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Translators’ Note: On 23 August 1958,
Chinese Communist forces in the Fujian
area along the People’s Republic of China’s
Pacific Coast began an intensive artillery
bombardment of the Nationalist-controlled
Jinmen Island.  In the following two months,
several hundred thousand artillery shells
exploded on Jinmen and in the waters around
it.  At one point, a Chinese Communist
invasion of the Nationalist-controlled off-
shore islands, especially Jinmen (Quemoy)
and Mazu (Matsu), seemed imminent.  In
response to the rapidly escalating Commu-
nist threat in the Taiwan Straits, the
Eisenhower Administration, in accordance
with its obligations under the 1954 Ameri-
can-Taiwan defense treaty, reinforced U.S.
naval units in East Asia and directed U.S.
naval vessels to help the Nationalists pro-
tect Jinmen’s supply lines.  Even the leaders
of the Soviet Union, then Beijing’s close
ally, feared the possible consequences of
Beijing’s actions, and sent Foreign Minis-
ter Andrei Gromyko to visit Beijing to in-
quire about China’s reasons for shelling
Jinmen.  The extremely tense situation in the
Taiwan Straits, however, suddenly changed
on October 6, when Beijing issued a “Mes-
sage to the Compatriots in Taiwan” in the
name of Defense Minister Peng Dehuai (it
was speculated by many at that time, and
later confirmed, that this message was
drafted by Mao Zedong).  The message
called for a peaceful solution of the Taiwan
problem, arguing that all Chinese should
unite to confront the “American plot” to
divide China permanently.  From this day
on, the Communist forces dramatically re-
laxed the siege of Jinmen.  As a result, the
Taiwan crisis of 1958 did not erupt into war
between China and the United States.

In analyzing the crisis, certainly one of
the most crucial yet mysterious episodes in
Cold War history, it is particularly impor-
tant to understand Beijing’s motives.  Why
did it start shelling Jinmen? How did the
shelling relate to China’s overall domestic
and international policies?  Why did the
Beijing leadership decide to end the crisis

as abruptly as it initiated it?  For a long time,
scholars have been forced to resort to “edu-
cated guesses” to answer these questions.

The materials in the following pages,
translated from Chinese, provide new in-
sights for understanding Beijing’s handling
of the Taiwan crisis.  They are divided into
two parts.  The first part is a memoir by Wu
Lengxi, then the director of the New China
News Agency and editor-in-chief of Renmin
ribao (People’s Daily).  Wu was personally
involved in the decision-making process in
Beijing during the 1958 Taiwan crisis and
attended several Politburo Standing Com-
mittee meetings discussing the events.  His
memoir provides both a chronology and an
insider’s narrative of  how Beijing’s leaders,
Mao Zedong in particular, handled the cri-
sis.  The second part comprises 18 docu-
ments, including two internal speeches de-
livered by Mao explaining the Party’s exter-
nal policies in general and its Taiwan policy
in particular.  The two parts together provide
a foundation to build a scholarly under-
standing of some of the key calculations
underlying the Beijing leadership’s man-
agement of the Taiwan crisis.  Particularly
interesting is the revelation that Mao de-
cided to shell Jinmen to distract American
attention from, and counter American moves
in, the Middle East.  Also interesting is his
extensive explanation of how China should
use a “noose strategy” to fight the “U.S.
imperialists.”  Equally important is his em-
phasis on the connection between the tense
situation in the Taiwan Straits and the mass
mobilization in China leading to the Great
Leap Forward.  It should also be noted that
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however, the General Office of the Central
Committee called, urging me to go to
Beidaihe immediately.  I left Beijing on 21
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lounge hall of the swimming area at
Beidaihe’s beach.  Mao chaired the meeting
in his bathrobe right after swimming in the
ocean.  Among the participants were Liu
Shaoqi, Zhou Enlai, Deng Xiaoping, and
Peng Dehuai.6 Wang Shangrong, Ye Fei,
Hu Qiaomu, and I also attended the meet-
ing.7

Chairman Mao started the meeting by
saying that while we had had a good time at
this summer resort, the Americans had ex-
tremely hectic and nervous days.  Accord-
ing to their responses during the past days,
Mao said that Americans were worried not
only by our possible landing at Jinmen and
Mazu, but also our preparation to liberate
Taiwan.  In fact, our bombardment of Jinmen
with 30,000-50,000 shells was a probe.  We
did not say if we were or were not going to
land.  We were acting as circumstances
dictated.  We had to be doubly cautious,
Mao emphasized.  Landing on Jinmen was
not a small matter because it had a bearing
on much more important international is-
sues.  The problem was not the 95,000
Nationalist troops stationed there—this was
easy to handle.  The problem was how to
assess the attitude of the American govern-
ment.  Washington had signed a mutual
defense treaty with Taiwan.  The treaty,
however, did not clearly indicate whether
the U.S. defense perimeter included Jinmen
and Mazu.  Thus, we needed to see if the
Americans wanted to carry these two bur-
dens on their backs.  The main purpose of
our bombardment was not to reconnoiter
Jiang’s defenses on these islands, but to
probe the attitude of the Americans in Wash-
ington, testing their determination.  The
Chinese people had never been afraid of
provoking someone far superior in power
and strength, and they certainly had the
courage to challenge [the Americans] on
such offshore islands as Taiwan, Jinmen,
and Mazu, which had always been China’s
territories.

Mao said that we needed to grasp an
opportunity.  The bombardment of Jinmen
was an opportunity we seized when Ameri-
can armed forces landed in Lebanon [on 15
July 1958].  Our action therefore not only
allowed us to test the Americans, but also to
support the Arab people.  On the horns of a
dilemma, the Americans seemed unable to
cope with both the East and the West at the
same time.  For our propaganda, however,
we should not directly connect the bom-

bardment of Jinmen [to the America’s land-
ing in Lebanon].  Our major propaganda
target was America’s aggressions all over
the world, condemning its invasion of the
Middle East and its occupation of our terri-
tory, Taiwan, Mao said.  The People’s Daily
could begin our propaganda campaign by
criticizing an anti-China memorandum re-
cently published by the U.S. State Depart-
ment, enumerating the crimes of America’s
invasion of China in the past and refuting the
memorandum’s calumny and slander against
us.  We could also organize articles and
commentaries on the resolution passed by
the UN General Assembly, requesting Ameri-
can and British troops to withdraw from
Lebanon and Jordan.  Then we could request
the withdrawal of American armed forces
from their military bases in many countries
across the world, including Taiwan.  Our
media should now conduct an outer-ring
propaganda campaign.  After we learned the
responses and moves of America, of Jiang
Jieshi, and of other countries, we could then
issue announcements and publish commen-
taries on the bombardment of Jinmen-Mazu.
Mao said that at the present our media should
build up strength and store up energy—draw
the bow but not discharge the arrow.

Peng Dehuai suggested that the media
should write some reports and articles about
the heroic fighting of our commanders and
soldiers on the Jinmen-Mazu front.  The
participants at the meeting agreed that our
reporters on the front could prepare articles,
and we would decide later when they could
publish their reports.

That evening I informed the editors of
the People’s Daily in Beijing, through a
secured telephone line, of the Politburo’s
instructions on how to organize our propa-
ganda campaign.  But I did not say anything
about the Politburo’s decisions, intentions,
and purpose for bombing Jinmen-Mazu,
which were a top military secret at that time.

For the next two days, the Politburo’s
Standing Committee meeting at Beidaihe
focused its discussions upon how to double
steel and iron production and upon issues of
establishing the people’s commune.  Chair-
man Mao, however, still paid close attention
to the responses from all directions to our
bombardment of Jinmen, especially to
America’s response.  Mao’s secretary called
me several times checking on follow-up in-
formation after the NCNA’s Cangao ziliao
[Restricted Reference Material]8 printed

America’s responses.  During these days, I
asked NCNA to report to me every morning
by telephone about headline news from for-
eign news agencies.  I reported the important
news to Chairman Mao and Premier Zhou.

The Central Committee’s working con-
ference at Beidaihe ended on 30 August.
Then Chairman Mao returned to Beijing to
chair the Supreme State Conference.  On 4
September, one day before the conference,
Mao called for another Politburo Standing
Committee meeting, which mainly discussed
the international situation after the bom-
bardment of Jinmen.  The meeting analyzed
the American responses.  Both [Dwight]
Eisenhower and [John Foster] Dulles made
public speeches.  They ordered half of their
warships in the Mediterranean to the Pacific.
Meanwhile, the American government also
suggested resuming Chinese-American am-
bassadorial talks at Warsaw.9  Seemingly,
the American leaders believed that we were
going to attack Taiwan.  They wanted to
keep Taiwan.  However, they seemed not to
have made up their mind whether or not to
defend Jinmen and Mazu.  Both Eisenhower
and Dulles slurred over this matter without
giving a straight answer.  The participants at
the meeting agreed that the Americans feared
a war with us.  They might not dare to fight
us over Jinmen and Mazu.  The bombard-
ment of Jinmen-Mazu had already accom-
plished our goal.  We made the Americans
very nervous and mobilized the people of
the world to join our struggle.

At the Politburo’s Standing Committee
meeting, however, the participants decided
that our next plan was not an immediate
landing on Jinmen, but pulling the noose
[around America’s neck] tighter and
tighter—putting more pressure on
America—and then looking for an opportu-
nity to act.  All participants agreed with
Premier Zhou’s suggestion of announcing a
twelve-mile zone as our territorial waters so
as to prevent America’s warships from reach-
ing Jinmen and Mazu.10  Chairman Mao
considered it righteous for us to defend our
territory if American ships entered our terri-
torial water.  Our batteries, however, might
not fire on them immediately.  Our troops
could send a warning signal first, and then
act accordingly.

Chairman Mao also said that we were
preparing another approach as well.  Through
the Chinese-American ambassadorial talks,
which would be resumed soon in Warsaw,



210 COLD WA



COLD WAR INTERNATIONAL HISTORY PROJECT BULLETIN   211

a war with us.  After we announced a twelve-
mile zone of territorial waters, American
warships at first refused to accept it.  They
invaded the boundary line of our territorial
waters many times, though they did not sail
into the eight-mile territorial waters which
they recognized.  Later, after our warnings,
American ships did not dare to invade our
twelve-mile territorial waters.  Once some
American gunships escorted a Nationalist
transportation flotilla shipping munitions
and supplies to Jinmen.  When this joint
flotilla reached Jinmen’s harbor, I ordered
heavy shelling.  As soon as our batteries
opened fire, the American ships turned
around and quickly escaped.  The National-
ist ships suffered heavy losses.  Apparently,
America was a paper tiger.

America, however, was also a real ti-
ger, Mao continued.  At present, America
concentrated a large force in the Taiwan
Straits, including six out of its twelve air-
craft carriers, three heavy cruisers, forty
destroyers, and two air force divisions.  Its
strength was so strong that one could not
underestimate it, but must consider it seri-
ously.  Thus, our current policy [toward
Jinmen] was shelling without landing, and
cutting-off without killing (meaning that
without a landing, we would continue bomb-
ing Jinmen to blockade its communication
and transportation and to cut off its rear
support and supplies, but not to bottle up the
enemy [on the island]).

Chairman Mao also told me that the
Chinese-American ambassadorial talks had
resumed at Warsaw.  After several rounds of
talks, we could tell that the Americans were
certain about defending Taiwan but not sure
about Jinmen.  Some indications suggested
that the Americans intended to exchange
their abstaining from defending Jinmen-
Mazu for our recognition of their forcible
occupation of Taiwan, Mao said.  We needed
to work out a policy concerning this situa-
tion.  It was not adequate for us to accept
General Zhang Zhizhong’s advice at that
point.  Mao asked the People’s Daily and
NCNA to suspend the ongoing propaganda
campaign and wait for the Central
Committee’s further decision.

Chairman Mao asked for my comments
on his news draft after it was typed out.  I
noted that the article particularly mentioned
at its end that General Zhang had joined
Mao’s inspection trip.  I agreed with Mao’s
manuscript except the last paragraph about

Zhang Zhizhong, which might mislead pub-
lic thinking about relations with the Nation-
alists.  According to Chairman Mao’s in-
struction, the article was published as the
headline news on the front page of the
People’s Daily on that National Day (1 Oc-
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Jieshi would ask for American help; it would
make Americans anxious, worrying that
Jiang might bring them into trouble.  For us,
not taking Jinmen-Mazu would have little
impact on our construction of a socialist
country.  Jiang’s troops on Jinmen-Mazu
alone could not cause too much damage.  On
the contrary, if we took over Jinmen-Mazu,
or if we allow the Americans to force Jiang
to withdraw from Jinmen-Mazu, we would
lose a reliable means by which we can deal
with the Americans and Jiang.

All the participants at the meeting agreed
with Chairman Mao’s proposal to allow
Jiang’s troops to stay at Jinmen-Mazu and
force the American government to continue
with this burden.  The latter would be always
on tenterhooks since we could kick it from
time to time.

Premier Zhou expected the Americans
to propose three resolutions during the Chi-
nese-American talks.  Their first proposition
might ask us to stop shelling; in return, Jiang
would reduce his troops on Jinmen-Mazu
and America would announce that Jinmen-
Mazu was included in the American-Jiang
mutual defense perimeter.  The second pro-
posal might suggest our cease-fire if Jiang
reduced troops on Jinmen-Mazu, while
America would declare that their mutual
defense did not include Jinmen-Mazu.  The
last plan might ask for our cease-fire, Jiang’s
withdrawal from Jinmen-Mazu, and a com-
mitment by both sides not to use force against
each other.  All three propositions were
unacceptable, Zhou emphasized, because
they were essentially aimed at creating two
Chinas and legalizing America’s forcible
occupation of Taiwan.  Zhou, however, con-
sidered it favorable for us to continue the
Chinese-American talks, which could oc-
cupy the Americans and prevent America
and the European countries from bringing
the question of the Taiwan Straits to the UN.
We also needed to explain clearly the situa-
tion to our friends in Asia and Africa so as to
give them the truth and prevent [the crisis]
from doing us a disservice.  All the partici-
pants agreed with Premier Zhou’s sugges-
tions.

Chairman Mao concluded at the meet-
ing that our decision had been made—con-
tinuation of shelling but not landing, block-
ading without bottling up and allowing
Jiang’s forces to stay at Jinmen-Mazu.  Our
shelling would no longer be daily, with no
more 30,000 or 50,000 shells each time.

Later on, our shelling could be at some
intervals; sometimes heavy shelling, some-
times light; and several hundred shells fired
randomly in one day.  However, Mao said
that we should continue to give wide public-
ity to our propaganda campaign.  We in-
sisted in our propaganda that the question of
Taiwan was China’s internal affair, that
bombing Jinmen-Mazu was a continuation
of the Chinese civil war, and that no foreign
country or international organization should
be allowed to interfere in China’s affairs.
America’s stationing of its land and air forces
on Taiwan was an invasion of China’s terri-
tory and sovereignty; concentrating a large
number of naval ships in the Taiwan Straits
revealed American attempts to cause ten-
sions.  All U.S. vessels must be withdrawn
from that area.  We must oppose America’s
attempts to create two Chinas and to legalize
its forcible occupation of Taiwan.  We would
solve the problem of Jinmen-Mazu, or even
the problem of Taiwan and Penghu, with
Jiang Jieshi through negotiations.  Chair-
man Mao emphasized that our media propa-
ganda should explicitly address the above
principles.  Our delegation at the Warsaw
talks should also follow these principles
while using some diplomatic rhetoric.  All
these points would not be publicly propa-
gated until we had issued a formal govern-
ment statement.  At the present, the People’s
Daily could have a “cease-fire” for a couple
of days to prep17 Tw s.  Osak9toty TL T50l3ty couleesm T*(JianbLin ause ten-)Tj
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vention in China’s internal affairs, and with-
drawing all American armed forces from
Taiwan and Penghu).  Chairman Mao asked
me to finish my writing that evening.  He
was going to wait to read and check the
article that night.  Mao told me that I could
leave right now to write the article without
waiting for the end of the meeting.

Leaving Zhongnanhai, I rushed back to
the People’s Daily’s building.  After order-
ing a dish of fried noodles as my dinner from
a restaurant across the street, I began to draft
the editorial hurriedly in my office.  With
Chairman Mao’s instruction, my writing
was very smooth and fast.  A little bit after
the midnight, I finished my draft.  It was two
or three o’clock in the early morning of the
9th when the final proof of the article was
sent to Chairman Mao for checking and
approval.  Mao read the editorial early the
same morning and made important changes
in its last paragraph.  He re-wrote the para-
graph as follows: “Seemingly, the problem
still needs to have more tests and observa-
tions.  We are still very far away from the
time of solving the problem.  After all, the
imperialists are the imperialists, and the
reactionaries are the reactionaries.  Let us
wait and see how they will make their
moves!”  Chairman Mao noted his approval
on the final proof: “Not very good, barely
publishable.”  The time written down below
his signature was six o’clock of 9 October.

I received my manuscript sent back by
Chairman Mao on the morning of 9 Octo-
ber.  Meanwhile, I received a telephone call
from Mao’s secretary, Lin Ke.  Lin told me
that Chairman Mao wanted to include
Dulles’s 8 October announcement of Ameri-
can ships stopping their escorts in the edito-
rial.  Mao also suggested postponing its
publication for one day.  After reading Mao’s
revision and corrections, I felt that the
editorial’s title was not a very bold headline.
So, according to the changes he made in the
last paragraph, I changed the title to “Let’s
See How They Make Their Moves.”  After
the editorial was published on 11 October, it
was thought to be Chairman Mao’s writing
because of its striking title and special style
close to that of the “Message to the Compa-
triots in Taiwan.”

Two days later, the People’s Daily pub-
lished another editorial, “Stop Talking about
Cease-fire; To Leave Is the Best,” on 13
October.  This editorial was based upon
Premier Zhou’s opinion at the Politburo

Standing Committee meeting on 4 October.
Zhou gave the editorial his final check and
approval.  Its main content was our critiques
and refusal of an American request for a
cease-fire on the Jinmen-Mazu front.  The
editorial clearly stated that there was no war
between China and America, so where did
the cease-fire come from?  It asked America
to withdraw all of its naval and air forces
from Taiwan and surrounding areas around
the Taiwan Straits.  It was a perfect timing for
this editorial, corresponding to the “Defense
Ministry’s Order,” which was issued on 13
October and drafted by Chairman Mao.  In
that order, the Defense Ministry announced
a continuation of the suspension of our bom-
bardment for two more weeks.  The suspen-
sion, however, still contained the precondi-
tion that no American ships could be escorts.
We would resume shelling immediately if
there were any American escort vessels.

Two days later, Eisenhower ordered all
the warships from the Sixth Fleet which had
been sent as reinforcements to the Pacific to
return to the Mediterranean.  He also sent
Dulles to Taiwan to confer with Jiang Jieshi.
The Editorial Department of the People’s
Daily, without really knowing what was go-
ing on, wrote an editorial entitled “Having
Only Themselves to Blame,” saying that
Dulles and Jiang played a “two-man show.”
After the editorial was published on 21 Octo-
ber, Premier Zhou called us during the same
morning and gave a pungent criticism that
we were neither consistent with the facts nor
with the policy made by the Central Commit-
tee.  When Chairman Mao chaired a Polit-
buro Standing Committee meeting that after-
noon, he also criticized our editorial as book-
ish and naive, reeling and swaggering, which
had a one-sided understanding of the Central
Committee’s policy and gave an inappropri-
ate emphasis to the American-Jiang solidar-
ity.  Chairman Mao believed that Dulles’s
mission to Taiwan was to persuade Jiang
Jieshi to withdraw his troops from Jinmen-
Mazu in exchange for our commitment not to
liberate Taiwan so that America could gain a
total control of Taiwan’s future.  Disagree-
ing with Dulles, however, Jiang demanded
that America commit to a “mutual defense”
of Jinmen-Mazu.  Jiang and Dulles had a big
argument in which nobody gave in to the
other.  As a result, the meeting ended in
discord and was not a “two-men show” of
solidarity.  After the Politburo meeting, Chair-
man Mao asked Premier Zhou to talk to me

one more time about this particular matter.
Then we wrote another editorial to re-criti-
cize the Dulles-Jiang meeting.

Chairman Mao also said at the Polit-
buro Standing Committee meeting that there
were many problems in the relationship be-
tween America and Jiang.  The Americans
wanted to make Jiang’s “Republic of China”
one of their dependencies or even a man-
dated territory.  But Jiang desperately sought
to maintain his semi-independence.  Thus
came conflicts between Jiang and America.
Jiang Jieshi and his son Jiang Jingguo [Chiang
Ching-kuo] still had a little bit of anti-Ameri-
can initiative.  They would resist America if
it drove them too hard.  Among such cases in
the past were Jiang’s condemnation of Hu
Shi [Hu Shih]17 and his dismissal of General
Sun Liren18—actions taken because Jiang
believed that the troublemakers against him
were supported by the Americans.  Another
good example of Jiang’s independence was
the recent smashing and looting of the Ameri-
can Embassy in Taipei by Taiwanese
masses.19 Jiang permitted American armed
forces stationed in Taiwan only at the regi-
mental level, while rejecting larger units at
the divisional level which America had
planned to send to Taiwan.  After our shell-
ing of Jinmen began, Jiang allowed only
3,000 more American marines to reinforce
Taiwan and they were stationed in Tainan [a
city in southern Taiwan].  As Chairman Mao
had pointed out two days earlier, we and
Jiang Jieshi had some common points.  The
conflict at the Dulles-Jiang meeting sug-
gested that we might be able to ally with
Jiang to resist America in a certain way.  Our
policy of not liberating Taiwan in the near
future might help Jiang relax and concen-
trate on his fight against America’s control.
We neither landed on Jinmen nor agreed
with the American proposal for a “cease-
fire.”  This clearly caused problems between
Americans and Jiang.  In the past months,
our policy had been one of shelling without
landing and blockading without driving
Jiang’s troops to the wall.  While continuing
the same policy, we should from now on
implement it more flexibly in favor of sup-
porting Jiang Jieshi to resist America’s con-
trol.

All the participants at the meeting agreed
with Chairman Mao’s ideas.  Premier Zhou
added that “shelling” was coordinated with
“blockading.”  Since we relaxed our “block-
ading,” we might also need to relax our
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“shelling.”  Mao agreed with him by sug-
gesting that we should announce an odd-
numbered-day shelling, with no shelling on
even-numbered days.  For the odd-num-
bered-day shelling, our targets might be lim-
ited only to the harbors and airport, not the
defense works and residential buildings on
the island.  From now on, our shelling would
be limited in scope, and, moreover, the light
shelling might not be on a regular basis.
Militarily it sounded like a joke, since such
policy was unknown in the history of Chi-
nese or world warfare.  However, we were
engaged in a political battle, which was
supposed to be fought this way.  Chairman
Mao said that we only had “hand grenades”
right now, but no atomic bombs.  “Hand
grenades” could be successful for us to use
in beating Jiang’s troops on Jin[men]-Ma[zu],
but not a good idea to use in fighting against
Americans, who had nuclear weapons.  Later,
when everybody had nuclear weapons, very
likely nobody would use them.

Comrades [Liu] Shaoqi and [Deng]
Xiaoping wondered at the end of the meet-
ing whether we should issue a formal state-
ment announcing future shelling on odd
days only but not on even days.  Chairman
Mao believed it necessary.  He also required
me to understand that the editorial men-
tioned early in the meeting should not be
published until our formal statement was
issued.

On 25 October, the “Second Message to
the Compatriots in Taiwan” drafted by Chair-
man Mao was issued in the name of Defense
Minister Peng Dehuai.  A result of the analy-
sis of Dulles’s speech published by the U.S.
State Department on 23 October, the mes-
sage pointed out that on the one hand Dulles
finally saw a “Communist China” and was
willing to make contact with it.  On the other
hand, however, this American bureaucrat
still considered the so-called “Republic of
China” in Taiwan as a “political unit which
was factually existing.”  The American plan
was first to separate Taiwan from the main-
land, and second to mandate Taiwan’s spe-
cial status.  The message read, “China’s
affairs must be handled by the Chinese them-
selves.  For any problem unable to be solved
at once, we can give it further thought and
discuss it later between us. . . . We are not
advising you to break up with Americans
right now.  These sort of ideas are not prac-
tical.  We simply hope that you should not
yield to the pressure from Americans.  If you

live under somebody’s thumb and lose your
sovereignty, you will eventually have no
place to call your home and be thrown out
into the sea.”  The message announced that
we had already ordered PLA batteries on the
Fujian front not to fire on the airport, har-
bors, ships, and beaches of Jinmen on even
days.  On odd days, we might not bomb
either, as long as there were no ships or
airplanes coming to Jinmen.

The same day the statement was issued,
Chairman Mao sent for Tian Jiaying20 and
me for a conversation.  Besides asking us to
make a survey of the current condition of
people’s communes in Henan Province, Mao
talked about the bombardment of Jinmen
and Mazu.  He said that during this event
[ut

me for a convers4ate Tyoure no ships s lo1
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the above points be accounted as working
out splendid plans here to defeat the enemy
in battles a thousand miles away, and having
some certainty of success that we will be
ever-victorious?  We must persist in the
principle of fighting no battle we are not
sure of winning.  If you agree [with the
above points], telegraph this letter to Ye Fei
and ask him to think about it very carefully.
Let me know his opinion.

Have a peaceful morning!

Mao Zedong
10 A.M., 27 July24

3. Instruction, Mao Zedong to Peng
Dehuai, 18 August  1958, 1:00 a.m.25

Source: Jianguo yilai Mao Zedong wengao,
7:348

Comrade [Peng] Dehuai:
[We are] preparing to shell Jinmen,

dealing with Jiang [Jieshi] directly and the
Americans indirectly.  Therefore, do not
conduct military maneuvers in Guangdong
and Shengzhen, so that the British would
not be scared.

Mao Zedong
1 A.M., 18 August

P.S.:  Please call air force headquarters
attention to the possibility that the Taiwan
side might counterattack us by dispatching
large groups of air force (such as dozens, or
even over one hundred, airplanes) to try to
take back air control over Jin[men] and
Ma[zu].  If this happens, we should prepare
to use large groups of air force to defeat
them immediately.  However, in chasing
them, [our planes] should not cross the
space line over Jinmen and Mazu.26

4. Instruction, Mao Zedong to Huang
Kecheng, 3 September 195827

Source: Jianguo yilai Mao Zedong wengao,
7:376

Part I
Comrade [Huang] Kecheng:

Both the instruction and the appendix28

are well written.  Please send them to Com-
rade Peng Dehuai
EMC
/Touch-gforc 0.05buch-Upsyaio Tw 
1.2 TL T*(rade Peng Dehs1d MazDC
-0.078 Tw 
1
(indirecnstaseyppens, wbon anracedattaot cross the)Tj
EMC
/Touch-Up_8ne<</B 142.0001 /J 1 >> 3 >> BDC12 BDC
0.145 Tw 
1C2 Tral Mconduct  thmito on’s meet Td
Jin[men] and)Tj
EMC
/Touch-Up_7ne<</B 490.0001 /J 1 >> 1 >>7DC
-0.078 Tw 
1
ssueleasegfofighl written.givon  fotailen[men] and

Part I
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initiated the Great Leap Forward, throwing
away dependence and breaking down blind
faith.  The result is good.

The seventh is the non-recognition is-
sue.  Is [imperialist countries’] recognition
[of the PRC] or non-recognition relatively
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with which America has signed a treaty.  The
situation in Lebanon is more flexible as no
treaty is involved there.  It is said that one
issued the invitation, and the other came,
and [the noose] is hitched up.  As far as
Taiwan is concerned, this is an encased knot
since a treaty was signed.  There is no differ-
ence between the Democrats and Republi-
cans in this case.  Eisenhower agreed on the
treaty and [Harry] Truman sent the Seventh
Fleet there.  Truman could come and go at
will since there was no treaty during his
time.  Eisenhower signed the treaty.  America
is tied up [in Taiwan] because of the
Guomindang’s panic and request, and also
because America was willing [to be tied up
there].

Is it [America] tied up at Jinmen and
Mazu?  I think that it has also been tied up at
Jinmen and Mazu.  Why do I think so?  Did
not the Americans say that they had not

made any decision yet, and that they would
make the decision in accordance with the
situation after the Communists landed there?
The problem lies in the 110,000 Guomindang
troops, 95,000 men on Jinmen and 15,000 on
Mazu.  America has to pay attention to them
as long as these two large garrisons are on
the islands.  This concerns the interest and
feelings of their class.  Why do the British
and Americans treat the governments in
some countries so nicely?  They cannot fold
their hands and see these governments col-
lapse.  Today the Americans and Jiang are
having a joint military exercise under the
command of [Vice Admiral Wallace M.]
Beakley, commander of the Seventh Fleet.
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lytic copper, the combination will be dis-
solved when it is electrolyzed.  Jiang Jieshi
is [for us] a domestic issue, and you [Ameri-
cans] are [for us] a diplomatic issue.  [The
two] cannot be mixed up.

America now attempts to dominate four
out of the five continents, except for Austra-
lia.  First of all, in North America, this is
mainly America’s own place, and its armed
forces are there.  The next is Central and
South America where it intends to provide
“protection,” although it does not have gar-
risons there.  Then, there are Europe, Africa,
and Asia, to which [America] has given its
main attention, and deployed its main force
in Europe and Asia.  I do not know how it
[America] can fight a war with a few sol-
diers scattered everywhere.  Thus, I believe
that it focuses on occupying the intermedi-
ate zone.  As far as the territories of our
[socialist countries] are concerned, I be-
lieve that the Americans do not dare to
come, unless the socialist camp encounters
big trouble and they are convinced that the
Soviet Union and China will totally collapse
as soon as they come.  Except for [the
countries belonging to] our camp, America
is seeking hegemony everywhere in the
world, including Latin America, Europe,
Africa, Asia, and, also, Australia.  Australia
has linked itself with America through a
military alliance and follows its orders.  Is it
better for America to try to control these
places by utilizing the banner of “anti-com-
munism” or by fighting a real war against
communism?  To fight [a real war] against
communism means to dispatch its troops to
fight us and fight the Soviet Union.  I would
say that the Americans are not so stupid.
They only have a few soldiers to be trans-
ferred here and there.  After the incident in
Lebanon, American troops were transferred
there from the Pacific.  After they arrived in
the Red Sea area, the situation changed
unfavorably [in the Pacific], and they turned
around quickly and landed at Malaya.  They
announced that [the troops] were taking a
vacation there, and kept quiet for seventeen
days.  Later, after one of their reporters
claimed that [America] was taking charge
of the Indian Ocean, everyone in the India
Ocean [area] expressed opposition.  When
we began our artillery bombardment,
America came here since there were not
enough [of its] troops here.  I0J 1tTRMC
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geous to hundreds of millions of Chinese
people who oppose imperialism, to peace-
loving peoples all over the world, and to all
social classes, all social ranks, and the gov-
ernments [in various countries].  They now
have to believe that America, always arro-
gant and aggressive, is no good after all.
[The U.S. government] moved six of its
thirteen aircraft carriers [to the Taiwan
Straits].  Among these carriers, there are
some big ones with the size reaching 65,000
tons.  It is said that with 120 ships, it forms
the strongest fleet in the world.  It does not
matter if you want to make it even stronger.
It does not matter if you want to concentrate
all of your four fleets here.  I welcome you
all.  After all, what you have is useless here.
Even though you move every ship you have
here, you cannot land.  Ships have to be in the
water, and cannot come to the land.  You can
do nothing but make some threatening ges-
ture here.  The more you play, the more the
people in the world will understand how
unreasonable you are.

7. Telegram, Mao Zedong to Ho Chi Minh,
10 September 1958
Source: Jianguo yilai Mao Zedong wengao,
7:413

Comrade President:
Your letter of 8 September37 has been

received.  Thank you.
I believe that (1) the Americans are

afraid of fighting a war.  As far as the current
situation is concerned, it is highly unlikely
that a big war will break out; and (2) it seems
to me that the business in your country
should go on as usual.

8. Letter, Mao Zedong to Zhou Enlai and
Huang Kecheng, 13 September  195838

Source: Jianguo yilai Mao Zedong Wengao,
7:416-417

Part One
Premier Zhou and Comrade Huang Kecheng:

[I] have received [the documents] you
sent to me, including two intelligence re-
ports on Jinmen’s situation and the order of
our military.39 In addition to carrying out
[the operations] in accordance with the lines
set up by the order, it is also necessary to fire
some scattered shells day and night around
the clock, especially at night, shelling espe-
cially the area within the three-mile radius of
Liaoluowan.  The sporadic shelling (200 to

300 shells a day) will make the enemy
panic[ky] and restless day and night.  It
seems to me that [doing this] is a big, or at
least moderate, advantage [to us].  What is
your opinion about it?  On the days of heavy
shelling we will not fire scattered shells.  On
the days of light shelling we will use this
method.  For the sake of shelling Liaoluowan
at night, [we] should accurately calibrate
battery emplacements during daytime, which
will make the shelling at night more accu-
rate.  Please seek opinions from [the people
at] the front, to see if this method is workable
or not.

As far as the Warsaw talks are con-
cerned, in the next three to four days, or one
week, [we] should not lay all of our cards on
the table, but should test [the Americans].  It
seems that it is unlikely for the other side to
lay all of their cards out, and that they will
also test us.  What is your opinion, Zhou
[Enlai], Peng [Dehuai], Zhang [Wentian],40

and Qiao [Guanhua]41?
Congratulations for the success from

the very start.

9. Letter, Mao Zedong to Zhou Enlai, 19
September 1958
Source: Mao Zedong waijiao wenxuan, 353

Comrade [Zhou] Enlai:
Your letter dated the night of the 18th

has been received.  It is indeed very good.42

[I am] very happy after reading it since [we]
have gained the initiative.  Please take due
actions immediately.  Please also pass your
letter and my reply here at once to Comrades
Wang Bingnan43 and Ye Fei.  Make sure that
they understand [the key to] our new policy
and new tactics is holding the initiative,
keeping the offensive, and remaining rea-
sonable.  We must conduct our diplomatic
struggle from a far-sighted perspective so
that it will develop without any difficulty.

Mao Zedong
4:00 A.M., 19 September, Hefei

10. Minutes, Zhou Enlai’s Conversation
with S.F. Antonov44 on the Taiwan Issue,
5 October  1958 (Excerpt)45

Source: Zhou Enlai waijiao wenxuan,  262-
267

The entire situation has already changed
at this point.  Dulles’s press conference
published on 30 September reveals some

changes in America’s position.  Although
Dulles’s talks with reporters do not clearly
indicate [America’s new position], he ex-
pressed ambiguously that if China commits
to a cease-fire, America can persuade Jiang’s
troops to withdraw from the offshore islands
[under his control].  Apparently America
intends to carry out basically a policy to help
Jiang slip away from Jinmen.

After Dulles made this suggestion, Jiang
Jieshi became very upset.  Jiang knew the
content of Dulles’s talks in advance.  Thus,
he gave a speech on 29 September, and
another on 1 October, stating that the Ameri-
cans had done a disservice to him.  Two days
later, when he talked to British reporters
from The Times [of London], Jiang asked
Britain to advise America not to be fooled
[by the communists].  This is really funny.

Last night the Indian ambassador [to
Beijing] hurriedly informed me of V. K.
Krishna Menon’s plan [at the United Na-
tions].46  Menon believes that current changes
in the situation have already become a ten-
dency.  Thus, he is planning to make a
general speech at the UN meeting, including
a suggestion that Jiang’s troops withdraw
from the offshore islands and a request to us
to stop fighting against Jiang.  Britain at-
tempted to mediate this affair in the past, but
we refused it.  Dag Hammarskjold47 of the
UN intended to talk to us through Norway,
[but] we also turned it down.  Even though
America was not willing to invite India [to
mediate] before, it had no choice but to
invite Menon this time.  Menon was unwill-
ing to come himself, if America did not send
an invitation to him, or if he was unsure
about the situation.  At the present, since
Menon feels certain about the situation be-
cause America has asked for his help, he is
planning to deliver this proposition.  Our
assumption is as follows: after Menon makes
his proposition, it will be accepted by UN
members, and then by most countries in the
world.  Through this approach, the UN can
put pressure on Jiang Jieshi and meanwhile
ask us to make compromises.  Thereby,
America can maneuver between Jiang and
us to make a bargain.

We calculate that America has three
cards to play:

First, to defend Jin[men]-Ma[zu].
America’s proposition on 18 September re-
quested our cease-fire on Jinmen, we re-
jected it immediately.  We have been ever
since condemning America’s occupation of
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Taiwan.  America now attempts to expand
its occupation to Jinmen-Mazu, we must
oppose it firmly.  America dares not engage
in a war merely for the sake of Jinmen,
because the American people and its allied
countries oppose it.  Moreover, if America
wants a war for Jinmen, we are prepared to
fight against it.  In addition, the Soviet
Union supports us.  After our rejection,
America took back its first card, that is,
defending Jinmen and Mazu.

Its second card is about “two Chinas.”
America’s proposition on 30 September had
a central point of lining up China with the
Soviet Union on the one side, and Jiang
Jieshi with the United States on the other
side.  It puts forth a “two Chinas” scheme
and pushes us to accept the status quo.  We
firmly oppose it now, and will continue to
oppose it.

The third is to freeze the Taiwan Straits.
America intends to persuade Jiang’s troops
to withdraw from the offshore islands as an
exchange to freeze the situation in the Tai-
wan Straits, requesting our renouncing the
use of force on Taiwan, or our accepting
America’s occupation of Taiwan as legiti-
mate and “two Chinas” as “an existing fact.”
America may not play its third card at once.
As soon as Dulles’s meeting with press
caused Jiang Jieshi’s big complaints, Dulles
wrote to Jiang for explanation and comfort.
At the same time, Eisenhower informed the
Democratic chairman of the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee that America could
not yield to force.  He, however, also said
that if Communist China ceased fire,
[America] could reconsider [the situation
there].  It shows that America is still waver-
ing, though it wants to get away from Jinmen-
Mazu.

According to the above calculations, I
told the Indian ambassador yesterday that
we did not want Menon to deliver his propo-
sition to the UN.  We cannot trade a settle-
ment of Jinmen-Mazu for a recognition of
America’s occupation of Taiwan as legiti-
mate and acceptance of the existence of so-
called “two Chinas.”

Meanwhile, some Asian and African
countries are suggesting that the Eight-na-
tion Committee48 can draft a statement about
the Taiwan situation.  I also told the Indian
ambassador yesterday that we believed that
the Asian and African countries could hardly
issue such a joint statement since there ex-
isted two different positions among them-

selves.  I said to him it was better not to have

selves. 6Asian ositions among the
countries 5 the  situation.  I a.e ofo-

countries 5dian  situation.  I a.e5giti-
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countries 4Mazu 07nt about
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we can possibly fight for thirty more years,
it is better [for both sides] to talk for solu-
tions.

To be sure, [on the one hand,] Jiang
Jieshi will likely hold a press conference [as
soon as we publish our message], accusing
us of attempting to cast a bone between him
and America, saying that he will never sit
down with the Chinese Communists for ne-
gotiations, and so forth.  In his mind, how-
ever, Jiang can figure out himself that there
is a lot behind this, and that he can make a
further bargain with America.  This is his old
trick.  On the other hand, Americans will
also criticize the Chinese Communist at-
tempt to drive a wedge between them and
Jiang.  But, meanwhile, they will suspect in
their minds that we suddenly let up pressure
on Jinmen, almost blockaded to the death,
because there might be a tacit agreement
between us and Jiang.  The louder Jiang
yells, the more suspicious the Americans
will become.

Therefore, we cause a new dilemma for
America, and it does not know how to cope
with it.  America is facing a very difficult
situation right now.  It originally planned to
persuade Jiang’s troops to withdraw [from
Jinmen].  If it again suggests withdrawal,
Jiang Jieshi will say that America abandons
him.  If America stops persuading Jiang to
withdraw, we will achieve our goal.

11. Letter, Mao Zedong to Huang Kecheng
and Peng Dehuai, 5 October 1958
Source: Jianguo yilai Mao Zedong wengao,
7:437

Comrades [Peng] Dehuai and [Huang]
Kecheng:

Our batteries should not fire a single
shell on 6 and 7 October, even if there are
American airplanes and ships escorts.  If the
enemy bombs us, our forces should still not
return fire.  [We should] cease our activities,
lie low, and wait and see for two days.  Then,
we will know what to do.  Although the air
force must carry on our defense, the air-
planes should not fly off the coast.  One more
thing: do not issue any public statement
during these two days  because we need to
wait and see clearly how the situation will
develop.  Please carry out the above order
immediately.  Or [you can] pass this letter
[as an order] to Ye Fei and Han Xianchu.51

Mao Zedong

8:00 A.M., 5 October
P.S.:  After you have handled this letter,
please convey it to the Premier.52

12. Letter, Mao Zedong to Huang Kecheng
and Peng Dehuai, 6 October  1958
Source: Jianguo yilai Mao Zedong wengao,
7:437

Peng [Dehuai] and Huang [Kecheng]:
Please pass on to Han [Xianchu] and Ye
[Fei]:

Yesterday I said not to issue any public
statement, and to wait and see for two days.
Later [I] thought about this again, and con-
sidered it more appropriate to issue a state-
ment first.  This is the reason for [me to
write] the “Message to the Compatriots in
Taiwan.”53  This statement is about to be
issued, please instruct the Fujian Front radio
station to broadcast it repeatedly.

Mao Zedong
2:00 A.M., 6 October

Send this to [Huang] Kecheng for handling
immediately.54

13. Telegram, Mao Zedong to Zhou Enlai,
11 October 1958
Source: Jiangguo yilai Mao Zedong wengao,
7:449-450

Comrade [Zhou] Enlai:
No hurry to reply to the letters from the

Soviets.55  Need to discuss them first.
Cao Juren56 has arrived.  Ignore him for

a few days, do not talk to him too soon.  [I]
will think about whether I need to meet him
or not.

Tell [Huang] Kecheng to double-check
accurate numbers of how many enemy air-
planes we shot down, and how many of our
planes were shot down in more than fifty
days of air engagements since the Shantou
air battle on 19 August.  Prepare the statistics
for the Soviets’ information.  They believed
the enemy’s false information and do not
know the true story.  [The Soviets] should
sell ground-to-air missiles to us, and let us
control the employment of them.  The Sovi-
ets may send a few people to teach us how to
use them.  I intend to adopt this policy.  [We
can] discuss  Sovi-
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MAO ZEDONG AND DULLES’S
“PEACEFUL EVOLUTION”

STRATEGY: REVELATIONS FROM
BO YIBO’S MEMOIRS

Introduction, translation, and
annotation by Qiang Zhai

Born in 1905, Bo Yibo joined the Chi-
nese Communist Party (CCP) in 1925.
During the Anti-Japanese War, he was a
leading member of the CCP-led resistance
force in Shanxi Province.  In 1945, he was
elected a member of the CCP Central Com-
mittee at the Party’s Seventh Congress.
During the Chinese Civil War in 1946-
1949, he was First Secretary of the CCP
North China Bureau and Vice Chairman of
the CCP-led North China People’s Govern-
ment.  After the establishment of the People’s
Republic of China (PRC) in October 1949,
he became Finance Minister.  As a revolu-
tionary veteran who survived the Cultural
Revolution, Bo Yibo is considered one of
the most powerful figures in China today.

Between 1991 and 1993, Bo published
two volumes of his memoirs, Ruogan
zhongda juece yu shijian de huigu [Recol-
lections of Certain Major Decisions and
Events] (Beijing: Zhonggong zhongyang
dangxiao chubanshe, 1991, 1993).  The first
volume covers the period 1949-1956 and
the second volume 1957-1966.  In the pref-
ace and postscript of his volumes, Bo notes
that in preparing his memoirs he has con-
sulted documents in the CCP Central Ar-
chives and received the cooperation of Party
history researchers.  Bo’s reminiscences
represent the most important memoirs of a
high-ranking CCP leader for the 1949-1966
period.

As a still active senior leader, Bo is not
a disinterested writer.  His arguments and
conclusions are completely in line with the
1981 Resolution on Party History.1  Mem-
oirs in China usually have a didactic pur-
pose that encourages the creation of edify-
ing stereotypes.  Bo’s memoirs conform to
a tradition in the writing of memoirs in the
PRC: didacticism.  Arranged topically, Bo’s
memoirs are dry and wooden.  There is little
description of the character and personali-
ties of his colleagues.  In this respect, Bo’s
volumes follow another memoirs-writing
tradition in the PRC, which tends to empha-
size the role of groups and societal forces at

the expense of individuals.  Despite these
drawbacks, Bo’s memoirs contain many valu-
able new facts, anecdotes, and insights.  Es-
pecially notable are Bo’s references to Mao’s
statements unavailable elsewhere.  Since Bo
played a major role in Chinese economic
decision-making during the period, his mem-
oirs are especially strong on this topic.  He
sheds new light on such domestic events as
the Three-Anti and Five-Anti Campaigns,
the Gao Gang-Rao Shushi Affair, the Anti-
Rightist Campaign, the Criticism of Opposi-
tion to Rush Advance, the Great Leap For-
ward, the Lushan Conference of 1959, eco-
nomic rectification in 1961-1962, and the
Socialist Education Campaign.  Although
international relations in general does not
receive much attention, the volumes do in-
clude illuminating chapters on some key
foreign policy decisions.2

The translation below is taken from
Chapter 39 of the second volume (pp. 1138-
1146).  This section is very revealing about
Mao’s perception of and reaction to John
Foster Dulles’s policy toward China in 1958-
1959.  The CCP leader took seriously state-
ments by the U.S. Secretary of State about
encouraging a peaceful change of the Com-
munist system.  In November 1959, accord-
ing to Bo, Lin Ke, Mao’s secretary, prepared
for Mao translations of three speeches by
Dulles concerning the promotion of peaceful
evolution within the Communist world.  Af-
ter reading the documents, Mao commented
on them before having them circulated among
a small group of Party leaders for discussion.
Thus Bo’s memoirs not only provide fresh
texts of what Mao said, but also an important
window into what he read.  As a result, the
interactive nature of Mao’s activities—with
his top colleagues and his secretary—is open
to examination.  A sense of the policy-mak-
ing process, as well as Mao’s opinions,
emerges from Bo’s memoirs.

The years 1958-1959 were a crucial
period in Mao’s psychological evolution.
He began to show increasing concern with
the problem of succession and worried about
his impending death.  He feared that the
political system that he had spent his life
creating would betray his beliefs and values
and slip out of his control.  His apprehension
about the future development of China was
closely related to his analysis of the degen-
eration of the Soviet system.  Mao believed
that Dulles’s idea of inducing peaceful evo-
lution within the socialist world was already

taking effect in the Soviet Union, given
Khrushchev’s fascination with peaceful co-
existence with the capitalist West.  Mao
wanted to prevent that from happening in
China.  Here lie the roots of China’s subse-
quent exchange of polemics with the Soviet
Union and Mao’s decision to restructure the
Chinese state and society in order to prevent
a revisionist “change of color” of China,
culminating in the launching of the Cultural
Revolution in 1966.  Mao’s frantic response
to Dulles’s speeches constitutes a clear case
of how international events contributed to
China’s domestic developments.  It also
demonstrates the effects of  Dulles’s strat-
egy of driving a wedge between China and
the Soviet Union.

*     *     *     *     *

To Prevent “Peaceful Evolution” and
Train Successors to the Revolutionary

Cause

by Bo Yibo

According to the general law of social-
ist revolution, only through the leadership of
a proletarian political party directed by Marx-
ism, reliance on the working class and other
laboring masses, and waging of an armed
struggle in this or that form can a revolution
obtain state power.  International hostile
forces to the newly born people’s govern-
ment would always attempt to strangle it in
the cradle through armed aggression, inter-
vention, and economic blockade.  After the
victory of the October Revolution, the So-
viet Union experienced an armed interven-
tion by fourteen countries. In the wake of
World War II, imperialism launched a pro-
tracted “Cold War” and economic contain-
ment of socialist countries.  Immediately
after the triumph of the revolution in China
and the Democratic People’s Republic of
Korea, U.S. imperialists invaded Korea,
blockaded the Taiwan Strait, and imple-
mented an all-out embargo against China.
All of this shows that it will take a sharp
struggle with external hostile forces through
an armed conflict or other forms of contest
before a newly born socialist country can
consolidate its power.

History suggests that although the armed
aggression, intervention, and economic
blockade launched by Western imperialists
against socialist countries can create enor-
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with the commentaries, to the members
attending the meeting.

The three speeches by Dulles all con-
tained the theme of promoting a “peaceful
evolution” inside socialist countries.  The
three commentaries based on Chairman
Mao’s talks highlighted the key points in
Dulles’s remarks and warned of the danger
of the American “peaceful evolution” strat-
egy.  The first commentary pointed out:
“The United States not only has no intention
to give up its policy of force, but also wants,
as an addition to its policy of force, to pursue
a ‘peaceful conquest strategy’ of infiltration
and subversion in order to avoid the pros-
pect of its ‘being surrounded.’  The U.S.
desires to achieve the ambition of preserv-
ing itself (capitalism) and gradually defeat-
ing the enemy (socialism).”  After noting
the main theme of Dulles’s testimony, the
second commentary contended: Dulles’s
words “demonstrate that U.S. imperialists
are attempting to restore capitalism in the
Soviet Union by the method of corrupting it
so as to realize their aggressive goal, which
they have failed to achieve through war.”
The third commentary first took note of
Dulles’s insistence on “the substitution of
justice and law for force” and his contention
that the abandonment of force did not mean
the “maintenance of the status quo,” but
meant a peaceful “change.”  Then it went on
to argue that “Dulles’s words showed that
because of the growing strength of the so-
cialist force throughout the world and be-
cause of the increasing isolation and diffi-
culties of the international imperialist force,
the United States does not dare to start a
world war at the moment.  Therefore, the
United States has adopted a more deceptive
tactic to pursue its aggression and expan-
sion.  While advocating peace, the United
States is at the same timthe ur agg pe ite
the United States0pml5.fe mup138.001<</B 26imthe ur agg pe ite
and subverrt the world and be-
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This section of the Bulletin presents
new evidence from Russian, Chinese, and
Polish sources on one of the Cold War’s
most costly conflicts: the Vietnam War, which
consumed more than 58,000 American lives
and, according to recent estimates, more
than 3.2 million Vietnamese lives.  Pre-
sented here are articles by Ilya V. Gaiduk
(Institute of Universal History, Russian Acad-
emy of Sciences, Moscow), who employs
documents from the CPSU Central Commit-
tee archives to illuminate Soviet policy to-
ward the Vietnam conflict (in a foretaste of
his soon-to-be published book on the sub-
ject), and by Zhai Qiang (Auburn University
at Montgomery), who uses newly released
Chinese sources to explore Beijing’s han-
dling of the escalation of the war in 1964-65;
and a precis of a secretly-prepared memoir
by Jerzy Michalowski, a Polish diplomat
who was deeply involved in secret mediation
efforts between the United States and North
Vietnam in the mid-1960s.

However, recognizing that the most
important “other side” for Americans dur-
ing the Vietnam War was, of course, the
Vietnamese themselves, the Cold War Inter-
national History Project has launched an

THE VIETNAM WAR AND SOVIET-
AMERICAN RELATIONS, 1964-1973:

NEW RUSSIAN EVIDENCE

by Ilya V. Gaiduk

The Vietnam War stands out among
Cold War crises for its scale, length, inten-
sity, and global repercussions.  The litera-
ture on the war and the American role in it
encompasses thousands of volumes, from
political memoirs to soldiers’ eyewitness
accounts to historical and journalistic stud-
ies, to novels and political science trea-
tises.1  With the passage of time, ever more
documents have been declassified, enabling
more thorough and comprehensive analy-
ses.  Now that there is substantial access to
archives in the former USSR, researchers
have at their disposal a whole set of previ-
ously unavailable materials which shed new
light on unresolved issues as well as on
problems which have either escaped the
attention of Western scholars or have not
yet been analyzed in detail.

One of those problems relates to the
Soviet Union’s participation in the Vietnam
conflict, particularly the nature of Soviet-
American relations during the war and
Moscow’s role as a potential mediator.
Although many U.S. researchers have stud-
ied these problems and, on the basis of the
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BEIJING AND THE VIETNAM
CONFLICT, 1964-1965:

NEW CHINESE EVIDENCE

by Qiang Zhai

The years 1964-1965 marked a crucial
period in the Vietnam War.  The Gulf of
Tonkin Incident and subsequent U.S. esca-
lation of war against North Vietnam repre-
sented a major turning point in the American
approach to Indochina, as the Johnson Ad-
ministration shifted its focus from Saigon to
Hanoi as the best way to reverse the deterio-

rating trend in South Vietnam and to per-
suade the North Vietnamese leadership to
desist from their increasing involvement in
the South.  How did Beijing react to
Washington’s escalation of the conflict in
Vietnam?  How did Mao Zedong perceive
U.S. intentions?  Was there a “strategic
debate” within the Chinese leadership over
the American threat and over strategies that
China should adopt in dealing with the United
States?  What was in Mao’s mind when he
decided to commit China’s resources to

Hanoi?  How and why did a close relation-
ship between Beijing and Hanoi turn sour
during the fight against a common foe?
Drawing upon recently available Chinese
materials, this paper will address these ques-
tions.1  The first half of the article is prima-
rily narrative, while the second half provides
an analysis of the factors that contributed to
China’s decision to commit itself to Hanoi,
placing Chinese actions in their domestic
and international context.

China’s Role in Vietnam, 1954-1963

China played an important role in help-
ing Ho Chi Minh win the Anti-French War
and in concluding the Geneva Accords in
1954.2  In the decade after the Geneva Con-
ference, Beijing continued to exert influence
over developments in Vietnam.  At the time
of the Geneva Conference, the Vietnamese
Communists asked the Chinese Communist
Party (CCP) to help them consolidate peace
in the North, build the army, conduct land
reform, rectify the Party, strengthen diplo-
matic work, administer cities, and restore
the economy.3  Accordingly, Beijing sent
Fang Yi to head a team of Chinese economic
experts to North Vietnam.4

According to the official history of the
Chinese Military Advisory Group (CMAG),
on 27 June 1955, Vo Nguyen Giap headed a
Vietnamese military delegation on a secret
visit to Beijing accompanied by Wei
Guoqing, head of the CMAG in Vietnam.
The Vietnamese visitors held discussions
with Chinese Defense Minister Peng Dehuai,
and General Petroshevskii, a senior Soviet
military advisor in China, regarding the
Democratic Republic of Vietnam’s recon-
struction of the army and the war plan for the
future.  The DRV delegation visited the
Chinese North Sea Fleet before returning to
Hanoi in mid-July.  That fall, on 15 October
1955, Vo Nguyen Giap led another secret
military delegation to China, where he talked
with Peng Dehuai and Soviet General Gushev
again about the DRV’s military develop-
ment and war planning.  The Vietnamese
inspected Chinese military facilities and
academies and watched a Chinese military
exercise before traveling back to North Viet-
nam on December 11.5

The official CMAG history states that
during both of Giap’s journeys to Beijing, he
“reached agreement” with the Chinese and
the Russians “on principal issues.”  But it

does not explain why Giap had to make a
second visit to China shortly after his first
tour and why the Soviet participants at the
talks changed.  Perhaps disagreement
emerged during the discussions of Giap’s
first trip, leaving some issues unresolved.  In
fact, according to the study by the research-
ers at the Guangxi Academy of Social Sci-
ences, the Chinese and the Russians differed
over strategies to reunify Vietnam.  The
Soviet advisors favored peaceful coexist-
ence between North and South Vietnam,
urging Hanoi to “reunify the country through
peaceful means on the basis of indepen-
dence and democracy.”  The Chinese Com-
munists, conversely, contended that because
of imperialist sabotage it was impossible to
reunify Vietnam through a general election
in accordance with the Geneva Accords, and
that consequently North Vietnam should
prepare for a protracted struggle.6

On 24 December 1955, the Chinese
government decided to withdraw the CMAG
from Vietnam; Peng Dehuai notified Vo
Nguyen Giap of this decision.  By mid-
March 1956, the last members of the CMAG
had left the DRV.  To replace the formal
CMAG, Beijing appointed a smaller team of
military experts headed by Wang Yanquan
to assist the Vietnamese.7

These developments coincided with a
major debate within the Vietnamese Com-
munist leadership in 1956 over who should
bear responsibility for mistakes committed
during a land reform campaign which had
been instituted since 1953 in an imitation of
the Chinese model.  Truong Chinh, General
Secretary of the Vietnamese Workers’ Party
(VWP), who was in charge of the land re-
form program, was removed from his posi-
tion at a Central Committee Plenum held in
September.  Le Duan, who became General
Secretary later in the year, accused Truong
Chinh of applying China’s land reform ex-
perience in Vietnam without considering the
Vietnamese reality.8

The failure of the land-reform program
in the DRV dovetailed with a growing real-
ization that the reunification of the whole of
Vietnam, as promised by the Geneva Ac-
cords, would not materialize, primarily as a
result of U.S. support for the anti-Commu-
nist South Vietnamese regime of Ngo Dinh
Diem, who refused to hold elections in 1956.
As hopes for an early reunification dimmed,
the DRV had to face its own economic
difficulties.  The rice supply became a major

effort to organize collaborative research
with Vietnamese scholars and to collect Viet-
namese sources on the international history
of the Vietnam and Indochina conflicts.  To
this end, CWIHP has begun contacts with
the Institute of International Relations (IIR)
in Hanoi on the possibility of organizing an
international scholarly conference on the
history of U.S.-Vietnam relations since World
War II.  CWIHP, along with the National
Security Archive at George Washington
University, is also collecting declassified
archival evidence from Vietnamese, Ameri-
can, and other sources in connection with an
oral history conference of senior former
Vietnamese and American decision-makers
(including Kennedy and Johnson Adminis-
tration Defense Secretary Robert S.
McNamara), to be organized by the Council
on Foreign Relations, the Center for For-
eign Policy at Brown University, and the
IIR.  (Agreement in principle to hold the
conference was reached during discussions
in Hanoi in November 1995.)

CWIHP also plans to devote a special
issue of the Bulletin to new evidence on the
war, primarily from Vietnamese sources.

--Jim Hershberg, Editor
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building new airfields there, Beijing in-
tended to deter further U.S. expansion of
war in South Vietnam and bombardment
against the DRV.  Between August and
September 1964, the PLA also sent an in-
spection team to the DRV to investigate the
situation in case China later needed to dis-
patch support troops to Vietnam.31

The first months of 1965 witnessed a
significant escalation of the American war
in Vietnam.  On February 7, 9 and 11, U.S.
aircraft struck North Vietnamese military
installations just across the 17th Parallel,
ostensibly in retaliation for Vietcong at-
tacks on American barracks near Pleiku and
in Qui Nhon.  On March 1, the Johnson
Administration stopped claiming that its air
attacks on North Vietnam were reprisals for
specific Communist assaults in South Viet-
nam and began a continuous air bombing
campaign against the DRV.  On March 8,
two battalions of Marines armed with tanks
and 8-inch howitzers landed at Danang.32

Worried about the increasing U.S. in-
volvement in Vietnam, Zhou Enlai on April
2 asked Pakistani President Ayub Khan to
convey to President Johnson a four-point
message:

(1) China will not take the initiative
to provoke a war with the United
States.  (2) The Chinese mean what
they say.  In other words, if any
country in Asia, Africa, or else-
where meets with aggression by the
imperialists headed by the United
States, the Chinese government and
people will definitely give it sup-
port and assistance.  Should such
just action bring on American ag-
gression against China, we will
unhesitatingly rise in resistance and
fight to the end.  (3) China is pre-
pared.  Should the United States
impose a war on China, it can be
said with certainty that, once in
China, the United States will not be
able to pull out, however many men
it may send over and whatever weap-
ons it may use, nuclear weapons
included.  (4) Once the war breaks
out, it will have no boundaries.  If
the American madmen bombard
China without constraints, China
will not sit there waiting to die.  If
they come from the sky, we will
fight back on the ground.  Bombing

means war.  The war can not have
boundaries.  It is impossible for the
United States to finish the war sim-
ply by relying on a policy of bomb-
ing.33

This was the most serious warning issued by
the Chinese government to the United States,
and given the caution exercised by President
Johnson in carrying out the “Rolling Thun-
der” operations against the DRV, it was one
that Washington did not overlook.  Clearly,
U.S. leaders had drawn a lesson from the
Korean War, when the Truman
Administration’s failure to heed Beijing
warning against crossing the 38th parallel
led to a bloody confrontation between the
United States and China.

The U.S. escalation in early 1965 made
the DRV desperate for help.  Le Duan and Vo
Nguyen Giap rushed to Beijing in early April
to ask China to increase its aid and send
troops to Vietnag/Touc to inne<</B 94.0009 /J 1 >> BDC
0 T TL T0on 466.0005 /J 1 >> BDC
0.094 T2 TL TsLine<</B 526.0003 /J 1 >> BDC
EM.0005 /J 1 >> BDC
0.094 Tw _Line<</B uch-UHrly April

the Chines0.066 Toi> Bf37 Tw 
1.2 TL T*(warninHween the)Tj
EMC
/Touch-Up_Line
-0.075 Tw 
1.2 TL T o inroaJ 1 >>bridge engi Clearly,
A*(Johnso 1 >> BDCUy,)Te 9p_L075to m tourClearly,
warni3.066 8710.0001 /J 1 >> B0.075 Tw 
1.2 TL p_L0rotect> Btheal injMC
/r fipore
warni3> BDC08een the



236 COLD WAR INTERNATIONAL HISTORY PROJECT BULLETIN

troops to prepare for a North Vietnamese
counter offensive or launch an offensive
themselves to disrupt the enemy’s deploy-
ment and win the strategic initiative.40

But despite Liu Shaoqi’s April promise
to Le Duan and Luo Ruiqing’s agreement
with Van Tien Dung, China in the end failed
to provide pilots to Hanoi.  According to the
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clear that “the problems mentioned above
are directly related to the whole armed forces,
to the whole people, and to the process of a
national defense war.” It asked the State
Council “to organize a special committee to
study and adopt, in accordance with the
possible conditions of the national economy,
practical and effective measures to guard
against an enemy surprise attack.”51

Yang Chengwu presented the report to
Mao, who returned it to Luo Ruiqing and
Yang on August 12 with the following com-
ment: “It is an excellent report.  It should be
carefully studied and gradually imple-
mented.” Mao urged the newly established
State Council Special Committee in charge
of the Third Front to begin its work imme-
diately.52  Mao’s approval of the report
marked the beginning of the Third Front
project to relocate China’s industrial re-
sources to the interior.  It is important to note
the timing of Mao’s reaction to the report—
right after the Gulf of Tonkin Incident.  The
U.S. expansion of the war to North Vietnam
had confirmed Mao’s worst suspicions about
American intentions.

Deputy Prime Minister Li Fuchun be-
came Director, Deputy Prime Minister Bo
Yibo and Luo Ruiqing became Vice Direc-
tors of the Special Committee.  On August
19, they submitted to Mao a detailed pro-
posal on how to implement the Third Front
ideas.53  In the meantime, the CCP Secre-
tariat met to discuss the issue.  Mao made
two speeches at the meetings on August 17
and 20.  He asserted that China should be on
guard against an aggressive war launched
by imperialism.  At present, factories were
concentrated around big cities and coastal
regions, a situation deleterious to war prepa-
ration.  Factories should be broken into two
parts.  One part should be relocated to inte-
rior areas as early as possible.  Every prov-
ince should establish its own strategic rear
base.  Departments of industry and trans-
portation should move, so should schools,
science academies, and Beijing University.
The three railroad lines between Chengdu
and Kunming, Sichuan and Yunnan, and
Yunnan and Guizhou should be completed
as quickly as possible.  If there were a
shortage of rails, the chairman insisted, rails
on other lines could be dismantled.  To
implement Mao’s instructions, the meet-
ings decided to concentrate China’s finan-
cial, material, and human resources on the
construction of the Third Front.54

While emphasizing the “big Third Front”
plan on the national level, Mao also ordered
provinces to proceed with their “small Third
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nology to attack aircraft and war-
ships so that we can knock out one
enemy ship with a single missile.
The enemy’s strength is in its navy,
air force, atomic bombs, and mis-
siles, but the strength in navy and
air force has its limits.  If the enemy
sends ground troops to invade
China, we are not afraid.  There-
fore, on the one hand we should be
prepared for the enemy to come
from all directions, including a joint
invasion against China by many
countries.  On the other, we should
realize that the enemy lacks justifi-
cation in sending troops.... This
will decide the difference between
a just and an unjust war.62

Zhu De remarked at the same meeting that
“so long as we have made good preparations
on every front, the enemy may not dare to
come.  We must defend our offshore islands.
With these islands in our hands, the enemy
will find it difficult to land and
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perience was relevant to the struggle of
liberation movements in Asia, Africa, and
Latin America.  By firmly backing the Viet-
namese struggle against the United States,
he wanted to demonstrate to Third World
countries and movements that China was
their true friend.  Victory for North
Vietnam’s war of national unification with
China’s support would show the political
correctness of Mao’s more militant strategy
for coping with U.S. imperialism and the
incorrectness of Khrushchev’s policy of
peaceful coexistence.



240 COLD WAR INTERNATIONAL HISTORY PROJECT BULLETIN



COLD WAR INTERNATIONAL HISTORY PROJECT BULLETIN   241



242 COLD WAR INTERNATIONAL HISTORY PROJECT BULLETIN

fundamentally from those of Hanoi.  Whereas
the Chinese now regarded the United States
as a potential counterbalance against the
Soviet Union, their Vietnamese comrades
continued to see Washington as the most
dangerous enemy.  After the withdrawal of
U.S. troops from Vietnam and the unifica-
tion of the country, Hanoi’s bilateral dis-
putes with Beijing over Cambodia, a territo-
rial disagreement in the South China Sea,
and the treatment of Chinese nationals in
Vietnam came to the fore, culminating in a
direct clash in 1979.

Was China Bluffing During the War?

The fact that Beijing did not openly
acknowledge its sizable presence in North
Vietnam raised questions about the justifi-
cation for Washington’s restraint in U.S.
conduct of war, both at the time and in later
years.  Harry G. Summers, the most promi-
nent of revisionist critics of President
Johnson’s Vietnam policy, asserts that the
United States drew a wrong lesson from the
Korean War: “Instead of seeing that it was
possible to fight and win a limited war in
Asia regardless of Chinese intervention,
we...took counsel of our fears and accepted
as an article of faith the proposition that we
should never again become involved in a
land war in Asia.  In so doing we allowed our
fears to become a kind of self-imposed de-
terrent and surrendered the initiative to our
enemies.” Summers contends that “whether
the Soviets or the Chinese ever intended
intervention is a matter of conjecture,” and
that the United States allowed itself “to be
bluffed by China throughout most of the
war.” He cites Mao’s rejection of the Soviet
1965 proposal for a joint action to support
Vietnam and Mao’s suspicions of Moscow’s
plot to draw China into a war with the United
States as evidence for the conclusion that
Mao was more fearful of Moscow than Wash-
ington and, by implication, he was not seri-
ous about China’s threats to intervene to
help Hanoi.95

Was China not serious in its threats to
go to war with the United States in Indochina?
As the preceding discussion has shown,
Beijing perceived substantial security and
ideological interests in Vietnam.  From the
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mittee on this question. Has it started its
work?

Mao Zedong
August 12.

[Source: Ibid., 33.]

Document 3: “Report on How Our
Country’s Economic Construction
Should Prepare Itself Against an Enemy
Surprise Attack” by Li Fuchun 100, Bo
Yibo101, and Luo Ruiqing102, 19 August
1964.

Chairman103 and the Central Committee:

In accordance with Chairman’s com-
ments on the General Staff War
Department’s report of how our country’s
economic construction should prepare itself
for a surprise attack by the enemy, we have
gathered comrades with responsibility in
these areas for a meeting.  All of us agree
that Chairman’s comments and the War
Department’s report are extremely impor-
tant.  We must pay serious attention to and
do our best on such an important issue
concerning our country’s strategic defense.
The meeting has decided:

(1) To establish a special committee on
this case within the State Council.  We
suggest that the committee consist of thir-
teen people including Li Fuchun, Li
Xiannian, Tan Zhenlin, Bo Yibo, Luo
Ruiqing, Xie Fuzhi, Yang Chengwu, Zhang
Jichun, Zhao Erlu, Cheng Zihua, Gu Mu,
Han Guang, and Zhou Rongxin.  Li Fuchun
serves as Director, and Bo Yibo and Luo
Ruiqing Deputy Directors.

(2) In addition to the four areas men-
tioned by the War Department, our prepara-
tion measures also need to include universi-
ties and colleges, scientific research and
planning institutions, warehouses, govern-
ment departments and institutions as well as
civil shelters in cities and mines.  We must
follow Chairman’s principle of “careful
study and gradual implementation” in con-
ducting our investigation into various areas
as early as possible and pay attention to the
following issues.

(a) All new construction projects will
not be placed in the First Front, especially
not in the fifteen big cities with over a

million population.
(b) For those currently on-going con-

struction projects in the First Front and par-
ticularly in the fifteen big cities, except those
that can be completed and put into effective
operation next year or the year after, all the
rest must be reduced in size, undergo no
expansion, and be concluded as soon as pos-
sible.

(c) For existing old enterprises, espe-
cially those in cities with high industrial
concentration, we must remove them or some
of their workshops.  Particularly for military
and machinery enterprises, we must break
them in two parts if possible, and shift one
part to the Third and Second Fronts.  If we
can remove them as a whole, we must do that
with careful planning and in steps.

(d) Beginning in next year, no new large
and medium-size reservoirs will be built.

(e) For key national universities and
colleges, scientific research and planning
institutes in the First Front, if they can be
removed, we must relocate them to the Third
and Second Fronts with careful planning.  If
they can not be removed, we must break
them into two parts.

(f) From now on, all new projects, in
whatever Front they will be located, must
comply with the principle of dispersion, close-
ness to mountains, and concealment.  They
must not be concentrated in certain cities or
areas.

We have divided labor to deal with the
above work:

(a) The State Economic Commission
and the State Planning Commission will be
responsible for the arrangement of the indus-
trial and transportation systems.

(b) The Ministry of Railway will be
responsible for preparation measures con-
cerning railroad junctions.

(c) The Office of National Defense In-
dustry will be responsible for the arrange-
ment of national defense industry.

(d) The General Staff will be respon-
sible for the division of the First, Second, and
Third Fronts on the national level and for the
arrangement of national defense fortifica-
tions and war preparation mobilizations.

(e) Comrade Tan Zhenlin will be re-
sponsible for preparation measures concern-
ing reservoirs.

(f) Comrades Zhang Jichun and Han
Guang will be responsible for the arrange-
ment of universities and colleges, scientific
research and planning institutes.

(g) Comrade Zhou Rongxin will be re-
sponsible for the protection of city buildings
and government departments and institu-
tions.

We will spend the months of September
and October investigating the various as-
pects and produce detailed plans that can be
implemented gradually.  The special com-
mittee will synthesize the plans before sub-
mitting them to the Central Committee for
inclusion in the general plan for the next year
and in the Third Five-Year Plan.

(3) We propose to revive the People’s
Anti-Air Committee.  Premier104 should
still serve as Director and Comrade Xie
Fuzhi as Secretary General (Comrade Luo
Ruiqing was Secretary General originally).
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tions with China.  But we stick to one point:
the United States must withdraw from Tai-
wan, and after that all other problems can be
easily resolved.  The United States does not
accept this point. China and the United
States have been negotiating for ten years
and we are still repeating the same old
words.  We will not give up that point.  The
United States once wanted to exchange press
delegations with us.  They argued that when
we began with minor issues, we could better
settle major problems later.  We contended
that only by starting from major issues could
minor problems be easily resolved.

You withdrew your armed forces from
the South in accordance with the Geneva
Accords.  As a result, the enemy began to
kill people in the South, and you revived
armed struggle.  At first you adopted politi-
cal struggle as a priority supplemented by
armed struggle.  We supported you.  In the
second stage when you were carrying out
political and armed struggles simulta-
neously, we again supported you.  In the
third stage when you are pursuing armed
struggle as a priority supplemented by po-
litical struggle, we still support you.  In my
view, the enemy is gradually escalating the
war; so are you.  In the next two and three
years you may encounter difficulties.  But it
is hard to say, and it may not be so.  We need
to take this possibility into consideration.
So long as you have made all kinds of
preparations, even if the most difficult situ-
ation emerges, you will not find it too far
from your initial considerations.  Isn’t this a
good argument?  Therefore there are two
essential points: the first is to strive for the
most favorable situation, and the second to
prepare for the worst.

The Algerian experience can serve as a
reference for you.  Possibly in the fourth or
fifth year of their war, some Algerian lead-
ers became worried.  At that time, their
Prime Minister Arbas came to talk with us.
They said that Algeria had a very small
population of ten million.  A million had
already died.  While the enemy had an army
of 800,000, their own regular forces pos-
sessed only about 30,000 to 40,000 troops.
To add the guerrillas, their total forces were
less than 100,000. I told them at the time that
the enemy was bound to defeat and that their
population would increase.  Later, after ne-
gotiations France began to withdraw its
troops.  Now it has completed the with-
drawal, only leaving behind a few small

naval bases.  The Algerian revolution is a
national democratic revolution led by the
bourgeoisie.  Our two parties are Commu-
nist.  In terms of mobilizing the masses and
carrying out people’s war, our two parties are
different from Algeria.

I talked about people’s war in my article.
Some of the statements refer to specific prob-
lems of ten to twenty years ago.  Now you
have encountered some new conditions.
Many of your methods are different from our
methods in the past.  We should have differ-
ences.  We also learn about war gradually.  At
the beginning we lost battles.  We have not
done as smoothly as you have.

I have not noticed what issues you have
negotiated with the United States.  I only pay
attention to how you fight the Americans and
how you drive the Americans out.  You can
have negotiations at certain time[s], but you
should not lower your tones.  You should
raise your tones a little higher.  Be prepared
that the enemy may deceive you.

We will support you until your final
victory.  The confidence in victory comes
from the fighting you have done and from the
struggle you have made.  For instance, one
experience we have is that the Americans can
be fought.  We obtained this experience only
after fighting the Americans.  The Ameri-
cans can be fought and can be defeated.  We
should demolish the myth that the Ameri-
cans cannot be fought and cannot be de-
feated.  Both of our two parties have many
experiences.  Both of us have fought the
Japanese.  You have also fought the French.
At the moment you are fighting the Ameri-
cans.

The Americans have trained and edu-
cated the Vietnamese people.  They have
educated us and the people of the whole
world.  In my opinion it is not good without
the Americans.  Such an educator is indis-
pensable.  In order to defeat the Americans,
we must learn from the Americans.  Marx’s
works do not teach us how to fight the Ameri-
cans.  Nor do Lenin’s books write about how
to fight the Americans.  We primarily learn
from the Americans.

The Chinese people and the people of
the whole world support you.  The more
friends you have, the better you are.

[Source: The People’s Republic of China
Foreign Ministry and the Chinese Commu-
nist Party Central Documentary Research
Office, comp., Mao Zedong Waijiao wenxuan

(Selected Diplomatic Works of Mao Zedong)
(Beijing: Central Documentary Press and
World Knowledge Press, 1994), 570-573.]

Document 7: Mao’s Conversation with
Pham Van Dong, 17 November 1968.

Because there has been no battle to fight
recently, you want to negotiate with the
United States.  It is all right to negotiate, but
it is difficult to get the United States to
withdraw through negotiations.  The United
States also wants to negotiate with you be-
cause it is in a dilemma.  It has to deal with
problems of three regions: the first is the
Americas—the United States, the second is
Europe, and the third is Asia.  In the last few
years the United States has stationed its
major forces in Asia and has created an
imbalance.  In this regard American capital-
ists who have investments in Europe are
dissatisfied.  Also throughout its history the
United States has always let other countries
fight first before it jumps in at halfway.  It is
only after World War Two that the United
States has begun to take the lead in fighting,
first in the Korean War and then in the
Vietnam War.  In Vietnam the United States
is taking the lead, but it is followed by only
a small number of other countries.  Whether
the war is a special war or a limited war, the
United States is totally devoted to it.  Now it
cannot afford to pay attention to other coun-
tries.  Its troops in Europe, for example, are
complaining, saying that there is a shortage
of manpower and that experienced soldiers
and commanders have been removed and
better equipment has been relocated.  The
United States has also redeployed its troops
from Japan, Korea and other areas of Asia.
Did not the United States claim that it has a
population of two hundred million?  But it
cannot endure the war.  It has dispatched
only several hundred thousand troops.  There
is a limit to its troops.

After fighting for over a dozen years
you should not think about only your own
difficulties.  You should look at the enemy’s
difficulties.  It has been twenty-three years
since Japan’s surrender in 1945, but your
country still exists.  Three imperialist coun-
tries have committed aggression against you:
Japan, France, and the United States.  But
your country has not only survived but also
developed.

Of course imperialism wants to fight.
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facilitated by Johnson’s escalation of U.S.
involvement in Vietnam.

From late 1964 on, Soviet policy with
respect to Vietnam pursued several goals.
First and foremost, the USSR emphasized
moral and political support to what it de-
scribed as the Vietnamese people’s war
against American aggression.  The Soviet
mass media now promptly and frequently
carried official statements by Soviet leaders
denouncing U.S. aggressive actions in South-
east Asia, no longer delaying as it had with
TASS’s statement on the Tonkin Gulf inci-
dent.  Steps were taken to expand contacts
both with Hanoi and representatives of the
South Vietnamese patriotic forces, and, ac-
cordingly, the CPSU CC now approved the
opening in Moscow (at the Soviet Afro-
Asian Solidarity Committee), on 24 Decem-
ber 1964, of a permanent mission of the
NFLSV.

Second, Soviet material assistance (eco-
nomic and, primarily, military) to the DRV
and NLF expanded.  Soviet military supplies
in the period from 1963 to 1967 (particularly
after 1965) exceeded one billion rubles, ac-
cording to the data of the Soviet Embassy in
Hanoi.10  Prior to 1965, German models of
arms were sent to North Vietnam from the
Soviet Union, but from then on the Kremlin
provided only Soviet-made arms to the “Viet-
namese friends,” including the latest de-
signs of surface-to-air missiles, jet planes,
rockets, and field artillery, as well as a large
array of especially sophisticated arms and
combat hardware for the DRV air defense
system.11  And Soviet economic and mili-
tary assistance to Vietnam kept on increas-
ing.  According to estimates of the Soviet
Embassy in Hanoi, by 1968 Soviet material
assistance accounted for 50 percent of all aid
to the DRV, and as of 1 January 1968 the
total value of Soviet assistance over that
period was in excess of 1.8 billion rubles,
with military supplies accounting for 60
percent.12

Such a turnabout in Soviet policy with
respect to cooperation with Vietnam was
received with satisfaction by the Hanoi lead-
ers, who increasingly stressed the impor-
tance of Soviet moral, political, and material
assistance in their conversations with the
officials of the Soviet Embassy and those of
other socialist countries.  However, the North
Vietnamese leaders’ appreciation for this
largesse by no means signified that they
would now take the USSR’s side in the Sino-

Soviet dispute, or otherwise rely exclusively
on only one communist patron.  Rather, after
Moscow changed its attitude to the DRV,
Hanoi took steps to secure maximum profit
by exploiting its friendship with both of its
mighty allies—the PRC and the USSR—as
they competed for influence in Southeast
Asia.  Precisely this policy was pursued by
the WPV Central Committee grouping which
was formed in late 1964-early 1965 and
included Le Duan, Pham Van Dong, and Vo
Nguyen Giap.13  This group sought to rid
North Vietnam of China’s excessive ward-
ship, on the one hand, and, on the other, to
avoid any kind of dependence on the Soviet
Union.  As a result, in that period reports by
Soviet representatives in Vietnam, the USSR
Defense Ministry, and the KGB regarding
reduced Chinese influence in the DRV were
accompanied by complaints of insincerity,
egoism and unmanageability on the part of
“the Vietnamese friends.”

For instance, back in 1966, in his analy-
sis of the prospects of Soviet-Vietnamese
relations, Soviet Ambassador in Hanoi Ilya
Shcherbakov pointed out: “Just as before,
the Embassy believes that the process of
promotion of our relations with the WPV
and the DRV will hardly be steady or rapid
in view of the policy pursued by the Viet-
namese comrades.  This was, regrettably,
confirmed in the past few years.  Even the
manifestation of a more serious discord be-
tween the WPV and the Communist Party of
China will not probably mean automatic or
proportionate Soviet-Vietnamese rapproche-
ment.  The year 1966 showed once more that
we are obliged constantly to display initia-
tive and unilaterally, as it were, drag the
Vietnamese comrades to greater friendship
and independence.”  The ambassador then
stressed the “general positive nature” of the
WPV’s tendency for independence but
pointed to its negative aspects, primarily to
indications that the Vietnamese conducted
its foreign policy, including its relations
with Moscow, from a narrow, nationalistic
viewpoint.  Soviet aid was regarded by Hanoi
exclusively from the standpoint of their ben-
efit to Vietnam, rather than for the good of
the international socialist cause.14

This undercurrent of tension in Soviet-
North Vietnamese relations, produced by
what Moscow viewed as Hanoi’s parochial
perspective, cropped up repeatedly.  In 1966,
for example, the North Vietnamese expressed
indignation at the partial reduction of Soviet

and U.S. military contingents in Germany.
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other signs of distrust and suspiciousness
toward Soviet Defense Ministry representa-
tives.  The Soviet leadership was informed
about violations of storage rules for Soviet
military hardware, wasteful use of missiles
and ammunition, and neglect of Soviet ex-
perts’ advice on the rules of exploitation of
military hardware, which led to its spoilage.
All this coincided with Hanoi’s requests for
more assistance, but the DRV leaders evi-
dently saw no contradiction in this:  It was
pointed out in the 1970 political report of the
Soviet Embassy in Hanoi that, while “at-
taching great importance to the Soviet mili-
tary assistance, the command of the People’s
Army of Vietnam at the same time regarded
it exclusively as the obligatory discharge of
its internationalist duty by the Soviet
Union.”17

All the above-mentioned facts suggest
how complicated and contradictory Soviet-
Vietnamese relations were, and demonstrate
the great discrepancy between the scale of
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cially.
Regrettably, we do not yet have access

to all the documents, including the still-
classified “special dossiers” (osobaya papki)
at SCCD, as well as KGB, Foreign and
Defense Ministry, and Presidential Archive
materials, that are necessary to reconstruct
fully from Soviet sources all of the many
conversations and probes connected to vari-
ous diplomatic efforts aimed at ending the
Vietnam conflict in 1965-67, including, per-
haps most importantly, the so-called MARI-
GOLD and SUNFLOWER initiatives (to
use the secret U.S. government code names),
in both of which the Soviet Union played an
important role.30  An initial survey of the
SCCD archives disclosed only cryptic traces
of Soviet contacts with potential intermedi-
aries.  For instance, documents failed to
clarify what was discussed in conversations
with L. Mulkern (vice-president for interna-
tional relations of the Bank of America),
who asked for assistance in establishing
unofficial contacts between U.S. President
Johnson and the Soviet government, or with
Marshall D. Shulman (then an associate of
Harvard University’s Russian Research
Center), both of which were recorded by the
KGB (the latter with the recommendation
that Shulman be advised that his informa-
tion had to be confirmed by the U.S. Presi-
dent).  While the documents encountered
during this early stage of research left these
and many other questions unresolved, they
certainly pointed at the high intensity of
unofficial Soviet-U.S. contacts apparently
related to the war (either directly or through
mediators, as, for instance, through the ser-
vices of Austrian Ambassador in the USSR
Vodak) in the summer-autumn of 1965.31

Moscow’s seeming reluctance to meet
Washington half-way in its diplomatic ef-
forts was probably at least partly attribut-
able to the fact that the Kremlin was acutely
aware of its limited ability to exert influence
on Hanoi’s policy—an awareness due in
large measure to the complete and objective
information sent to Moscow by the Soviet
Embassy in the DRV, led by Ambassador
Shcherbakov.  Perusing the great number of
minutes of conversations between Soviet
Embassy officials and Vietnamese leaders,
WPV members, and Vietnamese citizens,
as well as informational letters and reports
sent to the Soviet Foreign Ministry and the
CPSU CC, one gets the impression that
decision-making on the Vietnamese issue

was largely produced in accordance with
recommendations and draft decisions sent
by the Soviet Embassy in Hanoi—not by the
Politburo, the CC Secretariat, nor the For-
eign Ministry—and only later were those
recommendations and draft decisions rub-
ber-stamped by the top Soviet leaders.  This
conclusion, albeit preliminary, is based on
ample documentary evidence, when, for in-
stance, the Soviet Ambassador sets out a
number of ideas in his political letter to
Moscow about what should be done, and
later the same considerations were put for-
ward as the official views of the CPSU and
Soviet government in conversations with
Pham Van Dong or Nguyen Duy Trinh.32  So
Moscow obviously deemed it advisable to
consult the Soviet Ambassador in Hanoi
before adopting decisions.

Take the following two examples.  The
political letter33 of the Soviet Embassy in the
DRV, entitled “Soviet-Vietnamese Relations
After the Talks Held in April 1968,” pre-
pared for Moscow Center on 1 September
1968, assessed the results and significance of
the opening of the Paris peace talks.  Regard-
ing the situation as favorable for achieving a
settlement in the best interests of the Viet-
namese people, the Ambassador, who signed
the letter, believed that the prime task at the
moment was “to help the Vietnamese com-
rades to put an end to the hostilities this year
and switch over to a political settlement of
the Vietnamese issue.”  With this aim in
view, Shcherbakov believed, it would be
advisable to invite a higher-level DRV gov-
ernment delegation to Moscow in October
and “try once more to analyze jointly the
situation and convince the DRV government
to express its opinion on the whole package
of the Vietnamese settlement.”

Soon afterward, V. Chivilev, the Soviet
charge d’affaires in the DRV, presented Pham
Van Dong with a letter of invitation from
Brezhnev and Alexei Kosygin for a DRV
party and government delegation to visit the
Soviet Union.  The date of the visit was later
settled and a decision was adopted on a visit
to the USSR by a Vietnamese government
delegation led by Le Duan in November
1968.  Though the materials on the visit
remain inaccessible, it seems highly likely
that Soviet leaders followed the recommen-
dations of their man in Hanoi.34

Another example of the importance of
the Soviet ambassador’s advice in decision-
making dates to early 1974.  CC Secretary

Boris Ponomarev, who was in charge of the
Party’s international relations, submitted to
the CPSU CC Secretariat a memorandum,
entitled “On a Proposal to the Vietnamese
Friends,” in which he raised the issue of
establishing and promoting relations between
the CPSU and the communist parties of
several Southeast Asian countries by mak-
ing use of the authority wielded by the WPV
in the communist movement in the region.
In other words, he suggested possible Soviet
penetration of Thailand, Indonesia, Malay-
sia, and the Philippines.  After inconclusive
discussion of the proposal, Ponomarev, along
with CC secretaries Suslov, Kirilenko,
Demichev, Katushev, and Rakhmanin, de-
cided to consult the Soviet Ambassador in
Hanoi on the matter.35

The new importance attached to the role
of ambassadors and embassies in the process
of decision-making on foreign-policy issues
reflected a general trend, typical of the
Brezhnev era: the growing influence of the
bureaucratic apparatus, especially medium-
level officials, on policy-making.  Since top
Soviet leaders had little idea of the reality in
Vietnam, they willingly entrusted decision-
making in the sphere of current policy to
experts, signing ready-made decisions or
intervening only in extraordinary situa-
tions.36

Thus, indirect evidence suggests that in
defining its stand on the Vietnam War, Mos-
cow largely drew on the opinion of its diplo-
matic representatives in the DRV.  And in
1965-1966 the Soviet Embassy was far from
optimistic about the prospects for a peaceful
settlement.  Meetings and conversations be-
tween the Soviet Embassy officials and
members of the diplomatic corps and jour-
nalists accredited in Hanoi revealed that
North Vietnam’s leaders were fully commit-
ted to continuing the hostilities against the
USA.  Indicative in this respect was a con-
versation at the WPV CC on 23 August 1966
between Soviet charge d’affaires P. Privalov
and Nguyen Van Vinh, Chairman of the
Committee for the Unification of the Coun-
try.  Gen. Vinh firmly believed that the
situation was hardly favorable for opening
North Vietnamese-U.S. talks.  “Had we been
defeated by the Americans,” Vinh said, “we
would have had no other choice than to agree
to hold talks, but we are confidently dealing
blows at the enemy and winning decisive
victories.  What would it mean for us to hold
talks now?  That would mean losing every-
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thing....”37  This viewpoint was shared by
the entire WPV top leadership.

That is why the Soviet Embassy’s re-
port for 1966 included very cautious fore-
casts about possible changes in the DRV
stand.  The embassy, in the belief that it was
necessary to “exert and broaden, with the
support of all peace-loving forces and the
socialist countries, strong political and dip-
lomatic efforts in order to bring the matter to
the settlement of the conflict in the current
year,” suggested that the USSR might even-
tually have to elaborate and present its own
peace plan to the Vietnamese comrades.
That supposition was made on the basis of
what the embassy viewed as a certain coin-
cidence of the CPSU and WPV “assessment
of the situation and active promotion of
politico-diplomatic struggle for Vietnam.”38

In that contest, the USSR sought to
evade the issue of acting as a formal media-
tor at the U.S.-DRV talks (which was what
the USA sought).  The only role the Soviet
Union was then prepared to play was that of
a “postman,” who would carry both sides’
messages, and that of “a night watchman” by
offering an opportunity for unofficial meet-
ings between U.S. and North Vietnamese
embassy officials in Moscow.39  At the same
time, Moscow spared no effort to convince
its “Vietnamese friends” of the need to switch
from military to political-diplomatic meth-
ods to attain a settlement.

The USSR undertook the mission of “a
postman” and “a night watchman” very re-
luctantly, probably for fear of being turned
into an official mediator.  At least it did not
wish to perform those functions on a perma-
nent basis.  So the United States had to use
the services of other countries, in particular,
Poland, Canada, India, etc.  However, early
in 1967 a new flurry of activity was observed
in Moscow.  In Jan.-Feb., DRV Foreign
Minister Nguyen Duy Trinh received
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amount of work with the French.”  The main
factor behind Hanoi’s choice of the French
capital, Le Duan told Chivilev, was “the
opportunity to maintain contacts with Mos-
cow from it.”45

The same factor was taken into account
by Moscow, which faced the task of keeping
the sides at the negotiating table.  With this
aim in mind, the Kremlin exerted constant
pressure on North Vietnam not to disrupt
the process.  On 13 June 1968, the CPSU CC
and Soviet government sent a letter to the
WPV CC and DRV government stressing
that the Paris talks were vitally important
for achieving a settlement of the Vietnam
issue.  The Soviet leaders also emphasized
that they were living through an important
pwas “the
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stood the importance of this new develop-
ment, and flew to Bulgaria to brief Leonid
Brezhnev, who encouraged them to pro-
ceed.  Vietnamese diplomat Le Duan went to
Beijing at about the same time, where he
received contradictory advice from Mao
Zedong and Zhou Enlai.

Phan Van Dong’s reply to Lewandowski
generated considerable excitement since it
contained a request to arrange an unprec-
edented face-to-face meeting, in Warsaw,
between the Americans and the North Viet-
namese.  Rapacki and Michalowski began a
series of consultations with John Gronouski,
to set the stage for these critical talks.  From
the beginning, however, difficulties emerged.
First, the American side began to express
doubts about certain unspecified details of
the 10-point plan as it had been recorded by
Lewandowski.  Secondly, the Chinese gov-
ernment, opposed to any talks, increased its
pressure on the Vietnamese.  Worst of all,
the tempo and brutality of American bomb-
ing raids in the Hanoi area were stepped up.
On December 13 and 14, the center of the
city was hit for the first time.  Stunned by
these attacks, the North Vietnamese with-
drew their offer to meet.  In a dramatic
confrontation on December 19, when
Gronouski accused the Poles of acting in bad
faith, Rapacki’s frustration overflowed: he
smashed his glasses down on the table, and
they flew into the American ambassador’s
face.  Operation Marigold appeared to be
dead.

The Poles continued to hope that a basis
for face-to-face talks still existed, however.
They briefed UN General Secretary U Thant,
who promised to do whatever he could.
They also contacted Pope Paul VI (using
Italian Premier Fanfani as an intermediary).
The pontiff sent a letter to Hanoi and to
Washington, begging both sides to save the
peace process.  Gronouski left Warsaw to
consult with President Johnson, while
Rapacki drafted an urgent appeal from mem-
bers of the Polish Politburo to their counter-
parts in Hanoi, calling for a reconsideration
of the American proposals.  As snowstorms
closed down airports all over Europe,
Gronouski returned to Warsaw unexpect-
edly, and requested a meeting with Rapacki
on Christmas Eve.  He announced that all
bombing with 10 miles of the center of
Hanoi had been suspended, and that he was
ready to meet with a Vietnamese representa-
tive in Warsaw.  This message was promptly

conveyed to Phan Van Dong by Poland’s
ambassador Siedlecki.  The Vietnamese,
still smarting from the bombing raids of
early December, and under intense pressure
from China, refused to discuss the matter
any further.  Operation Marigold had failed.

The great hopes that were raised by
Marigold, and its dramatic collapse, gave
rise to many commentaries, explanations,
and to some finger-pointing.  In his report,
Jerzy Michalowski provides a detailed re-
buttal of certain claims made by Henry Cabot
Lodge in his memoirs.  Michalowski had the
opportunity to discuss Marigold with Presi-
dent Johnson in September of 1967.  LBJ did
not accept Michalowski’s interpretation of
the events, nor would he acknowledge the
continuing determination of the North Viet-
namese to keep fighting.  In time, he would
change his views.

After personally witnessing some of the
unsuccessful attempts to end America’s en-
tanglement in Vietnam, after discussing the
events with many of the participants, and
after studying many of the relevant docu-
ments, Michalowski closes his report with a
strong indictment of U.S. policy.  He is
convinced that Lyndon Johnson and his circle
of hawkish advisors never understood how3C
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regime had been contemplated.  The Cam-
bodian Genocide Program has nine new
histories already underway, comprising de-
tailed and original research on the fates of
various regions and population groups into
which Pol Pot’s regime divided Cambodia.
In the process, Cambodian scholars are be-
ing trained in both social science methods
and computer documentation.  In addition to
these nine separate studies in preparation,
others are in the planning stage.  The first
volume of these studies is to be published in
1997.

4. Training Cambodian Lawyers
Until now, the legal expertise did not

exist in Cambodia to support a trial of Khmer
Rouge leaders utilizing due process guaran-
tees and unimpeachable evidentiary stan-
dards.  The Cambodian Genocide Program
has just graduated the first class of seventeen
Cambodian legal professionals, government
officials, and human rights workers from
CGP’s nine-week intensive summer school
on international criminal law and interna-
tional human rights law.  The school was
held in Phnom Penh from June to August
1995, with the participation of the Orville H.
Schell Jr. Center for International Human
Rights at the Yale Law School.  A second
summer school will be held in Cambodia in
mid-1996.  The individuals trained in the
CGP program will be able to staff a domestic
or international tribunal.

5. Creating a Permanent Cambodian
Documentation Center

Until now, no “center of gravity” ex-
isted in Cambodia to provide a spark for the
serious study of what happened to Cambo-
dian society during the Khmer Rouge re-
gime.  The Cambodian Genocide Program
has established an international non-gov-
ernmental organization in Phnom Penh,
known as the Documentation Center of Cam-
bodia.  The Documentation Center is facili-
tating the field operations of the CGP,  train-
ing Cambodians in research and investiga-
tive techniques, and will enable an indig-
enous organization to continue the work of
the program after the conclusion of the CGP
mandate in January 1997.

Introduction

In Cambodia from 1975 to 1979, the
world witnessed one of the worst cases of

genocide and crimes against humanity ever
perpetrated.  While those responsible for the
Nazi Holocaust in the first half of the 20th
century were punished, there has been little
effort to bring the Khmer Rouge to justice
for the atrocities they committed.  In 1994,
the U.S. Congress sought to address this
problem by enacting the Cambodian Geno-
cide Justice Act.  A team of world-class
Cambodia scholars based at Yale was cho-
sen to receive funding from the U.S. Depart-
ment of State, and subsequently, by the
Australian Department of Foreign Affairs
and Trade.  That team has now, in three
quarters of a year, made tremendous progress
in remedying this omission of justice and
accountability.  Four major problems face
any effort to bring the Khmer Rouge to
justice:

1) a paucity of specific documen-
tary evidence linking high-level
policymakers and military person-
nel to acts of genocide and crimes
against humanity;
2) insufficient training of Cambo-
dian officials and lawyers with the
political will and legal skills to bring
the Khmer Rouge to justice;
3) insufficient awareness among
Cambodian policymakers of the op-
tions available for legal redress of
genocide and crimes against human-
ity; and
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port from the worldwide Cambodia studies
community (see “Scholars Speak out on
Cambodia Holocaust,” letter to the Wall
Street Journal, signed by 29 Cambodia
scholars and specialists, 13 July 1995).  These
scholars represent virtually the entire field
of Cambodian studies.  Leading Cambodian
scholars  David P. Chandler, Milton E.
Osborne, and Michael Vickery have already
provided help in various ways.  Others who
have responded positively to requests for
information on their personal archival hold-
ings include Justin Corfield, Mark Dodd,
Stephen Heder, Henri Locard, and Judy
Ledgerwood.  Additional Cambodia schol-
ars like David Ashley and Jason Roberts
have generously offered to work with the
CGP on a volunteer basis.

An Australian  professional working
with the CGP has also initiated a project to
begin the computer mapping of Khmer
Rouge prison and mass grave sites.  This
project has now been funded by the Austra-
lian government at the level of A$24,300.
Additional funding is being sought.  This is
the first time anyone has attempted to con-
struct a comprehensive inventory of the
terror apparatus used by the Khmer Rouge
regime to murder up to two million people.

In June, July, and August 1995, CGP
Director Ben Kiernan presented the
Program’s work-in-progress at the U.S. Fo-
rum on Vietnam, Cambodia and Laos (in
New York), at Monash University and the
University of New South Wales (in Austra-
lia), and at the Foreign Correspondents’
Club in Phnom Penh.  These occasions all
produced new collaboration from foreign
scholars and specialists, ranging from an
offer of a large biographic database to a
promise of rare photographs of the Pol Pot
leadership.  The ability of the CGP to attract
the cooperation of Cambodia scholars, along
with legal and technical experts worldwide,
is a key factor in explaining the success of
the Program to date.

Cambodian Reception of the CGP.
Cambodian leaders have complained for
years that the outside world had not recog-
nized  the crimes of the Khmer Rouge and
the tragedy of the Cambodian people.  The
initiation of the Cambodian Genocide Pro-
gram helped answer this complaint on an
international scale.  This measure of recog-
nition sparked a new willingness among the
Cambodian political elite to squarely face
the darkest chapter of Cambodian history.

Cambodians have become full partners in the
CGP’s work.  His Majesty King Norodom
Sihanouk wrote to CGP Manager Dr. Craig
Etcheson on 21 July 1995, “I infinitely thank
the distinguished promoters of this research
program, especially Dr. Ben Kiernan and
yourself, for the care that you have mani-
fested, thanks to the ‘Cambodian Genocide
Program,’ in nourishing truth and promoting
and assuring respect for human rights in my
country.”

Since the earliest days of  the CGP in
January 1995, the Royal Cambodian Gov-
ernment has been unreservedly supportive of
the mandate given to Yale University by the
U.S. government.  The Co-Prime Ministers,
the Deputy Prime Minister, the Co-Ministers
of Interior, the Minister of Justice, the Co-
Ministers of Defense, and the President of
the National Assembly have all pledged their
personal and institutional cooperation with
the CGP.  Enthusiasm about the goals of the
program transcends political affiliation, with
support coming from the leadership of all
three parties represented in the government.
But the cooperation of the Royal Govern-
ment has gone far beyond pledges.  The
Royal Government is providing the CGP
with a wide range of resources to facilitate
our work in Cambodia and in the region at
large.

At the Striving for Justice Conference in
Phnom Penh on 21 and 22 August 1995, First
Prime Minister Samdech Krom Preah
Norodom Ranariddh and Second Prime Min-
ister Samdech Hun Sen publicly committed
the Royal Cambodian Government to bring
the Khmer Rouge leadership to justice for
their crimes against humanity.  In his open-
ing address to the conference, the First Prime
Minister complimented the CGP, saying,
“On behalf of the Royal Government, on
behalf of Samdech Hun Sen, Second Prime
Minister, and on my own behalf, I would like
to express my deepest appreciation and warm-
est congratulations to the Office of Cambo-
dian Genocide Investigation and Yale Uni-
versity for embarking on the two years
programme of documentation, research and
training on the Cambodian genocide.  I would
also like to express my sincere thanks equally
to the United States to create the Cambodian
Genocide Justice Act and its appointment of
Yale University to carry out the two year
programme.”

Substantively, the First Prime Minister
argued, “The international crimes of the

Khmer Rouge violated the most central
norms of international law and this clearly
affected the interests of all states in general
and Cambodia in particular.”  His Royal
Highness the First Prime Minister added,
“The Royal Government is determined to
bring those responsible for the perpetration
of these heinous crimes against the Cambo-
dian people to face justice.”  In his closing
address to the conference, His Excellency
Samdech Hun Sen summed up the view of
many participants by saying of the confer-
ence, “This is not about politics, it is about
justice.  If we do not bring the Khmer Rouge
to justice for killing millions of people, then
there is no point in speaking about human
rights in Cambodia.”

Large numbers of ordinary Cambodian
citizens seem to concur with the Co-Prime
Ministers.  Many Cambodians in Cambodia,
the U.S., and other countries have volun-
teered their assistance.  Since June 1995, a
team of Cambodian volunteers in New Ha-
ven, CT, has been preparing a biographical
index of Khmer Rouge political leaders and
military commanders.  As of September
1995,  Cambodian-American citizens’
groups in New York, New Jersey, Virginia,
Florida, Minnesota, Oregon, California, and
Texas have offered to compile witness testi-
mony on behalf of the CGP.  The thirst for
justice is powerful among the survivors of
Pol Pot’s genocide.

Consistent with these feelings of ordi-
nary Cambodians and the policy of the gov-
ernment,  the CGP has received from the
Royal Cambodian Government significant
assistance to our research program.  One of
the most useful forms of this aid is the
unprecedented assistance from the Royal
Government in retrieving documentation
from Vietnam unavailable to researchers up
until now.  In combination with previously
unexamined archives from the Cambodian
People’s Party, Royal Government minis-
tries, and private archives now being opened
to the CGP in Cambodia, a wealth of new
data pertaining to criminal culpability dur-
ing the Khmer Rouge regime seems destined
to come to light.  It is the expressed policy of
the Royal Government to assist the CGP in
uncovering such important information.

Evaluation. To ensure objectivity and
quality control, the CGP has instituted a
rigorous two-tier system of program evalu-
ation.  In the first tier, the Steering Group of
the Department of State’s Office of Cambo-
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dian Genocide Investigations conducts peri-
odic external reviews of CGP operations.
As a basis for these evaluations, in May 1995
CGP Manager Dr. Craig Etcheson produced
a 209-page Implementation Plan outlining
the Program’s strategy for achieving its ob-
jectives.  The first external evaluation, held
in June 1995, termed the progress of CGP
operations “excellent” (Time Magazine, 26
June 1995).

CGP also carries out an internal review
process, staffed by distinguished experts in
international law and genocide investiga-
tion, such as Professor Cherif Bassiouni,
former Chair of the United Nations Com-
mission of Experts for the inquiry on viola-
tions of international humanitarian law in
the Former Yugoslavia (predecessor to the
Yugoslavia War Crimes Tribunal).  The first
round of internal evaluation of CGP opera-
tions began in June 1995.  This evaluation
has already produced numerous useful ideas
for improving various aspects of our opera-
tions, and yielded an overall positive ap-
praisal of CGP progress.  According to one
evaluator, “Your thoughtful and methodical
explanations for the preparation of such a
project should serve as a model for the
documentation and analysis of crimes against
humanity in other countries....  The training
program designed to support the project is
outstanding.”

Summary.  In 1994 the prospect of a
trial of the Khmer Rouge leaders seemed
remote.  Now, through the work of the Cam-
bodian Genocide Program, it has become a
strong probability.  In 1994, the information
resources and legal evidence necessary for a
judicial accounting of the genocide had yet
to be identified or assembled, and the re-
quired legal skills did not yet exist.  These
prerequisites are now well on the way to-
ward fulfillment.  By the end of 1996, when
the CGP’s mandate will expire, an interna-
tional Cambodian genocide tribunal may
have already commenced functioning.  By
then, the CGP will certainly have provided
the scholarly and legal resources for Cambo-
dians to pursue their own justice for the
victims of the Khmer Rouge regime.  In
short, the Cambodian Genocide Program
has taken major steps to fulfill its own three-
part mandate: to expose and document the
crimes of the Khmer Rouge, and to hold the
perpetrators accountable.


