Taxu_u, 51, 1912, pp. 41—42. - Rl
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Although these regions, which occupy two-thirds of the entire area of the
USSR and contain slightly less than a quarter of the population, thus have a mean
population density of only 3.3 inhabitants per square kilometer, a very different
picture is obtained if the regions of permafrost and bitter cold in northern Siberia
and the Soviet Far East, as well as the deserts of Kazakhstan, are excluded. Thus,
taken as a whole, the Krasnoyarsk Krai, with its area of 2,402,000 square kilo-
meters and a population of 2,615,000 (according to the 1959 census), has a mean
population density of only 1.1; the vast majority of its inhabitants (2,271,000)
lives in an area of 472,000 square kilometers in the south of the krai, giving 2
mean population density of 4.5 for this arca.?* This 1s typical of the tendency ot
the population of the Asiatic regions of the USSR to settle mainly in the territory
bordering on China and Quter Mongolia. In fact, most of the inhabitants of the
USSR in Asia now live in this area, mainlv in the immediate vicinity of raiiroadas
and rivers. The settlement of the eastern regions of the USSR began long betore
the October Revolution, and obviously had nio connection with the “yellow pe Pl
Migration to the Asiatic territories of Russio began centuries ago, becoming par-
ticularly marked at the beginning of the rwesticth century. The settlement of
Siberia, Soviet Central Asia and the Sovici Far Hast bas been proceeding steadtly
under the Soviet regime. From 1926 to 1959, the population of the USSR (within
the boundaries prior to September 17, 1939} increased by 28 percent, that of ths
Soviet Far East by 340 percent, that of Easicen Siberia by 190 percent ana that
of Western Siberia by 160 percent. From 1939 to 1959, these figures were only
9.5 percent for the USSR as a whole, but /U percent for the Soviet Far East, 34
percent for Eastern Siberia, 28 percent tor Western Siberia, 53 percent for Kazakh-
stan and 30 percent for the Soviet Central Asian republics.®® The growing import-
ance of the Asian regions of the USSR is reflected in the appearance of hundreds
of new industrial enterprises such as factories, mines, electric power stations, etc.,
and in the great increase in the area under grain crops. In the eastern regions of
the USSR, the demand for manpower will probably result in an even greater

influx of population than in the past.
The area and population of the Chinese border regions are as follows:

AT
(Thousand Square  Population  Population Density
Kilometers) (Millions) (Per Square Kiloincrer)

Total China ........ YN Uto el Lo e laeioteinls 9,600 650.0 67.7
Manchuria ............. S ROD B0 800 45.6 57.0
Inner Mongolia........... S G 1,200 8.8 7.3
Ningsia-Hui Autonomous Regton . .. 80 2.0 25.0
RIS U e e ioia el s cheioiais s 360 13.0 36.1
Sinkiang ....ccceaneecaccreasaones 1,650 6.0 3.9
Tabeties e o oimte B e eTetels S GG OGDT 1,200 1.2 1.0

All Regions .......cccceceee 5,290 76.6 14.4

SOURCES : Nash druz Kitai : Slorar-sprarochmk (Our Friend China: An Encyclopedic Dictionary), Moscow, 19589, and I. Nk,
Ovdicnko, Kitai : Fikonontiko-geozrafichesky ohzor (China: An Economic Geographical Survey), Moscow, 1959, passim, +

3¢ Podyachikh, op. cit., p. 67.
35 [bid., p. 64.
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Thus the Chinese border regions and Tibet, occupying an area ofr"5,'300,;QQO I

square kilometers, or 55.2 percent of the total area of China, contain 76,600,000 --

inhabitants, a mere 11.8 percent of the total population, giving them a population

density of 14.4 inhabitants per square kilometer, i.e., little more than one-fifth of

the average for China as a whole. It is therefore clear that there can be no talk of

an unusual concentration of the Chinese population near the borders of the USSR. PP,
Only in Manchuria does the population density approach that of China as a whole,

% and even here most of the inhabitants live in the southern provinces of Li
H

and Kirin. The northern Manchurian province of Heilungkiang, which, with an
area ol 460,000 square kilometers, occupies over half of Manchuria, has only
12 mullion inhabitants,?® and therefore a population density of only 25.9.

; Tne bulk of China’s population is concentrated in the eastern part of the
- country, where the mean population density is comparatively high, 130-150
nhabiiants per square kilometer. Even so, it must be remembered that in Japan
e corresponding figure is 250 and in Belgium 300. On the other hand, there are
surts of China whose population density is far above the average, e.g., in the

sourh of the province of Kiangsu it is 600.37

Zfw general picture, therefore, is that the population of the USSR’s Asian
regions is concentrated in the south, near the borders of China and Mongolia,
the north being very sparsely populated; the population of China, on the other
nand, is concentrated largely in the interior regions, in an area less than half the
size of China as a whole, whereas the vast frontier regions are sparsely populated,
with the possible exception of Manchuria, although even here the population is
 concentrated in the south, far from the Soviet frontier.

Incidentally, it is untrue that China is so poor in agricultural land that she is
faced with the necessity of taking such land from other countries, by force of
arms 1if necessary. According to incomplete information, Communist China has
about 100 million hectares of virgin and long-fallow land suitable for cultiva-
tion, almost as much as is now being cultivated. Most of the virgin land is located
in the frontier regions themselves, in Inner Mongolia, Manchuria (where only
about half the land suitable for agriculture has been reclaimed), the Sinkiang-

Uighur autonomous region, and the province of Chinghai. There are also large
areas of virgin and long-fallow land in the provinces of Szechwan, Kwangtung,
Fukien and Kiangsi and in the Kwangsi-Chuang autonomous region. By the
beginning of the Second Five-Year Plan (1958), 53,300,000 hectares of the afore-

mentioned 100 million hectares of virgin and long-fallow land had been inspected,
whereby it was found that 33,300,000 fairly
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1959, p. 102,

37 Ovdienko, ap at., p. 50; Ezbegodnik Bolshoi Sovetskoi Entsiklopedis 1962 (Yﬂrhook of thel.uge A '-' :
Soviet Encyclopedia for 1962), Moscow, 1962, passim. E RN A
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there is as yet no intormation on the extent to which this plan was fulfilled besides f
the fact that 1,300,000 hectares were reclaimed in 1958.48

There were many factors preventing China’s border regions from being |
settled prior to the establishment of the Communist regime: unfavorable natural
conditions; hostility toward the Chinese on the part of the local inhabitants,
mostly herdsmen; ancestor worship and other religious views preventing the
Chinese from leaving the graves of his ancestors; the combination of a poverty-
stricken population and a lack of government resources, etc. In modern China
only the last of these factors is valid, as resetilement is no longer a voluntary
process, being carried out entirely with government means. The Chinese Com-
munist authorities embarked on large-scale resetilement in 1956. As a first step, 1t
was planned to transfer 20-25 million persons to the virgin land regions.®® by
the end ot 1958, 1,380,000 persons had been iransterred from the provinces of ;

e
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Kiangsu, Hopei, Shantung, Honan and Hui¢i to Sinkiang, Chinghai, Kansu,
Heilungkiang and Inner Mongolia.*® Rescrelenient is thus proceeding slowly bu
steadily. The virgin lands are being reclaimed manly by mechanized state fazms;
for example, 100 recently created state giwin aud animal farms with over 10,000

)

tractors and a large number of combincs znd other machines have reclaimed
1,260,000 hectares of virgin land in rhe Tarim Basia in Sinkiang.®*

¥

The border regions of both the USSR and China have a tairly high proportion
of national minorities, consisting largely of peopies who were already occupying |
these areas upon their annexation by either of the two countries. The presence
of such minorities can, of course, be exploited for political ends if necessary, in |
which respect the USSR has the advantage that at the present time the population
of such huge territories as Siberia and the Soviet Far East is virtually homogeneous |
as regards national and racial composition. According to the 1959 census, the
indigenous inhabitants of these two regions account for about 3.5 percent of the
total population, the bulk of which is Russian, although the Ukrainian element is
also large. In the nineteen thirties the Soviet government, preparing tor the war
against Japan, transferred all the Koreans living in the Soviet Far East to Central |
Asia. From 1939 to 1959 the number of Chinese living in the USSR also dropped
considerably, from 92,000 to 26,000, many returning to China before 1941. Most
of the Chinese permanently resident in the USSR have lost their national habits
and customs to 2 considerable degree; some have even forgotten their native
language. From 1956 to 1958, hundreds of ‘“Soviet Chinese’ left the USSR for
Peking and other large Chinese cities, evidently in the hope of a better life. A
small number were specialists such as engineers, teachers, doctors, etc. However,
having come into contact with the realities of lite in their old homeland, which
had become particularly unattractive during the years of the “Great Leap

-

38 Nash drug Kitai, p. 360.

39 Ovdienko, o0p. ¢it., p. 101.
49 Nash drug Kitai, p. 55. |
81 Prarda, March 28, 1962. |
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forward,” nearly all the “Soviet Chinese” hastened to return to the USSR. The - = ¢
(_hinese authorities did not stop them; the “Soviet Chinese,” especially the young i,
neople, had been affected by the post-Stalin thaw and brought “a spirit of mutiny” B
into China at a time when the Chinese Communist Party had just introduceda ° ¢
rigid policy which demanded an unquestioning subordination of personal interest |

(0 the interests of the state and unbounded sacrifices for the Party cause. Under

these circumstances the “Soviet Chinese,” who openly expressed dissatisfaction

with conditions in China, were merely a source of irritation to the Chinese Com-

© munists, who now regard them as enemies rather than allies.

The proportion of indigenous inhabitants in Kazakhstan and the Soviet
Central Asian republics is greater, although even here the Slavic element is
ncreasing extremely rapidly. The 1959 census showed that the indigenous
population accounts for 30 percent of the total in the Kazakh SSR, 62.2 percent
o the Uzbek SSR, 40.5 percent in the Kirghiz SSR, 53.1 percent in the Tadzhik
S5 and 60.9 percent in the Turkmen SSR.42 The continuing influx of population
com the European USSR into Kazakhstan and the Central Asian republics,
connected with the rapid economic development of these areas, will doubtless
savther reduce the proportion of indigenous population, despite the latter’s fairly
considerable natural increase. This population trend is part of a2 more general
rrocess in which the political, economic and cultural center of Russia is moving
castward. At the present time, there are no forces in sight in Asia which appear
capable of stopping this process or even of slowing it down.
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Lack of space does not permit us to discuss the economic development of
the Soviet border regions in the present article. We shall therefore proceed to
examine the situation in the Chinese border regions. Although a military conflict
on the Chinese-Soviet border is highly improbable, it is always possible that a
turther deterioration in Sino-Soviet relations will focus the USSR’s particular
attention on these regions: in pre-Communist China, the USSR tred to spread
1ts political influence, mainly in Manchuria, Sinkiang and Inner Mongolia, and
it is quite possible that in his quarrel with Mao Tse-tung Khrushchev will once
again start probing in these areas, albeit with the limited aim of encouraging
hostility toward the central authorities and thereby spreading unrest and dissatis-
taction throughout the country.

However, the situation which Khrushchev would now face in these areas N
is essentially different from the one obtaining even immediately after 1949. This .
is particularly true of Manchuria. From the beginning of the present century, - e
Manchuria (known in Chinese as Tung-pei) was for a long period practically .
outside the immediate control of the Chinese central authorities. The first half 45 kel
of the century saw numerous changes of regime in Manchuria, nlthough thisdid ... .
not prevent either a rapid increase in her population or her economic: dcvelop- '-37" e
ment. The population grew from about 3 million in 1894-95 to 15 nllhgn ..ﬂ* '

e INarodnoe khozyaistvo SSSR'» 1960 gadn S!atm:rbnk_y rzhgdnk (The Nn_iﬂml Em’:n!‘ £ 1
USSR in 1960: A Statistical Ycarbook), Moscow, 1961, pp. 21=22. " . RESRL R
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1910, 22 million in 1923 and 40 million in 1945.4% Even when the Communist
regime became established in Peking in 1949, Manchuria, with the status of a large
administrative region, continued in many ways to be semi-autonomous and was
under the control of a single man, Kao Kang. However, the years 1953 and 1954
saw the liquidation of both Kao Kang and the system of large administrative
regions, and the heavy hand of Peking descended upon Manchuria. It was at
about this time that the Soviet government was compelled to cede to China
its rights to the Chinese Changchun railtoad and its share in joint Sino-Soviet
industrial and commercial enterprises. Soviet trade and transport organiza-
tions in Manchuria also had to close down. In 1954, the naval base of Port Arthur
was handed over to the Chinese. Joint Sovict-Chinese research begun in 1956 o
reveal the natural resources of the basin of the Argun and Upper Amur rivers for
future joint exploitation was broken off in 1962, having achieved virtually nothing,
it may be added.?! Thus, the Soviet governiment relinquished its posidons in
Manchuria one by one. Moreover, the Russian inbabitants of Manchuria, number-
ing over 100,000 at the beginning ol the nincteen thirties, have now nearly

all left, most of them for countries in the {roo world but some for the USSE.
According to the most recent information, Harbin, once the most important
center of Russian influence in Manchuria, now has only a few hundeed Russian

inhabitants. The Soviet authorities themssives are chiefly to blame for the exodus
of Russians from China in general and HMarnchuria in particular, In 1945-46, the
USSR granted Soviet citizenship to all formey subjects of the Russian Empire who
happened to be in Soviet-occupied ternitory at that time, with a view to exploiting
these “human spoils of war” in the political mancuvering with the Nationalist
government of China which it was intending to start in Manchuria. When the
Communists came to power in China, the Soviet authorities encouraged the
Chinese government to apply political and cconomic pressure to the local Russian
inhabitants in an attempt to discredit the former “White” Russians in the eyes of
the ordinary Chinese and drag their standard of living down to the Chinese level—
in other words, to make them “white Chinese” in both word and deed.

This does not mean, however, that the way back into Manchurnia is closed
for the USSR. It must be borne in mind that in Manchuria, whose historic name
was once used for a state quite independent of China, there still live about two
million Manchurians, over 500,000 Koreans and about 450,000 Mongolians, 3
who might provide a basis for the organization of national movements hostile
to the Chinese. Moreover, it is conceivable that there might arise in the Far East
a situation—possibly even engineered by the Soviets themselves—which would
require the presence of Soviet troops in Manchuria under the provisions of the
Soviet-Chinese treaty of alliance concluded in 1950. Manchuria is not only of
considerable strategic importance, but also plays a huge role in China’s economy.
It is the chief industrial region of China, producing about half her steel, cast iron

&8 Ovdienko, op. ¢it., p. 149.
84 Pravda, April 6, 1962.
- 4 Qvdienko, 0p. ¢it., p. 149.
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| and coal and about 40 percent of her iron ore, as well as being China’s top gold-
| producing area. The machine-building industry is also highly developed in Man-

# churia, where hundreds of large plants turn out all kinds of machine tools,
1 locomotives and rolling stock, automobiles, mining equipment, boiler installa-
tions, hydraulic turbines, etc. Neither should Manchuria’s agriculture be ignored,
| as it produces about 40 percent of China’s soya beans, about 10 percent of her
4 ¢rain, 10 percent of her tobacco, 6-9 percent of her cotton and 55 percent of her
4 ambary.4® Manchuria’s importance to China’s economy means that whoever con-
4 trols her economy to a large extent controls the entire national economy of China.
1 \nd yet, however much the Chinese Communists may boast of their economic
! autarky and however high they may rate their potentialities, 2 farther, more
¢ rapid and stable, development of the national économy of China in general and
Maachuria in particular is possible only with foreign financial, technical and
scientific assistance. With the present alignment of world forces it is hardly likely
% +lst China could obtain such assistance outside the Soviet bloc, and it is also
© questionable wl.cther the Soviet Union would tolerate the presence of specialists
rom rhe free world in the immediate vidhiry of her frontiers even if China had
;. agreed to accept them as one of the conditions for financing her industrialization.
. Oa the other hand, agreement by Pekiag to accept once again extensive €coOnomic
| and rochoical assistance from the Soviet Union would mean capitulation of the
Man Tse-tung regime and the establishment of rigid Soviet control over China;

«5 Sovict specialists said openly upon their departure from China in 1960, “Now
we are leaving, but if we ever return there will be ten times 2s many of us.”
| *

Another region where there is a fairly serious, although perhaps inconspicuous,
! clash of Soviet and Chinese interests is Outer Mongolia, with which the problem
i of Inner Mongolia is also connected. As previously remarked, this clash of inter-
{ ests originated quite a long time ago. It is common knowledge that at the begin-
| ning of the nineteen twenties Outer Mongolia lay unmistakeably within the Soviet
| sphere of influence, a fact of which Mao Tse-tung was naturally not unaware.
Nevertheless, in an interview with the American writer and publicist Edgar Snow

i in 1936 Mao Tse-tung found it possible to say:

The relationship between Outer Mongolia and the Soviet Union, now and in

the past, has always been based on the principle of complete equality. When the
people’s revolution has been victorious in China, the Outer Mongolians will
automatically become a part of the Chinese federation, at their own will. 47

Despite this, on January 5, 1946, Chiang Kai-shek’s government accepted
Outer Mongolia’s independence in accordance with the provisions of the 1945

{ Yalta conference, and Mao Tse-tung was compelled to do the same under the
1950 treaty with the USSR. Although it would thus appear that formally the
Chinese Communists have reconciled themselves to the loss of a country with an

e }bid., pp. 153--54.
47 Edgar Snow, Red Star Over China, New York, 1944, p. 96 (footnote).
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area ot 1,600,000 square kilometers and a population of about one million, *
there are numerous indications that during all these years Peking has never
ceased to hold the view that it still has the right at least to establish relations with
the Mongolian People’s Republic guaranteeing it a special position in that country.
China made attempts to penetrate into Quter Mongolia #/a the channels of econo-
mic and technical assistance and the promotion of cultural relations. The Soviet
Union, for its part, in rendering assistance to Outer Mongolia, did not press
the Mongolian Communists to carry out ‘‘socialist transtormations’ in the
country. For example, collectivization of agriculture was really begun in Outer
Mongolia only in 1958 and completed in 1959.4* Industrialization also proceeded
at a slow pace. All this was the result firstly of the USSR’s reluctance to rusn
collectivization in a country with a predominance of nomadic herdsmen, notor-
iously hostile to collectivization, and secondiy—rthis applied particularly to the
vears immediately after World War II—of her cwn fack of the means to render the
required economic and technical aid to all couniies in the Soviet bloc. Peking

was thus able to make considerable progress in 2xpanding and consolidating her
positions in Quter Mongolia during the period 1958-60. In 1959, Outer Mongo-

lia’s trade turnover with China was 15.5 percont ¢f her toral foreign trade turnover,
and continued to rise in 1960. In May 1961, State Couacil Premiee Chou a-lai
paid a visit to Ulan Bator, as a result of which a treaty of friendship and mutus!
aid was signed by the two countries. At the same time, agreements on SCivnfific
and technical cooperation and on the rendering of economic and techrucal assis-
tance to Outer Mongolia were signed. China actively participated in the con-
struction of a number of industrial enterprises in Outer Mongolia, despatching
for this purpose the required materials as well as hundreds of specialists and skilled
workers.?® Cultural exchange between the two countries was also intensified.
However, the recent fierce and open battle between the Soviet and Chinese
leaders has also left its mark on Chinese-Mongolian relations, as the Mongolian
Communists unhesitatingly aligned themselves with their Soviet colleagues. The
openly anti-Chinese statements of the Mongolian leaders gradually began to
affect the two countries’ diplomatic relations, and September 1963 saw the de-
parture of all the Chinese specialists and skilled workers in Outer Mongolia,
numbering over 700.5! The official explanation that they had left because “their
turn of duty had expired” was the same as that given for the sudden departure ot
all Soviet specialists from China in the summer of 1960. Nevertheless, there are
grounds for supposing that the Chinese specialists and skilled workers left Outer
Mongolia at the request of that country’s government, which would be a further
proof of the strong Soviet influence there.

The position of the Outer Mongolian Communists is not unconnected with

the situation in Chinese, or Inner, Mongolia. It should first be remembered

48 Razvitie ekonontiki stran narodnoi demokratii Erropy i Azii : Statistichesky sbornik (The Development
of the Economics of the People’s Democracics in Europe and Asia: A Statistical Handbook), Moscow,

1961, p. 7.
69 40 Jet narodnoi Mongolii (40 Years of People’s Mongolia), Moscow, 1961, p. 17.

50 Jbid., pp- 122 and 135.
51 See English-language broadcasts of Hsinhua on September 21 and October 10, 1963.
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that the Chinese Communists proclaimed the autonomy of It
May 1, 1947, i.e., two-and-a-half years prior to the Fom'fatmri; of the Chinese
People’s Republic, after having created the autonomous region of Inner Mongolia
from the various territories with a large Mongolian population which they had
occupied. This haste was doubtless dictated by hidden political motives, and was
nossibly a concession to Outer Mongolia, behind which stood the USSR herself.
Just as the Chinese have evidently not yet entirely reconciled themselves to the
loss of Quter Mongolia, neither have the Mongolians been able to renounce
entirely the hope of reuniting the two Mongolias, 2 hope which is nourished
by the strong traditional antagonism between the nomad and the tiller of the soil
and by the historic past of the Chinese and Mongolian peoples. To be sure, many
observers are inclined to think that the Mongolian desire for reunification would
hardly be received favorably by the Soviet Union because a strong Mongolia
could lay claim to Buryat Mongolia and Tuva, whose peoples are akin to the
viongolians, but this is mere theory. However, practical considerations, especially
the present state of Soviet-Chinese relations, make it quite possible that the
Mongolian People’s Republic would advance a claim, be it a purely formal one,
i inner Mongolia. Of course, such a claim would have to be made with the
inawiedge and consent of the Soviet government, who would use it as a counter
threat 1 the case of more insistent Chinese reminders of the Russian-Chinese
creaties of the last century.

At the present time, Outer Mongolia is exerting a magnetic attraction on the
Maongols 1n Inner Mongolia by virtue of its indisputably higher economic and
caitural level. The Chinese authorities realize this, and have :therefore been
artempting to dilute the Mongol population of Inner Mongolia by the gradual

| incorporation into the latter of numerous regions with a predominantly Chinese

population. As a result, out of the 8,800,000 inhabitants of Inner Mongolia only
1,100,000, or 13 percent, are Mongols. The recent increase in the rate of indus-
irialization of this primarily agricultural territory will accelerate the influx of
Chinese and thus further reduce the proportion of Mongols, the more as the
natural increase of the Mongol population here is virtually zero.52

X

Whereas the possibility of renewed Soviet activity in Manchuria and Inner
Mongolia is a mere assumption, in Sinkiang, which is the third—and from the
Soviet point of view the most promising—area of conflicting Soviet and Chinese
interests which we shall examine, there are quite clear traces of new Soviet political
intrigues. Sinkiang, or the Sinkiang-Uighur Autonomous Regions as it is now
officially known, is one of the vast peripheral regions of China which the Chinese
themselves have developed least of all. Of its six million inhabitants, no more

than 5 percent are Chinese, the bulk of the population being made up of Uighurs
(75 percent), Kazakhs (10 percent) and other Moslem peoples.®3 In the nineteen

2 Ovdienko, 0p. cit., pp. 284—89.
83 Ibid., pp. 295-96.

flier Mongolia on

......




thirties, when the Soviet Union began to extend its influence to the easterr
part of the area, it was in a state of constant ferment. This is not surprising if it is
remembered that, besides the clash of Soviet and Chinese interests in casterr
Sinkiang, the British had a powerful influence in western Sinkiang and were
trying to extend it. It was an easy matter to instigate revolts among the local
population, which was largely hostile to the Chinese people and the Chinesc
authorities. Thus, when unrest among the Moslems in the Hami region broke
out in 1930, Soviet and Mongol agents infiltrated into the area and did everything
possible to fan the flames of revolt. In 1933, General Sheng Shih-tsai executed a
coup in eastern Sinkiang and, supported by Moscow, proclaimed himself governor-
general of Sinkiang. The Soviet Union gave him ail he needed, including weapons,
ammunition, money and advisers, receiving in exchange key political and £ccao.
mic positions in the territory. One of the siw political principles prociaimed b

L

General Sheng Shih-tsai was friendship with the Soviet Union. Moscow was

also given complete liberty to carry out exics sive pro-Soviet and Communise
propaganda among the local population, as weli 25 the asmy, in Sinkiang. Schoals,
cinemas, theaters, the press—all were used by afficial and unofficial Sovier rep-

resentatives for their own purposes. Thousands of young people in Sinkiang
were sent to schools and places of highs: =ducation in the Soviet Uniogn.
Although in 1942 General Sheng Shih-tsai, cvideatly assuming that the Sovic
Union had lost the war against Germany beyond all hope, urned against Moscuw,

liquidating thousands of Communists and Sovict ageats, in 1944 the Soviet

republic of East Turkistan, with its own army, made up largely of Uighurs and
Kazakhs, was set up in the Ili, Tarbagartai and Altai regions, which were the riches
in eastern Sinkiang in terms of naturai resources and bordered directly on the
Soviet Union. In 1949, Chinese Communist forces arrived in Sinkiang and the
East Turkistan republic was dissolved, many of its leading personalities being
subsequently liquidated by the Mao Tse-tung regime.®® The dissolution of East
Turkistan did not, however, mean the end of all Soviet influence in Sinkiang. In
1950 Communist China, under pressure from Stalin, concluded a special agree-
ment with Moscow which provided for the organization of two joint Sino-
Soviet companies in Sinkiang, one for mining non-ferrous and rare metals,
including uranium ore, and the other for extracting and refining 0il.%¢ In 1954
Khrushchev ceded to China the Soviet share in these enterprises, but according
to unofficial reports received in exchange from Peking an assurance that coloniza-
tion of the territory by the Chinese would be restricted. After its departure fron:
Sinkiang, the Soviet Union left behind considerable traces of its influence among
+he local inhabitants, an influence deepened by the close ties of kinship between
the peoples of Sinkiang and the Soviet Central Asian republics.

Local hostility toward the Chinese continued after Sinkiang came unde:
Chinese Communist rule, unrest and uprisings occurring almost every year. The

—— —————

54 Sinwen Tienti, INo. 801, Junc 22, 1963.
55 Ugael Gluckstein, Mao’s China, London. 1957, pp. 409—10.

3 Nash drug Kitai, p. 238.
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situation was worsened by the social changes in local agriculture, industry and
trade, particularly those which took place during the period of the “Great Leap
Forward” and the establishment of the people’s communes. In 1956, for example,
there was a large uprising in the region of Ining (Kuldja) and Tacheng (Chugu-
chak), both former centers of Soviet influence in Sinkiang not far from the Soviet
frontier. In 1957, there were large-scale disturbances in the border region between
Sinkiang and the province of Tsinghai.?? In 1958-59, there were again serious
disturbances throughout the whole of Sinkiang.%% In 1962 there was another
large uprising, which resulted in the departure of some tens of thousands (according
to Western press reports, 50,000) of Kazakhs, Uighurs, Dungans and Chinese
to the Soviet Union. This uprising had also started in the Ining-Tacheng region,
in the spring, and had spread to the whole of Sinkiang by the summer. It was put
vwn by additional Chinese Communist troops rushed to the area.3® Despite the
cacerbated relations between the Soviet Union and China, there was no reaction
3 the uprising in the press of either country during the remainder of 1962.
Uty in the autumn of 1963, at the height of the dispute between the Chinese and
Soviet Communist parties, did the Chinese government officially accuse the
“oviet consulate in Kuldja of having incited the people of Sinkiang to rebel
apainst the local Chinese authorities and of having enticed them over onto Soviet
L2 ':‘if.'iﬁi‘}?. There is doubtless a certain amount of truth in the Chinese accusations.
ez Soviet government, for its part, used the flight to underline the inviability
of Mz20 T se-tung’s economic and national policies. However, when the inhabitants
of Sinkiang fled to the USSR in 1962 they wete probably not showing any partic-
ular liking for the USSR but merely choosing the lesser of two evils. During
recent years, thousands of people have fled from Sinkiang to other countries
besides the USSR, such as India, Pakistan and Turkey.%0
The situation in Sinkiang now appears to have become stabilized. Atany rate,
at the beginning of October Chou En-lai said in an interview with Gerald Long,

gencral manager of Reuters, that in Sinkiang “the situation has recently im-

proved.”%! How genuine and lasting this period of calm will prove to be depends
largely on the future course of the conflict between the leaders of the Soviet and
Chinese Communist parties.

o

Two general conclusions may be drawn from this brief review of the geopolit-
ical situation on the boundary separating the two Communist empires. Firstly,
national and racial problems are at present playing a minor role in the present
Sino-Soviet conflict. Secondly, the balance of power along the Soviet-Chinese
border will continue to be in favor of the USSR at least until the end of the
present century.

37 Sinwen Tienti, No. 801, June 22, 1963.
8 Clristian Science Menitor, Boston, Mass., September 7, 1963.
89 Jbid., October 2, 1963.
6 Sinwen Tienti, No. 801, June 22, 1963.
. 9 Christian Science Menitor, October 15, 1963,




