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From the CWIHP Director

ago, its legacy still besets US foreign policy and the world

at large. Cold War flashpoints, such as North Korea, Cuba,
Afghanistan, and the Middle East continue to impose important
challenges on the international community. Recent crises and con-
flicts underline the importance of gaining a better understanding of
the sources of these and other countries’ foreign policies, cultural
patterns, and world outlooks. This issue of the Cold War Interna-
tional History Project (CWIHP) Bulletin highlights recent findings
from the former Communist world and other international archives
on a range of critical issues that affect us today no less than they
concerned policymakers and the public during the Cold War.

Of all the United States’ former Cold War adversaries, North
Korea poses perhaps the most dangerous security problem. North
Korea’s vitriolic and seemingly unpredictable rhetorical outbursts
and actions confront international policymakers on an almost daily
basis, yet information on the inner workings and motivations of this
highly secretive country is scarce. To address this significant infor-
mation gap, this issue of the CWIHP Bulletin features a treasure
trove of previously unpublished documents from erstwhile com-
munist allies of the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK).
The documents are the result of a special effort by the Project to
mine the archives of North Korea’s former allies. Coordinated by
Kathryn Weathersby and funded by The Korea Foundation, the
CWIHP Korea Initiative has been systematically exploring East
European, Russian, and (to a lesser extent) Chinese archives for
insights into perceptions and policymaking in Pyongyang. The
Korea Initiative presented its first findings at a workshop hosted in
conjunction with the George Washington University Cold War
Group (GWCW) in March 2003 (“North Korea’s Crisis Behav-
ior, Past and Present: New Light from the Archives of its Former
Allies”), at which leading Korea specialists from academia, re-
search centers, and government agencies in the United States, the
Republic of Korea and Eastern Europe provided a first analysis of
the significance of the new documents on North Korea.! The newly
accessible documentation bears on such questions as North Korea’s
reaction to aid and external pressures, the internal workings of the
Kim regime and the ideological prism of the North Korean leader-
ship. The documents were featured in a front-page article in the
Christian Science Monitor in July 2003 (“Files Show a Stubborn
North Korea”). As with other materials that the CWIHP Korea
Initiative is uncovering, the materials are also accessible online
through CWIHP’s Virtual Archive.

Reading through the Afghanistan section of this Bulletin issue
today remains just as eerie an experience as editing the materials by
defected KGB archivist Vasiliy Mitrokhin’s on “The KGB in Af-
ghanistan” (which the Project published as CWIHP Working Paper
No. 40) while the US and its allies were fighting the Taliban in late
2001 and early 2002. To assess the legacies and lessons of the
Soviet war in Afghanistan in light of new evidence, CWIHP orga-
nized a major international conference on the conflict in April 2002,
“Towards an International History of the War in Afghanistan,
1979-1989.” Held in cooperation with the Center’s Asia Program
and Kennan Institute, GWCW, and the National Security Archive,
the “critical oral history” meeting centered on newly released and
translated US, Russian, Bulgarian, East German, Czech, and Hun-
garian documents on the war. Conference participants included
former Soviet officials and National Security Council (NSC), State
Department, and Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) officials from
the Carter, Bush, and Reagan administrations, as well as scholarly

D espite the end of the Cold War almost a decade-and-a-half

experts from around the world. The Russian materials featured in
the Afghanistan section of this issue, generously provided by
Anatoly Chernyaev, A. A. Lyakhovsky, and the late Vasiliy
Mitrokhin, allow fascinating insights into Soviet intelligence opera-
tions in the region, Gorbachev’s relationship with Afghan commu-
nist leader Nadjibullah, and the debate over withdrawal from Af-
ghanistan within the Kremlin. Documents from the Bulgarian, East
German, and Hungarian archives provide a glimpse at the bloc-wide
repercussions of the Soviet intervention. Mitrokhin’s special con-
tribution, moreover, extends the documentary shadow of the Soviet
invasion to the larger history of Soviet policy on the South Asian

subcontinent.

As in past issues, this Bulletin reflects the activities of the
international network that constitutes the Cold War International
History Project. Mark Kramer’s edition of Ukrainian archival
documents continues CWIHP’s effort to document the spill-over
effects and repercussions of crises within the Soviet empire, in this
case the 1968 invasion of Czechoslovakia.> Svetlana Savranskaya
highlights findings from the October 2002 Havana Conference on
the 1962 Cuban Missile Crisis. Organized by the National Secu-
rity Archive in partnership with Brown University’s Watson Insti-
tute for International Affairs and Cuban institutions, the conference
brought together US, Russian, and Cuban veterans of the 1962
Cuban Crisis.* The documents introduced by Jim Hershberg and
Vladislav Zubok add to CWIHP’s unique corpus of Soviet docu-
ments on the Korean War.* The Zhivkov Dossier, provided by
Jordan Baeyv, is the most recent archival coup by CWIHP’s Bulgar-
ian partner, the Cold War Group Bulgaria.

The Armenian and Georgian archival documents featured in
this issue are a result of CWIHP’s continued cooperation with
Armenian, Azeri, and Georgian (as well as US and Russian) scholars
to uncover the hidden history of Soviet policies in the Southern
Caucasus. They were among the materials presented at a workshop
in July 2002 in the Tsinandali Conference Center in the Kakhety
Valley in Georgia. The workshop was the second meeting held in
the framework of the initiative, “Georgia, Armenia, and
Azerbaijan in the Cold War,” launched in the summer of 1999 by
the National Security Archive and CWIHP. The main goal of the
project is to explore the archives in Tbilisi, Yerevan, and Baku to
determine to what extent Cold War era documents, still classified in
the central archives in Moscow, would be accessible there, and to
bring scholars from the three republics into the larger international
network of Cold War scholars.’

Kok k

Since the publication of the last Bulletin, CWIHP has spon-
sored or co-sponsored a series of conferences in addition to those
mentioned above. Together with CWIHP and the National Security
Archive, the Machiavelli Center for Cold War Studies (CIMA), a
newly created federation of Cold War programs at Italian universi-
ties, sponsored a critical oral history conference on “The Road to
Helsinki: The Early Steps of the CSCE” in September 2003.
The meeting, held in cooperation with the Parallel History Project
on NATO and the Warsaw Pact (PHP), gathered more than a dozen
former CSCE diplomats and some fifty scholars to discuss key
issues in the national policies and international negotiations that led
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to the 1975 Helsinki Accords.® The conference built on an interna-
tional conference on the history of détente (“NATO, the Warsaw
Pact, and the Rise of Détente, 1965-1972”), sponsored by CIMA
and CWIHP in Dobbiaco in September 2002.” A November 2002
conference on “Mexico, Central America, and the Caribbean
during the Cold War,” held in Mexico City in cooperation with
Yale University’s Council on Latin American & Iberian Studies and
the Centro de Investigaciones y Estudios Superiores en Antropologia
Social (Mexico City), inaugurated collaborative efforts with Mexi-
can and other Latin American researchers and archivists to relate the
Latin American Cold War experience to the emerging international
history of the post-1945 world.

A workshop on “China and its Frontier Issue” with China’s
leading Cold War scholars in the Wuyi Mountains in August 2002
intensified collaborative ties with CWIHP’s Chinese partners. In
October 2002, CWIHP co-sponsored a conference with the Insti-
tute of Political Studies at the Romanian Ministry of Defense and
the PHP in Bucharest on “Romania and the Warsaw Pact.” Show-
casing the first major release of documents from the Romanian,
United States, and other archives on the subject, the conference
drew considerable public attention to problems of access and re-
search in Romania. Other meetings (co-)organized and sponsored
by CWIHP included a March 2003 workshop at the Wilson Center
on the recent declassification of US documents on Argentina’s
“Dirty Wars™® (co-sponsored with the Center’s Latin American
Program). Pushing the boundaries of international history into the
lives and the communities of peoples the world over, the Interna-
tional Security Studies Program at Yale University and CWIHP
sponsored a meeting on “Lives and Consequences: The Local
Impact of the Cold War” in April 2003.° For two days, more than
a dozen scholars traced the real-world effects of diplomacy on
everyday life. In September 2003 the Project teamed up with the
Finnish Academy of Sciences and the Russian State Archives for a
conference on “The Economic Cold War” in Helsinki, exploring
trade relations and trade embargos during the Cold War.'® Hosted
by the Cold War Research Center in Budapest, directed by former
CWIHP Scholar Csaba Békés, a November 2003 conference on
“Central and Eastern European Archival Evidence on the Cold
War in Asia” produced fascinating new evidence and exchanges on
the impact of the Sino-Soviet rift on the Soviet alliance system and
intra-bloc relationships. With graduate students and junior scholars
steeped in archival research across the region as central partici-
pants, the meeting sponsored by GWCW and co-sponsored by
CWIHP was in many ways the international debut of a new genera-
tion of Cold War historians."" A special CWIHP/GWCW Bulletin
issue will present many of the new materials to the scholarly com-
munity and public at large.

Kok k

Broadening the debate on the history of the Cold War and its
legacy based on new evidence has remained a central focus of
CWIHP’s activities since the publication of the last Bulletin. With
funding from the National Endowment for Humanities, GWCW
and the Cold War International History Project hosted two summer
institutes for about twenty high-school teachers in 2002-2003 to
develop an interactive teaching tool for students. Featured in Hu-
manities (“The Unknown Cold War”) in March/April 2003, the
project will result in a new website that will provide access to the
wealth of new documentary resources. Now in its final develop-
mental stage, the new site, “The Cold War Files-Interpreting
History Through Documents,” is set to go online in late 2004.
CWIHP also participated in the Graduate Student Conference spon-

sored by GWCW and the University of California—Santa Barbara as
well as the first Annual “Summer Institute on Conducting Archival
Research” at George Washington University. (For a report by Cam-
bridge University PhD candidate Sutayut Osornprasop, see http://
cwihp.si.edu). In September 2003, the Cold War International His-
tory Project hosted a pioneering international conference on “Cold
War Memory: Interpreting the Physical Legacy of the Cold
War.” Co-sponsored by the Association of Air Force Missileers,
the Cold War Museum, the German Historical Institute (Washing-
ton, DC), the Harry S. Truman Library, the Woodrow Wilson
Center’s Kennan Institute and organized in cooperation with the
Norwegian Aviation Museum, the Eisenhower Foundation and
Eisenhower Presidential Library, and the National Coalition for
History, the conference was designed to foster a dialogue between
Cold War scholars and individuals and organizations charged with
interpreting the physical legacy of the Cold War in the United
States and abroad. About one hundred cultural resource specialists,
leading international scholars, Cold War veterans, media and foun-
dation representatives, government officials, and other profession-
als from around the world met for two intense days to discuss new
findings on the Cold War and their meaning for the conflict’s “public
history.” CWIHP is publishing a report on the proceedings of the

meeting on its website.

CWIHP also continues its Cold War seminar series at the
Woodrow Wilson Center, designed to bring new findings and publi-
cations to the attention of Washington’s policy and scholarly com-
munity. Recent events included a discussion of “Lyndon Johnson
and Europe,” the new book by former Wilson Center Fellow Tho-
mas Alan Schwartz; a panel on William Taubman’s new biography
of Nikita Khrushchev (with commentaries by Clinton Adminis-
tration Undersecretary of State Strobe Talbott and NPR’s Daniel
Schorr) before a standing room-only audience; a discussion of Milton
Bearden’s and James Risen’s new book on intelligence and the end
of the Cold War (“The Main Enemy”); and book launches for
CWIHP Senior Scholar Hope Harrison (“Driving the Soviets Up
the Wall”), Jeremi Suri (“Power and Protest”), and Jeffrey Kimball
(“The Vietnam War Files”). A full list of the meetings and meeting
reports is available on the Project’s website (http://cwihp.si.edu)

Thanks to the support by the John D. and Catherine T.
MacArthur Foundation, the Project was able to award additional
CWIHP scholarships. In 2003, CWIHP hosted Russian scholar
Sergey Mazov (Russian Academy of Sciences) as its most recent
CWIHP Scholar. During his stay in Washington, Sergey Mazov
conducted extensive research on Soviet policy towards West Africa.
The Project was also fortunate to host Melvyn Leffler (University
of Virginia), Jussi Hanhimaki (Graduate Institute, Geneva), Keith
R. Allen (Washington), Marilena Gala (University of Florence)
and Trudy Huskamp Peterson, former acting National Archivist
and former director of the Open Society Archive in Budapest as
Wilson Center Fellows and Public Policy Scholars.

CWIHP has been building its website presence, and the Project
is currently restructuring its “Virtual Archive” of declassified and
translated documents to facilitate full-text searching and collating of
original and translated versions of documents. With support from
the Andrew Mellon Foundation, CWIHP has been exploring the
possibilities for developing search engines that would allow har-
vesting across several online archives and collections. Additional
web features go online in the spring and summer of 2004.

CWIHP’s varied activities would not be possible without the
support of a broadening international network of individuals and
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institutions. The Project is pleased to welcome the establishment of
a Mongolian Cold War Group, host to the March 2004 workshop in
Ulaanbaatar. Spurred by the efforts of Sergey Radchenko and former
Wilson Center Fellow Tsedenbar Batbayar, fascinating new materi-
als on the Sino-Soviet split are becoming available in the Mongolian
archives. A November 2003 workshop with Serbian scholars in
Belgrade, organized by Svetozar Rajak of the London School of
Economics, provided first glimpses at the potential riches of the
Yugoslav archives on topics ranging from the Cold War on the Balkans
to the non-alignment movement. Cooperation has also intensified
with a group of Cold War scholars in Tirana (led by Ana Lalaj), who,
with support by CWIHP, are in the process of mining the Albanian
archives. CWIHP’s Italian partner CIMA, led by Ennio Di Nolfo,
Massimiliano Guderzo and Leopoldo Nuti, is spearheading a sys-
tematic exploration of the Détente years. Following my recent trip
to Yalta, Kyiv and Lviv, plans are underway for a Cold War confer-
ence in Ukraine that would build on the work of Mark Kramer and
others featured in this Bulletin issue. Our partners in Beijing and
Shanghai, the Modern History Research Center at Beijing Univer-
sity and the Cold War Studies Center at East China Normal Univer-
sity are playing central roles in collaborative efforts to assess the
history of Chinese foreign policy in a series of meetings over the
next three years, sponsored by the Henry Luce Foundation. Thanks
to CWIHP Senior Research Scholar Dennis Deletant (University of
London) and his partners in Bucharest, we are incrementally gaining
access to Romanian party, foreign ministry and military archives.
Just how significant the archives of smaller powers can be is dem-
onstrated by the prolific activities of former CWIHP Fellow Jordan
Baev and his colleagues in Sofia. From the Warsaw Pact to Latin
America to Afghanistan, the Bulgarian archives turn out to be an
ever widening “backdoor” into Soviet policy. CWIHP Senior Scholar
Vojtech Mastny and his colleagues at the Zurich-based Parallel His-
tory Project continue to document the history of NATO and the
Warsaw Pact. In the future, the Project hopes to intensify its
contacts with scholars and institutions in the Middle East, South
and Southeast Asia and well as Africa.

*okk

This Bulletin issue—and the activities mentioned above—would
not have been possible without the generous support by The John
D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation (Chicago), The An-
drew Mellon Foundation (New York), The Henry Luce Foundation
(New York), The Korea Foundation (Seoul), and as well as indi-
vidual donors. I am indebted to my colleagues at the Woodrow
Wilson Center, in particular Lee H. Hamilton, Michael van Dusen,
Lauren Crowley, Robert Hathaway, Robert Litwak, Blair Ruble,
and Samuel F. Wells, as well as the members of the CWIHP Advi-
sory Committee, chaired by William Taubman, for their steadfast
support. CWIHP scholars and partners, in particular Keith Allen,
Jordan Baev, Csaba Békés, Tom Blanton, Gregg Brazinsky, William
Burr, Malcolm Byrne, Sandra Cavalucci, Chen Jian, Massimiliano
Cricco, Jeffrey Engel, Laura Fasanaro, Ilya Gaiduk, Gary Goldberg,
Jim Goldgeier, Christopher Goscha, Hope Harrison, Jamil Hansanli,
Jim Hershberg, Mihail Ionescu, Tvrtko Jakovina, Gilbert Joseph,
Karl Kleve, Sue Lamie, Vojtech Mastny, Neamat Nojumi, Leopoldo
Nuti, Trudy Huskamp Peterson, Sergey Radchenko, Hannu
Rautkallio, Svetlana Savranskaya, Bernd Schifer, Thomas Schwartz,
Douglas Selvage, Daniela Spenser, Balazs Szalontai, Shen Zhihua,
Oldrich Tuma, Yu Weimin, Odd Arne Westad, Kathryn Weathersby,
David Wolft, and Vladislav Zubok provided essential support in
the making of'this issue and the activities underlying it. The Project’s
outstanding staff, M. Dee Beutel, Nancy Meyers, Mircea Munteanu,

and Richard Thomas, as well as a talented group of interns, in
particular Jeffrey Becker, Hedi Giusto, Jorn Késebier, Conor Sa-
voy, dealt patiently and skillfully with the editorial and production
demands of an ever growing publication. Finally, I am deeply grate-
ful to this issue’s patient contributors.

—Christian F. Ostermann

Notes

! The conference received generous support from The Henry
Luce Foundation and the Korea Foundation.

2 Conferences on Cold War flashpoints included: “Poland 1980-
1982: Internal Crisis, International Dimensions,” Jachranka—War-
saw, 8-10 November 1997, co-organized with the Institute for Po-
litical Studies of the Polish Academy of Sciences (Warsaw) and the
National Security Archive; “The Crisis Year 1953 and the Cold War
in Europe,” Potsdam, 10-12 November 1996, co-organized with the
Center for Contemporary History Research (Potsdam) and the
National Security Archive; “Hungary and the World, 1956: The
New Archival Evidence,” Budapest, 26-29 September 1996, co-
sponsored with the Institute for the History of the 1956 Hungarian
Revolution (Budapest) and the National Security Archive; and
“Czechoslovakia and the World, 1968: The New Archival Evidence,”
Prague, 18-20 April 1994, co-sponsored with The Prague Spring
1968 Foundation (Prague) and the National Security Archive. For
information on these conferences, see past CWIHP Bulletin, in par-
ticular nos. 8/9, 10 and 11. See also Mark Kramer, “Ukraine and the
Soviet-Czechoslovak Crisis of 1968 (Part 1): New Evidence from
the Diary of Petro Shelest,” Cold War International History Project
Bulletin 10 (March 1998), pp. 234-247.

3 The conference featured extraordinary discussions and new
revelations from the archives from ten countries — including memo-
randa of conversation between Cuban and Soviet leaders, detailed
information on Cuban-Soviet military ties, recently declassified US
intelligence analyses, and new information about nuclear dangers
arising from the crisis that have been unknown until now. See “The
Missiles of 1962 Haunt the Iraq Debate,” by Todd S. Purdum,
Week In Review, New York Times, 13 October 2002; “When the
World Stood on Edge And Nobody Died Beautifully, “ by Tim
Wiener, New York Times, 13 October 2002; , “Soviets Close to
Using A-Bomb in 1962 Crisis, Forum is Told”, by Marion Lloyd
Boston Sunday Globe, 13 October 2002, p. A20; “Cold War foes
visit Soviet-made missile silo in Cuba,” by Anthony Boadle, Reuters
English News Service, 13 October 2002; “40 Years After Missile
Crisis, Players Swap Stories in Cuba,” by Kevin Sullivan, Washing-
ton Post, 13 October 2002, p. A28; “Meeting Between Soviet,
Cuban and American Officials to Discuss the Cuban Missile Crisis,
40 Years Later,” by Tom Gjelten, Weekend Edition Saturday Na-
tional Public Radio, 12 October 2002; , “Nightline Cuban Missile
Crisis,” by George Stephanopoulos, ABC News Nightline, 12 Octo-
ber 2002; “Reflections on the Cuban missile crisis,” by Randall
Pinkston, CBS Evening News, 12 October 2002. For more informa-
tion on the conference, see the National Security Archive website:
http://nsarchive.org.

4 See in particular the articles and compilations by Kathryn
Weathersby in CWIHP Bulletins nos. 4, 5, 6-7 and 11.

3 The first meeting of scholars from Armenia, Azerbaijan, Geor-
gia, and the United States took place in Tbilisi in October 2000. See
CWIHP Bulletin 12/13 (Fall/Winter 2001).

¢ Diplomat-veterans included Ambassador Jim Goodby (US),
Ambassador John Maresca (US), Sir Crispin Tickell (UK), Sir Rodric
Braithwaite (UK), Ambassador Yuri Kashlev (Russia), Ambassa-
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dor Yuri Dubinin (Russia), Ambassador Jacques Andréani (France),
Ambassador Nicolae Ecobescu (Romania), Ambassador Luigi Vittorio
Ferraris (Italy) and Ambassador Eduard Brunner (Switzerland).

"The conference was organized in the framework of the Paral-
lel History Project on NATO and the Warsaw Pact.

8 Panelists included Juan Gabriel Tokatlian, San Andrés Uni-
versity; Mark Falcoff, American Enterprise Institute; Beatriz Nofal,
Eco-Axis and a former Under-Secretary of Industry and Trade;
Carlos Osorio, National Security Archive; Carlos Sersale di Cerisano,
former director general for human rights in the Argentine Foreign
Ministry; Kathryn Sikkink, University of Minnesota; John Dinges,
Columbia University School of Journalism; F. A. “Tex” Harris, a
political officer in the U.S. Embassy in Buenos Aires at the height of
the Dirty War; and Maria José Guembe, Center for Legal and Social
Studies (CELS). The conference proceedings have been published
as Argentina-United States Bilateral Relations: An Historical Per-

spective and Future Challenges, ed. by Cynthia Arnson. For a
complimentary copy, please contact the Wilson Center at
lap@wwic.si.edu. The book was launched in Buenos Aires on 4
December 2003 during a conference on the “Dirty War.” The meet-
ing was covered by Mexico’s largest daily: “Kissinger pidi6 acelerar
larepresion en Argentina: El ex secretario buscaba evitar una condena
ala dictadura,” El Universal, 5 December 2003, p. 2.

° The conference proceedings, edited by Jeffrey Engel, are
slated for publication in the CWIHP book series.

19 Conference proceedings are to be published.

I Additional sponsorship of the conference was provided by
the National Security Archive; The 1956 Institute (Budapest),
Temple University’s Center for the Study of Force and Diplomacy,
the Parallel History Project on NATO and the Warsaw Pact, the
CWIHP Korea Initiative, the London School of Economics Cold
War Studies Program and the University of Virginia’s Miller Center
and History Department.
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New Evidence on North Korea

Introduction
By Kathryn Weathersby

mong the states that played a key role in the Cold
AWar, none has been, or remains, more enigmatic than

the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK).
To its allies within the communist world, North Korea’s
secretiveness, its cult of Kim Il Sung, and its violent provo-
cations against the South were a source of exasperation,
embarrassment, and unease. Nonetheless, North Korea’s
fraternal allies never permanently withdrew their patronage
from the Pyongyang regime, without which the DPRK could
not survive. As O.B. Rakhmanin, Deputy Head of the Inter-
national Department of the Central Committee of the Commu-
nist Party of the Soviet Union, explained to an East German
party official in February 1973, “in the interest of our common
tasks, we must sometimes overlook their stupidities. None of
us agree with the idolatry of Kim Il Sung.”!

For the United States and its allies, North Korea’s insis-
tence on maintaining an outsized, forward deployed military
force, its refusal to moderate its hostile rhetoric against Seoul
and Washington, and its unpredictable outbursts of violence
against South Korea, coupled with its extreme secretiveness
and highly idiosyncratic version of communism, created the
longest lasting and one of the most acute security problems
of the Cold War era. With no history of diplomatic relations
with Pyongyang and few sources of information on this un-
usually closed country, it has been, and remains, difficult for
North Korea analysts in the non-communist world to assess
the intentions behind the DPRK’s troublesome actions,
whether they are working with or without classified informa-
tion. As former CIA officer in Korea and Ambassador to Seoul
Donald P. Gregg recently noted, “North Korea remains one of
the longest-running intelligence failures in the history of US
espionage. North Koreans were difficult to approach and
almost impossible to recruit and control.” ?

Inan effort to fill part of'this significant information gap,
CWIHP has launched a special effort, begun with generous
support from the Korea Foundation, to mine the archives of
the DPRK’s former allies for insights into North Korean
policymaking. The Korea Initiative is combing East Euro-
pean and Russian archives, and to a more limited extent those
of China, to uncover and analyze the documentary record of
North Korea’s relations with its fraternal allies. We have
discovered that although Pyongyang’s communist allies also
suffered from the unusual secretiveness of Kim Il Sung’s
regime, their extensive dealings with the DPRK nonetheless
provided them with a far more intimate view of North Korea
than that enjoyed by persons outside the communist world.
Moreover, in his communications with his East and Central
European counterparts, such as Erich Honecker, Kim Il Sung
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North Korea

spoke with striking candor about the international and do-
mestic problems facing his embattled state. Thus, as long as

the DPRK’s own archives remain inaccessible, the records of
its close allies provide the best available view from inside

North Korea.

This special section of the Bulletin presents the results
of the first two years of the Korea Initiative, during which the
project has focused on the East German and Hungarian
archives, as well as on Chinese sources that are available for
analysis by selected researchers, though not for photocopy-
ing or translation in full.

In part one, the Beijing-based historian Shen Zhihua
examines Chinese archival and memoir evidence regarding
the serious tensions that complicated relations between China
and North Korea during the Korean War. His analysis
reveals that the characteristics of the Kim Il Sung regime that
caused friction with its allies in the postwar period cannot be
attributed solely to the impact of the devastating war of 1950-
53, since they had, in fact, been prominent as early as 1949-
50. Shen adds an important new perspective to the debate
over the relative influence of China and the Soviet Union on
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North Korea’s war plans against South Korea. He demon-
strates that Mao Zedong’s government was quick to offer
military support to the DPRK, but the North Korean leader-
ship refused to accept Chinese assistance until forced to do
so by the UN advance across the 38" parallel. Shen attributes
Kim’s reluctance to overconfidence in his military judgments
and the long history of Chinese interference in Korean af-
fairs. Kim’s concerns over national sovereignty also led him
to resist Chinese efforts to create a joint Sino-Korean com-

German Democratic Republic (GDR) based on a large body of
records available in the archives of the Foreign Ministry and
the Socialist Unity Party, as well as on the published memoir
of the last GDR ambassador to Pyongyang, Hans Maretzki.
Viewing North Korea’s history within the context of the his-
tory of other small states within the communist camp, Schifer
pinpoints the distinctive features of the DPRK. After
Khrushchev’s denunciation of Stalin’s cult of personality at
the 20" Party Congress in 1956, GDR officials strongly disap-

In his communications with his East European counterparts,
such as Erich Honecker, Kim Il Sung spoke with striking candor
about the international and domestic problems facing
his embattled state.

mand after Chinese troops entered the war. It was only under
Soviet pressure that Kim eventually agreed to the militarily
necessary joint command. He likewise resisted placing North
Korean railroads under Chinese military management, agree-
ing to this important step only after he was pressured to do
so by the Soviets—a capitulation that, in Shen’s estimate,
“left a shadow on the heart of Kim Il Sung.”

In part two, the Hungarian scholar Balazs Szalontai ana-
lyzes North Korean relations with the Soviet Union during
the Khrushchev years, drawing on extensive research in the
Hungarian archives. Although Hungarian leaders did not
develop a special relationship with Kim Il Sung comparable
to that of the East Germans, their diplomats were able to gain
excellent information on the internal workings of the Kim
regime thanks to communications from Koreans who had
been trained in Hungary and maintained contacts with Hun-
garian embassy personnel after returning to the DPRK. Com-
paring North Korea to other communist countries, Szalontai
singles out the DPRK’s dependence on foreign
assistance, despotic political system, and isolationism as its
distinguishing characteristics. In addition, Pyongyang’s
continued rivalry with Seoul shaped North Korea’s domestic
and foreign policies in distinctive ways. Attributing
Moscow’s failure to ensure de-Stalinization in the DPRK to
Kim I1 Sung’s skill at exploiting events such as the Hungarian
Revolution of 1956 and Khrushchev’s purge of 1957, as well
as to Soviet arrogance, Szalontai presents a persuasive and
original analysis of the roots of North Korea’s remarkable
autonomy. He examines in detail the conflict with Moscow in
1959-60 over Pyongyang’s unification plans and the sharp
deterioration in relations following the Sino-Soviet split.
Szalontai concludes that Kim’s victory over the Soviet and
Yenan factions in 1959 marked a turning point in Soviet-North
Korean relations, after which Pyongyang pursued an increas-
ingly independent and despotic course. Translations of
selected documents follow the article.

In part three, the German historian Bernd Schifer pre-
sents a cogent history of North Korea’s relations with the

proved of the ongoing cult of Kim Il Sung. They were
shocked by the scale of Korean demands for economic assis-
tance and were offended by Pyongyang’s refusal to acknowl-
edge the considerable aid it received from its allies. After the
Sino-Soviet split erupted into the open, Pyongyang enjoyed
the anomalous position of being wooed by both its giant
neighbors. Since the GDR had to remain absolutely faithful
to the Soviet Union, East German representatives in
Pyongyang banded together with their Soviet counterparts
to exchange information and discuss the disturbingly unpre-
dictable actions of the North Koreans. East German docu-
ments therefore provide important insight into Soviet atti-
tudes toward the Kim Il Sung regime as Moscow attempted
to exert leverage over Pyongyang. Schéfer traces the twists
and turns in the DPRK’s foreign policy as Kim turned back
toward Moscow in the wake of Mao’s Cultural Revolution,
and then opened negotiations with Seoul in response to the
Sino-American rapprochement of 1972. The warm personal
relations that Kim developed with Erich Honecker following
the East German leader’s visit to the DPRK in 1977 led to what
Schéfer terms “reciprocal byzantinism,” the record of which
reveals the autocratic delusions of both leaders. Transla-
tions of selected documents follow the article.

Part four presents translations of additional documents
from the Hungarian National Archives, provided to the Ko-
rea Initiative by Csaba Békés of the Cold War History Re-
search Center in Budapest, and a letter from Kim Il Sung to
Wiladyslaw Gomu lka found in the Modern Records Archive
in Warsaw by KI advisory board member Vojtech Mastny. A
meeting with Hungarian Minister Karoly Pasztor in March
1953, during the final phase of the Korean War, provides a
starting point by revealing the warm relations that existed
between the two countries during the war, buttressed by the
material, technical, and educational aid provided by Hun-
gary, and the increased stature Kim Il Sung had gained by the
end of the war, despite his humiliating submission to Chinese
military control. A meeting with Hungarian Ambassador Pal
Szarvas in June 1955 suggests the extent to which domestic
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political affairs of any one state were at that time regarded as
the common concern of all states within the Soviet bloc. Such
solidarity deteriorated sharply in the wake of Nikita
Khrushchev’s denunciations of Stalin at the 20" Party Con-
gress in Moscow, as revealed in Kim I Sung’s meeting in
September 1956 with Hungarian Ambassador Kéroly Prath.
A letter from Kim Il Sung a decade later toW ladyslaw Gomu Ika,
First Secretary of the Polish Workers’ Party, rejecting the
Polish proposal to convene a conference of communist par-
ties to discuss coordination of assistance to North Vietnam
in its war against the United States, reveals how seriously
Kimregarded the disagreements within the communist camp,
by then greatly exacerbated by the Sino-Soviet split. The
reports from the Hungarian embassies in Pyongyang and
Beijing presented in this section are in some respects even
more revealing than the records of conversations at the high-
est level, since they provide more detailed discussions of
Pyongyang’s domestic and international policies. The Hun-
garian diplomats reported on issues such as North Korea’s

approach to the political conference following the Korean
War, Kim Il Sung’s cult of personality, DPRK relations with
the Third World, the complexities of North Korea’s unifica-
tion policy, and the effects of the Sino-Soviet split on the
DPRK.

In its third year, the Korea Initiative is examining other
East European archives, exploring the sources available in
Russia, and continuing its research in East German, Hungar-
ian, and Chinese documents. A second Bulletin section will
offer additional new evidence indispensable for understand-
ing the frame of mind that accounts for North Korea’s contin-
ued preeminence as a source of international instability.
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Sino-North Korean Conflict and its Resolution

during the Korean War
By Shen Zhihua

Translated by Dong Gil Kim and Jeffrey Becker

War, particularly on the Cold War in Asia, has fo-

cused primarily on relations between great powers
such as the Soviet Union and China.! Relatively little research
has been done on the development of relations between larger
and smaller countries within the communist camp.? The sub-
ject of this case study, Sino-Korean relations during the Ko-
rean War, has been characterized as a friendship, forged by
shared difficulties, that was “as close as lips to teeth.” While
this ancient description of relations between China and Ko-
rea aptly describes some aspects of the wartime alliance, the
simile fails to capture the significant conflict that existed be-
tween the two countries at the highest levels. This paper,
which is based on archival documents and the recollections
of individuals involved in the events, explores the tensions
in Sino-Korean relations at the highest levels during the Ko-
rean War and the methods used to mitigate those tensions,
which were shaped by the larger pattern of Cold War rela-
tions in Asia. Space limitations prevent me from making a
comprehensive analysis of the cultural and historical causes
behind these tensions and their repercussions, which would
shape Sino-Korean relations for the remainder of the Cold
War. It is my hope that this paper will serve as a basis for
broader future studies on this subject.

S cholarship on intra-alliance relations during the Cold

China’s Deployment of Troops to North Korea

Based on research into archival materials that have be-
come available in the past several years, scholars have reached
anear consensus of opinion that the leadership of the PRC—
or at least Chairman Mao Zedong—firmly intended to assist
North Korea even before the Korean War began.? What has
not become well known, however, is that the North Korean
leadership steadfastly refused to accept Chinese offers of
assistance until forced to do so by the UN advance across
the 38th parallel.

AsRussian archival documents have established, in Janu-
ary 1950 Soviet leader Joseph Stalin informed his North Ko-
rean protege Kim Il Sung that he would support the latter’s
request to mount a military offensive against South Korea
and would allow Kim to visit Moscow to discuss the matter.*
In the three meetings between the Soviet and North Korean
leaders that followed, held 10-25 April, Stalin emphasized two
preconditions that had to be met before he would give his
final approval for military action against South Korea: that he
could be assured that the US would not interfere, and that
China would agree to support North Korea. Kim assured Stalin
that since the DPRK had the support of the USSR and the
PRC, the US would refrain from interfering because it would
not risk a major war. On the second point, Kim stated that

Mao Zedong had always supported the idea of liberating all
of Korea. Kim explained that Mao had repeatedly expressed
his view that China would help Korea once it completed its
own revolutionary victory, and, if necessary, would provide
military assistance. Kim insisted that his own forces were
sufficient, however. Stalin nonetheless emphasized that the
Soviet Union was not prepared to get directly involved itself
in Korea, especially if the United States risked deploying
troops, and that Kim therefore had to consult with Mao and
obtain his support.’

Accordingly, on 13 May Kim secretly visited Beijing and
informed Mao of his plan to attack the South. Mao was sur-
prised by this plan, but after he received a telegram from
Stalin the following day confirming that the Soviet leader had
agreed to the campaign, he expressed his support. In a meet-
ing with Kim on the fifteenth, Mao suggested that the Ko-
rean People’s Army (KPA) should fight a quick, decisive war.
It should outflank the larger cities, in order to avoid a pro-
tracted war, and concentrate instead on destroying the
enemy’s main areas of strength. Mao explained that he had
intended to help North Korea attack the South once Taiwan
was liberated, but since North Korea had decided to attack
now and this was their common cause, China was prepared
to provide the necessary aid. Mao promised the North
Koreans that if the Americans intervened in the war, China
would send troops. He also asked whether it was necessary
to deploy Chinese forces on the Korean border, and whether
they should provide weapons and ammunition. Kim expressed
his thanks for this offer, but did not accept it.° In Kim’s view,
since Moscow had already agreed to give all necessary sup-
port, his trip to China was undertaken only to satisfy Stalin’s
order to secure Mao’s approval to launch the war. Conse-
quently, as soon as the meeting with Mao was concluded,
Kim announced to Soviet Ambassador N.V. Roshchin, in
Mao’s presence, that he and Mao were in complete agree-
ment on the matter.” It is easy to picture how awkward Mao’s
position was in front of the smug Kim Il Sung.

The Chinese leadership received no prior notification of
the launching of the attack on South Korea on 25 June. They,
in fact, learned of it via foreign news services.® Some Chinese
leaders resented this lack of notification, but they nonethe-
less expressed their support for North Korea once the US
became directly involved. In early July, the Chinese govern-
ment agreed to send to the KPA two hundred Chinese cadres
of Korean descent who were stationed in China’s Northeast
Military Region. At the same time, Chinese Foreign Minister
Zhou Enlai informed Ambassador Roshchin that China agreed
to the Soviet government’s requests to use the Chinese
Changchun Railroad to transport military supplies and to
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travel through Chinese air space en route to North Korea.’

Chinese leaders also raised the issue of providing mili-
tary support to the North Koreans during other conversa-
tions with Soviet representatives. In a meeting with Ambas-
sador Roshchin on 2 July, Zhou Enlai relayed his government’s
estimate that the US might increase its forces in Korea by
landing in southern ports and proceeding north via railroad.
He thus recommended that the KPA hasten its southward
push to occupy those ports. He also presciently recom-
mended that the KPA strengthen the defenses around the
western port of Inchon, both to protect Seoul and to prevent
the US army from landing there. Zhou complained to the
Soviet ambassador that the North Korean leaders had
ignored Mao’s repeated warnings that US military interven-
tion was imminent. He emphasized that if US forces crossed
the 38" parallel, China would organize an expeditionary force
dressed in North Korean uniforms to engage the US army.
Zhou reported that 120,000 troops of the 3" Army Corps had
already assembled in the Northeast, and he hoped the Soviet
Union would be able to provide air cover for them.'” On 4
July, the head of the Chinese intelligence bureau, Zhou
Dapeng, even described to Roshchin a plan to transport North
Korean forces to South Korea via a port on the Shandong
Peninsula, as well as to send Chinese military experts to South
Korean battlefields to help the KPA.!!

Stalin immediately expressed his support of the Chinese
suggestions. “We consider it correct,” the Soviet leader wrote
to Mao on 5 July, “immediately to concentrate nine Chinese
divisions on the Sino-Korean border for volunteer actions in
North Korea in case the enemy crosses the 38" parallel. We
will try to provide air cover for these units.”!? Since the Chi-
nese ambassador to North Korea, Ni Zhiliang, was still in
China recuperating from illness, Stalin also urged Chinese
leaders quickly to dispatch representatives to Korea to
increase contact and to resolve the issues involved in China’s
intervention.’ In fact, Zhou Enlai had already on 30 June
replaced Ni with Chai Junwu (who would later change his
name to Chai Chengwen), with the goal of strengthening ties
with North Korea. Before Chai departed, Zhou instructed
him:

Right now, the Korean people are on the front lines of
the struggle, and we must express support for our Ko-
rean comrades. Ifthere is anything else they want us to
do, tell them to ask and we will do our best. Maintaining
contact between the two parties and armies, and quickly
understanding the changing battlefield situations are
currently the most important missions of the embassy. "

Chai Chengwen found it difficult, however, to fulfill this
mission because North Korean leaders withheld all informa-
tion from the Chinese embassy. According to Chai’s recol-
lections, Kim Il Sung received him with high protocol as soon
as he arrived on 10 July, telling him “if you need anything
else, just look for me at any time.” He also instructed the
Deputy Director of the Chief Political Department of the KPA,
So Hwi, to give the Chinese Military Attaché daily briefings
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on the battlefield situation. However, the Chinese embassy
soon discovered that the briefings delivered by So Hwi were
mostly just reports garnered that evening from the North
Korean Foreign News Service. Moreover, Chai did not have
regular access to top-level Korean leaders. DPRK leaders
also declined to answer the Chinese embassy’s request for
permission to send a vice-attaché to study with the KPA.
From his other contacts with North Koreans, Chai formed the
opinion that they had been forbidden from sharing any mili-
tary intelligence with the Chinese. Although Minister of
Internal Affairs Pak Il-yu had worked in China and often went
to the Chinese embassy for meals, Chai could never discuss
the internal military situation due to the strict
restrictions and discipline imposed by the North Korean gov-
ernment.”> At the same time, the Chinese Army’s request to
send a group of staff officers to North Korea for the purpose
of understanding the current battlefield situation was re-
fused.'®

As the KPA’s position worsened, the Chinese leaders
felt that they had to prepare for military assistance to North
Korea. On 11 August, the 13" Army Corp, which had already
assembled in the Northeast on Mao’s order, conducted a
meeting of cadres from all the attached Army Corps and divi-
sions. Gao Gang, head of the Northeast Bureau of the Chi-
nese Communist Party, thoroughly explained the purpose
and significance of preparing troops to fight abroad, stating
that China had to take the iniative and help liberate the North
Korean people in order to make Korea an independent, demo-
cratic, and unified country. “Going to Korea will be done in
the name of the Volunteer Army, [hereafter referred to as the
Chinese Volunteer Army, or CVA] wearing North Korean uni-
form and using the North Korean unit numbers, and flying
the flag of the Korean People’s Army, and major cadres must
adopt Korean names.”!’

In meetings with Soviet adviser Pavel Yudin on 19 and
28 August, Mao stated that if the US army continued to esca-
late its troop numbers, the North Koreans would be unable to
cope and would need direct assistance from China.'® That
was the only way they could defeat the US army and post-
pone the outbreak of a third world war. Recent intelligence
had made it clear that the US had decided quickly to increase
its troop strength in Korea on a grand scale. Chinese leaders
reminded the North Korean leaders that they needed to pre-
pare for the worst in the war. Even though they did not
directly refer to the issue of the entry of Chinese troops, the
implication was clear. In August and early September, Mao
met twice with North Korean representative Lee Sang Cho to
discuss the progress of the war. Mao pointed out that the
KPA’s mistake was in not preparing sufficient reserve forces
while deploying their troops on a broad front, and in con-
quering territory rather than destroying the enemy. Mao spe-
cifically pointed out that the enemy might suddenly attack
the key areas from Inchon to Seoul and from Nampo to
Pyongyang, and the Koreans should therefore consider re-
treating and redeploying their troops to protect these areas.
CCP Politburo member Liu Shaoqi also pointed out that it
would be necessary to prepare the people for the possibility
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of a protracted war. "’

The North Korean officals paid no heed to Chinese sug-
gestions, even though these recommendations included
warnings from Soviet advisers.2’ One reason is that their es-
timates for the war were overly optimistic. On 4 September,
when Chai told Kim that the war was locked in a stalemate,
the North Korean leader declared confidently that the Pusan
campaign had already begun and that as soon as the highly

should play upon western fears that China and the Soviet
Union would enter the war and “take steps to show our in-
tentions.” Roshchin agreed to report immediately to Mos-
cow, and suggested dispatching a cadre to Korea to clarify
the situation and remove any misconceptions. On the twen-
tieth Moscow responded that for North Korea not to provide
Beijing with military intelligence was “abnormal,” but due to
inexperience. > Moscow also agreed with Beijing’s recom-

Kim preferred to depend on Soviet aid and avoid having
China intervene in the war.

trained strike forces went forward, the KPA would break the
deadlock. When asked about the Americans’ ability to land
troops behind the North Korean frontline, Kim answered “we
estimate that presently, a US counterattack is not possible;
they do not posses sufficient troop support, and therefore a
landing in our rear ports would be difficult.”?!

The North Koreans believed in a quick victory and also
had a tendency towards adventurism. Chai reported that
North Korean leaders had initially not planned on US inter-
vention and had predicted victory within a month. Even
after the US entered the war, they repeated the slogans “solve
the problem before 15 August,” and “August is the month of
victory.” We can see from their mobilization of large groups
of technicians and students for military service and their
serious waste of manpower and financial resources that the
North Koreans had decided to “put all their eggs in one bas-
ket.” Chai returned to China on 10 September to deliver his
report, and after his return to Pyongyang, told Kim, on Zhou’s
order, that he hoped the North Korean army would consider
a strategic withdrawal. Unmoved, Kim answered only, “I
have never considered retreat.”?

The North Koreans were thus not prepared to invite the
Chinese to send troops, if for no other reason than the severe
disagreements between China and North Korea concerning
the state of the war and strategic planning. After the suc-
cessful UN landing at Inchon, however, the situation changed
completely. The Chinese leaders felt that sending troops to
Korea was already unavoidable.?> When Zhou met with So-
viet Ambassador Roshchin and Moscow’s military attaché
on 18 September he asked first about the situation in Korea,
complaining that except for what they read in the newspa-
pers and heard from Pyongyang Radio, the Chinese leaders
knew nothing about the war situation. Even the Chinese
ambassador to Pyongyang was unable to receive reports
concerning the progress of the war. Zhou also pointed out
that he had little contact with North Korean leaders regard-
ing military matters and that the Chinese leadership did not
even understand the basic strategies of the KPA. China had
once attempted to send a high-level military mission to
observe the developing situation, but to date, Pyongyang
had not responded. Zhou suggested that if the KPA did not
have sufficient reserve troops, they should withdraw their
main forces north and establish reserve assault forces. They

mendation that the main force of the People’s Army should
withdraw north.

On 21 September Liu Shaoqi again reported to Roshchin
that the CVA’s morale was high. If necessary, they would be
willing to fight, and they were confident they could defeat
the American armed forces. Chinese leaders believed that if
the US threatened the existence of North Korea, the Chinese
would have to aid their Korean comrades. On the same day
Zhou told Roshchin that except for being told by Kim that
“the Korean people were prepared for a long war,” Beijing
had received no further information from Pyongyang?3
Although Stalin’s personal representative to Pyongyang, Gen-
eral Matvei V. Zakharov, had urged Kim to seek Chinese aid,®
it was only a week later, on 28 September, that the Politburo of
the Korean Workers Party called an emergency meeting to
discuss the issue. After heated debate, the Politburo unani-
mously decided that once Seoul fell, there would be no way
to prevent UN forces from crossing the 38" parallel, and if
they did so, it would be impossible for the remnants of the
KPA to offer any effective resistance. Faced with imminent
defeat, North Korean leaders unanimously agreed to send
formal letters to Stalin and Mao requesting direct military
assistance from the Soviet Union and China. Despite Stalin’s
explicit warnings to Kim in April that he would not send So-
viet troops to Korea if the Americans intervened, North Ko-
rean leaders nonetheless first turned to Moscow.

Before sending the letter to Stalin, Kim Il Sung asked
Soviet Ambassador Shtykov how best to broach the subject
of requesting Soviet troops. Shtykov avoided his question,
and a “confused, lost, hopeless, and desperate” Kim Il Sung
and his Foreign Minister Pak Hon-yong swallowed their pride
and sent the letter to Moscow. 2’ Stalin replied on 1 October
that the best plan was to send the CVA, after first consulting
with the Chinese.?® With no other choice, Kim urgently sum-
moned the Chinese ambassador late that night and requested
that China send the 13" Army Corps, which had already been
deployed along the Yalu River, to support the North Korean
war effort.?®

Two factors led the North Korean leaders initially to
refuse direct military assistance from China. The first was
Kim’s excessive confidence in his estimates of the military
situation. The second was the long history of Chinese inter-
ference in Korean affairs, which gave North Korean leaders

11
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cause for alarm. For these two reasons, Kim preferred to de-
pend on Soviet aid and avoid having China intervene in the
war. Even after Chinese troops entered the war, these two
issues would continue to strain Sino-Korean relations.

Creating a Unified Sino-North Korean Command

Due to the difference of opinion between the Chinese
and Soviet leaderships as to whether to send Soviet air force
units to provide cover for Chinese troops, the dispatch of
Chinese forces to Korea was repeatedly delayed. However,
Mao’s personal commitment to the cause never wavered.’
When Zhou went to the Soviet Union to discuss the issue of
military equipment and air cover, the Chinese and North Ko-
reans were already discussing specific issues concerning
Chinese troop deployment. However, because of the press-
ing situation, the two sides had not yet had time to discuss
command, communication, re-supply and transportation,
much less arrive at an agreement on these matters.

On 8 October, Mao informed Kim Il Sung that China had
decided to send troops, and asked that Pak Il-u meet with
Gao Gang and CVA Commander Peng Dehuai in Shenyang to
discuss the various issues involved. At dusk that day, Pak
arrived in Shenyang, and on Kim’s orders, urged the Chinese
to send troops immediately to control the areas of Hamhung
and Sinuiju, an intervention necessitated by the continued
escalation of the American troop presence. He also specified
that the CVA would use only North Korean currency while in
the DPRK, for which they would be reimbursed later accord-
ing to the exchange rate. Their firewood would be purchased
by the local North Korean governments, and supplied to the
Chinese army according to market price. Pak explained that
Kim Il Sung was then in Tokchon, and that he was of the
opinion that the CVA command should be established there.
The issue of joint command for Chinese and Korean forces
was thus raised. According to Chai’s
observations, Kim’s initial thinking was rather simplistic. Con-
sidering the urgent circumstances, he believed that since he
had asked China to send troops to help the KPA, the power
to command those troops would naturally belong to Korean
leaders. Only after receiving word that China was preparing
to send several hundred thousand troops to Korea did he
understand the enormity of the situation. He then realized
that it was not feasible to have Koreans command the CVA,
and suggested that the two sides merge their command struc-
tures.’!

Naturally, Peng saw the situation differently. First, Stalin
had clearly stated in his telegram of 1 October that “the CVA
must naturally be commanded by Chinese leaders.”*? Sec-
ond, their experience in Korea made the Chinese question the
North Korean command capability. In his report to the Cen-
tral Military Commission, Peng stated:

The Korean Party’s recruitment situation is extremely
serious. All men between the ages of 16 and 45 have
been inducted into service. No one is caring for the
families of drafted workers, and the masses have noth-
ing to eat. There are no long-term plans, and adventurism
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is all one can see! Military control has been extremely
childish. On the nineteenth Pyongyang issued an order
to defend to the death. As a result, 30,000 defenders
could not escape [from advancing UN forces]. The
North Koreans agreed to conduct party and political
work in the KPA, but they have not agreed to construct
a political commission system.

After the Shenyang meeting, Peng Dehuai exclaimed to
Chai Chengwen, “I have a responsibility to the Chinese and
Korean people, and to the hundreds of thousands of sol-
diers!”3 In Peng’s view, there was simply no question of
giving North Koreans control over Chinese forces. He did
not even understand the views the North Koreans advo-
cated concerning the command of their own troops. The
KPA’s main force had already been routed, and new troops
were currently organizing and training in China. It was im-
possible for them to participate directly in military maneu-
vers. This was not the time to point out such facts, however,
so when Kim Il Sung and Peng Dehuai met for the first time
on 21 October, neither leader raised the issue of a unified
command structure. During their discussions about how to
coordinate the actions of their two armies, Kim agreed to
send Pak Il-u to serve as Peng’s liaison officer.3* On 25 Sep-
tember, the Central Committee of the Chinese Communist Party
formally appointed Pak as Assistant Commander of the CVA,
Assistant Political Director and Assistant Secretary of the
Party Committee.*

With the expansion of the war, the issue of unified con-
trol of the two armies gradually reappeared on the agenda.
During the first campaign, Peng repeatedly reported that the
lack of coordination between the Chinese and North Kore-
ans caused confusion over language, problems with Chinese
unfamiliarity with the terrain, and the obstruction of roads
from party, government, army, and civilian withdrawal, as a
result of which “the CVA’s ability to fight has been hin-
dered.”¢ Of special importance were the many incidents in
which the Volunteer Army was mistakenly attacked by North
Korean troops. One such incident occurred on 4 November,
when the 39 Volunteer Army encircled the US 24™ Division
southeast of Pochon. There they were mistakenly attacked
by a KPA tank division that had been ordered to proceed to
Sunchon, and the US forces were consequently able to es-
cape. Re-supply and transportation efforts were also ham-
pered by a lack of coordination.’’

Because of such problems, Peng asked the Chinese
embassy in Pyongyang to raise the issue of a coordinated
command structure with Kim Il Sung, hoping that the KPA
would relocate its headquarters closer to the CVA. Since
Shtykov supported Peng’s suggestion, Kim on 7 November
reluctantly agreed to the Chinese proposal to open new fronts
in the enemy’s rear areas. He accordingly decided to send
the Bang Hosan and Choi Inyang Army Corps behind enemy
lines. However, although Kim continued to send advisers to
act as liaison officers and trade intelligence, he did not agree
to relocate the army’s headquarters or to establish any kind
of unified command. Kim disregarded Peng’s personal letter
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explaining the Chinese policy regarding prisoners of war
(POW), which was prompted by North Korea’s severe mis-
treatment of prisoners, particularly British and American em-
bassy workers. Kim agreed to allow the CVA to help return
Korean deserters to service, but in actuality planned to try
them for treason.®®

Peng next asked the Central Military Commission to
relay a message to Kim that the KPA’s 6th Division still had

Peng’s suggestion, reading:

I hope Comrade Kim and Comrade Shtykov will
remain in the front line, and that Kim, Shtykov, and Peng
will form a three-man group to decide military policy,
including the establishment of military organization, the
conduct of the war on the front and behind enemy lines,
and all the working policies related to the war effort. In

With the expansion of the war, the issue of unified control of the
two armies gradually reappeared. [...] Of special importance were
the many incidents in which the Volunteer Army was mistakenly
attacked by North Korean troops.

more than 6,200 soldiers, who had merged with the CVA’s
125% Division. He hoped those men could remain with the
Volunteer Amy, but Kim refused. Later, more than 5,000 men
of the 7" Division merged with the 125" Volunteer Army Divi-
sion, and again Peng requested that those men remain. Kim
did not respond. The North Korean leaders and Soviet mili-
tary advisors also opposed Peng’s proposal to withdraw sev-
eral kilometers and prepare ambushes. They proposed in-
stead that the CV A continue to pursue the enemy south along
the Chongchon River.3’

At the core of these problems lay the issue of who was
in command of the army. In order to solve the problem, Mao
decided to invite the top-level commanders of the two armies
for face-to-face talks, hoping to coordinate the positions of
the two sides and to gain Moscow’s support. On 15 Novem-
ber, Kim and Shtykov were invited to the CVA headquarters,
and Gao Gang joined them from Shenyang. As soon as the
meeting began, Peng stated frankly that the command struc-
tures of the two armies must be unified. Gao explained that
because the Korean peninsula was so narrow, tactics required
a combined command structure. Shtykov stated clearly that
command should be exercised by the Chinese. He criticized
the KPA for losing battles despite using the Soviet Union’s
best equipment, and praised the CVA for being able to neu-
tralize large numbers of enemy troops despite having inferior
equipment. In his opinion, there was no doubt that the Chi-
nese should command.

When it was his turn, however, Kim spoke only of the
current status of the KPA and did not mention the issue of a
unified command structure. Given the pressing situation,
Peng took the initiative and proposed his own plan, accord-
ing to which he, Kim, and Shtykov would form a three-man
group that would consult each other concerning problems
and would exercise power through a unified command struc-
ture. Kim gave no response at all to this suggestion, and
Shtykov was not able to respond without instructions from
Moscow. They therefore decided to defer the issue until the
end of the second campaign, at which time they would meet
again for discussions.*

On 13 November Mao sent a telegram to Stalin relaying

order to reach agreement, which will benefit the war
effort, we agree with these suggestions and ask for your
instructions. If you agree, please instruct your officers
to advise comrades Shtykov and Kim appropriately.
Right now, the most important issue is the unification
of military and government policy of the leaders of the
three countries of Korea, the Soviet Union, and China.
If the Korean People’s Army and the Chinese Volunteer
Army can cooperate, coming together according to your
suggestions (while preserving the institutions of the
Korean People’s Army) then victory is assured.*!

On the seventeenth Mao sent a telegram to Peng and
Gao informing them that Stalin had completely endorsed the
plan of the Chinese comrades to establish a joint command
structure and had sent a telegram to that effect to Kim and
Shtykov. Mao instructed Peng to observe Kim’s reaction to
this development.*?

Once the Soviet Union made its position clear, Kim
expressed a desire to go to Beijing for discussions with Mao.
At a subsequent meeting on 3 December, Kim stated that
Stalin, in his telegram, had agreed to a Sino-Korean joint
command.®* Kim further stated that because the CVA had
experience, they should take the lead role while the Korean
comrades would take supporting roles, which the Politburo
of the Korean Workers Party had agreed to. After the meet-
ing, Zhou Enlai drafted the “Sino-Korean Bilateral Agree-
ment Regarding the Establishment of Sino-Korean Joint Com-
mand.”* The main points of the agreement were that Mao
recommended Peng to serve as Commander and Political
Commissioner, while Kim recommended Kim Ung as Vice-
Commander and Pak I1-u as Vice Political Commissioner. The
KPA and all garrison forces, as well as the CVA, would be
jointly directed by the unified command. All orders would be
passed through the general headquarters of the KPA and the
headquarters of the CVA. The unified command was given
the power to direct all means of transportation related to the
war effort (highways, railroads, ports, airports), as well as
wire and wireless telephone and telegram communications,
grain storage and the mobilization of manpower and resources.
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The unified command would report and make suggestions to
the North Korean government—based on the actual situa-
tion and the needs of the war—concerning rear mobilization
work, supplemental training, and the reestablishment of local
administration in Korea. The unified command would be
responsible for clearing all news items concerning the war
and distributing them to the Korean news agency, which
would publish them in the name of the general headquarters
of the KPA.

After Kim returned to Korea, he met with Peng again on
7 December in a very friendly atmosphere to discuss specific
matters. The two leaders agreed to set up a unified command
structure within several days, and Kim guaranteed that there
would be no further interference in the military command. He
also accepted the Chinese suggestion to abolish the previ-
ously deployed 3 Army, and ordered them to merge with the
Volunteer Army 9 Group.** Peng was satisfied with the situ-
ation and repeatedly pointed out that “the bravery and stub-
born spirit of the People’s Army and its strict military com-
mand system are worthy of study.” He ordered the cadres of
the 9" Military Group to study and learn from the situation of
the Korean 3™ Army Corp, in order to “relay realistically the
experience of the Chinese army in political and local work.”
But should conflict arise with the established Korean sys-
tem, the Chinese army “should not be harsh and unyield-
ing.”46

In early January 1951, Stalin’s envoy to Beijing, Semen
Egorovich Zakharov announced that two divisions of the
Soviet air force had recently entered Korea, and were provid-
ing two lines of air cover from Jian to Jiang Jie, and from
Andong to Anju. In addition, by early April, the Chinese
planned to send five air force divisions, and three Korean air
force divisions were already participating in the war. Conse-
quently, the Chinese expressed a desire to create a unified air
force command structure. After consultations, a Sino-Ko-
rean unified command structure was established based on
the coordinated command structure.*’

Thus, under pressure from Moscow, China and Korea
were able to resolve the issue of joint command of their armed
forces. Unlike the joint command of US and UN forces, which
had been accomplished smoothly, the unified command of
Chinese and Korean forces was only accomplished with great
difficulty. The Koreans were concerned about national sov-
ereignty. Korea’s long-standing relationship with China as a
subsidiary and tributary state made handing over the com-
mand of their army very difficult for them to accept. For the
Chinese, victory was paramount. Both in military power and
in combat experience, the Chinese held a clear advantage.
Thus, from a realistic viewpoint, it was essential to place the
joint command in the hands of the Volunteer Army.

The Debate Over Advancing South of
the 38t Parallel

After the CVA’s victorious second campaign, which
pushed the front line toward the 38" parallel, Peng Dehuai
requested permission for his forces to regroup. He reported
to Beijing that due to the recent victories, the Korean Work-
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ers Party, the North Korean government, as well as the army

and the people were all in high spirits and looking for a quick
victory. “The Soviet ambassador has said that the American
army has retreated and [he] wanted our army to advance

quickly. This was not only the attitude of the Soviet ambas-
sador, but also the request of the majority of comrades in the

North Korean Party.” Peng, however, believed “the Korean
campaign was still difficult and long-term. Because the

enemy had shifted from an offensive to a defensive strategy
and the front lines had shortened and narrowed, enemy mili-

tary power had become more concentrated, which benefited
the UN forces.” Though enemy morale was lower, they still
had approximately 260,000 soldiers and would not retreat from
Korea. Consequently, he urged that the CVA “adopt a plan of
gradual advancement.”* For political reasons, however, Mao

overruled these suggestions and ordered the volunteer forces

immediately to launch the third campaign and cross the 38"
parallel.*

With regard to tactics, Mao approved Peng’s recom-
mendation to advance gradually and agreed that after cross-
ing the 38" parallel, the main army forces (including the KPA)
should withdraw several kilometers to rest and
regroup.”® Peng’s forecast proved accurate. Although the
third campaign resulted in the KPA/CVA advance across the
38" parallel and the capture of Seoul, UN forces managed to
carry out an orderly retreat. Thus, although the Sino-Korean
army captured some territory, it did not inflict many casual-
ties on the enemy. On 3 January 1951, Peng informed Kim Il
Sung by telegram that the enemy had quickly retreated after
its defenses had been broken, and the victory was therefore
not very meaningful. Only 3,000 troops were captured. If the
enemy continued to escape southward, the KPA/CVA would
pursue them to Suwon and await orders, Peng explained. The
third campaign would pause to reorganize and re-supply af-
ter Seoul, Inchon, Suwon, and Hongchon were taken. If the
enemy mounted a heavy defense of Seoul, the CVA would
not launch a strong attack, since conditions were not yet
favorable.>! Mao relayed Peng’s decision to Stalin.’> Because
the CVA was exhausted, like an arrow at the end of its flight,
and “the enemy is trying to lure us into a trap along the
Naktong River and lure us into assaulting its fortified posi-
tion,”? on 8 January Peng ordered the advance to halt. This
decision left the North Koreans extremely dissatisfied, and
they strongly opposed it. In light of the lessons learned from
earlier setbacks during the war, Kim agreed to regroup for
two months after crossing the 38" parallel, but in his heart he
still hoped to claim a quick victory. He was diplomatic, how-
ever, always pushing Pak Hon-yong and the newly appointed
Soviet ambassador V.N.Razuvaev to the forefront. The day
the attack halted, Kim told Chai Chengwen that the process
of regrouping and reorganizing should not last very long,
that one month should be sufficient. If too much time passed,
he explained, the rivers and rice paddies would begin to thaw,
hampering troop movements, while the enemy was attempt-
ing to slow the pace of the war in order to rest their forces and
re-supply.>

Kim was prepared to meet with Peng to discuss the
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issue, and Peng agreed to send a telegram with Kim’s pro-
posal to Mao immediately. The CVA commander nonetheless
maintained that his army had to regroup and rest.>> On the
morning of 9 January, when Zakharov was informed that the
CVA and KPA had already stopped their advance, he ex-

pressed his objections, stating that he had never heard of
any victorious army in the world not pursuing its enemies

and not taking advantage of victory. This halt would give the
enemy a chance to catch its breath and would thus squander
the advantage that had been won. Even after listening to a
patient explanation by Nie Rongzhen, Zakharov held to this

opinion.*At this point, Stalin resolved the issue by sending
a telegram stating that in order to avoid international con-
demnation of China, the CVA should remain north of the 38%
parallel and its two coastal regions, while allowing the KPA

to continue its southward advance. Mao immediately relayed
this message to Peng.”’

On the evening of 10 January, Chai Chengwen accompa-
nied Kim to Peng’s headquarters, where Peng analyzed their
military situation, emphasizing that their forces needed to
regroup so that, after full preparation, they could destroy
even more of the enemy during the next campaign. Kim agreed
to regroup for one month. Peng thought that pushing the
enemy right now might force them to relinquish a little more
territory. But prematurely forcing them into a narrow region
around Pusan would not help to divide and conquer the UN
forces. Kim argued that even if they could not exterminate
the enemy, it was still important to expand territory under
CVA control. Peng replied that exterminating the enemy was
better than expanding territory, because after the enemy army
was destroyed, they would naturally gain territory. Kim, how-
ever, held his ground, arguing that it would be beneficial to
have more territory and additional population under KPA
control when the post-war elections and peace settlement
took place. Peng replied that it was not necessary to consider
this; the most important thing at present was to win victories
and annihilate the enemy. Since the two could not agree,
Peng showed Kim the telegram from Mao Zedong on the
ninth. Kim still would not give ground, however, claiming
that he was not expressing his individual opinion, but the
collective opinion of the Politburo of the Korean Workers
Party. To reinforce this point, Kim called Pak Hon-yong to
join the meeting ®

On 11 January, Peng received an emergency telegram
from Mao concerning Kim’s proposal to shorten the rest and
reorganization period. Based on Stalin’s telegram, Mao sug-
gested that the 1%, 2", 3¢ and 5% People’s Army Corps be
deployed at the First Corps’ line south of the Han river, while
the CVA would withdraw to Inchon and north of the Han
river, to rest and reorganize for two or three months. The CVA
would take charge of defending Inchon and Seoul and the
KPA would be re-supplied with the soldiers training in north-
eastern China. If Kim felt it was unnecessary to re-supply
and reorganize the Korean troops, they could continue their
advance and the North Korean government could directly
command their movements. The CVA would take charge of
defending Inchon, Seoul, and the areas north of the 38th

Parallel.

That day at dusk, Peng Dehuai, Kim Il Sung, and Pak
Hon-yong had a very heated debate. Kim and Pak thought
that Stalin’s idea of sending the KPA ahead alone was a sign
that they held the advantage, and that the American troops
would retreat from Korea. Pak mentioned several recent news
items and intelligence reports provided by the Soviet Union
indicating that the US army would soon withdraw from the
Korean peninsula. The enemy would, however, not leave un-
less the Sino-Korean forces pursued them, Pak maintained,
because they needed an excuse. Peng retorted that if the
Chinese and Koreans did not pursue, the Americans could
still withdraw on their own, with a perfectly good excuse. Pak
stated once more that unless they pursued the Americans,
the UN forces would not withdraw. China and Korea should
utilize the internal contradictions of the American capitalist
class, Pak declared. Peng replied that it was only after Sino-
Korean forces had destroyed a few more US divisions that
these contradictions would deepen. Only after the CVA had
regrouped could it continue to fight.

Kim intervened at this point, repeating his idea of send-
ing the 3rd Volunteer Army Corps south within half a month,
then sending the remaining forces forward after a month’s
rest. Losing patience, Peng raised his voice and emotionally
declared that their ideas were wrong and that they were dream-
ing.

In the past, you said that the US would never send
troops. You never thought about what you would do if
they did send troops. Now you say that the American
army will definitely withdraw from Korea, but you are
not considering what to do if the American army doesn’t
withdraw. You are just hoping for a quick victory and
are not making concrete preparations, and this is only
going to prolong the war. You are hoping to end this
war based on luck. You are gambling with the fate of the
people, and that’s only going to lead this war to disas-
ter. To reorganize and re-supply, the Volunteer Army
needs two months, not one day less, maybe even three
[months]. Without considerable preparation, not one
division can advance south. I resolutely oppose this
mistake you are making in misunderstanding the en-
emy. If you think I am not doing my job well, you can
fire me, court marshal me, or even kill me.

Basing his remarks on a telegram from Mao, Peng Dehuai
told Kim that the CVA would be responsible for all coastal
defense, rear maintenance, transportation, and defense from
north of the line between Inchon and Yangyang. “The 4"
Army Corps, consisting of about 120,000 men, has already
had approximately two months’ rest. Command them your-
self; let them advance south as you see fit. If the American
army really does withdraw from Korea as you think, I will
happily exclaim ‘long live the liberation of Korea.’ If the Ameri-
can army does not withdraw, the CVA will go ahead and at-
tack south as planned.” Under these circumstances, Kim had
no choice but to admit that because the KPA was not pre-
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pared, and had not recovered its strength, it could not ad-
vance alone. He admitted that he had hoped for quick vic-
tory, and reluctantly agreed to the CVA plan to regroup for
two months. In the end, the two sides decided to call a joint
meeting of top officers of the two armies to share experiences
and unify their thinking.®

After Stalin was informed of the argument concerning
the military command, he stated in a telegram, “the leadership
of the CVA is correct. Undoubtedly, the truth lies with com-

the war to an early end.%

The Struggle Over Railroad Management

Because of the successful UN counter offensive in the
spring of 1951, the Sino-Korean plan to regroup was not
carried out. After armistice negotiations opened in July 1951,
the war became a matter of “negotiating while fighting.” This
new situation highlighted the importance of the Sino-Korean
army’s supply line, and as a result, the conflict between China

Beijing was in agreement with Pyongyang and Moscow in
wishing to use military means to force UN troops off the Korean
peninsula and solve the Korean problem completely.

mander Peng Dehuai.” He praised Peng’s ability to defeat the
supremely powerful American imperialist forces using infe-
rior equipment, and said that he was a military genius. Stalin
also criticized the Soviet ambassador for lacking understand-
ing of military matters, and forbade him to interfere with Peng
again.® At this point, Mao also stepped up the pressure. On
14 January he sent a telegram to Kim pointing out:

In the next two to three months, the Chinese Volunteers
and the Korean troops must carry out serious and ma-
jor work, in particular to replenish the troops with newly
trained soldiers, to make sure that the newly trained
soldiers imitate the experience of the old soldiers, to
strengthen the troop armaments, to rebuild the railways,
to lay in store food and ammunition, to improve the
work of transport and the rear service. Carrying out this
work can secure the final victory.

Mao believed that “it is necessary for us to prepare well
so that it will be possible to continue the fight. We might
repeat the mistakes the Korean troops allowed between June
and September 1950...The Chinese and Korean comrades
must be patient and carry out the necessary preparations.”
The next day Mao sent a copy of this telegram to Stalin.®!

During meetings with Peng from 16-18 January, Kim
admitted that the idea of the KPA advancing south alone was
risky. The Politburo then discussed the matter and decided
that the Chinese were correct in suggesting that in order to
conduct better offensives in the future, it was necessary to
spend two months reorganizing.®> From a military perspec-
tive, Peng’s plan was the more realistic for many reasons.
The naive enthusiasm of North Korean leaders was clearly
influenced by political factors. But the disagreement between
the Chinese and North Koreans was only over tactics, not
overall strategy. Beijing was in agreement with Pyongyang
and Moscow in wishing to use military means to force UN
troops off the Korean peninsula and solve the Korean prob-
lem completely. It was in this spirit that Mao and Kim ignored
UN calls for a cease-fire, losing a good opportunity to bring

and North Korea over how to manage the railroad system
intensified. Due to the severe damage to the Korean infra-
structure inflicted by American bombing and the difficulties
of operating on foreign soil, the CVA faced a supply short-
age. The army could not get supplies locally, and because
the American army was so well equipped and maneuverable,
getting supplies delivered in a timely manner was difficult.
Most goods and equipment were imported from China and
had to travel along lengthy, difficult mountain routes. Road
conditions were extremely poor, and the CVA faced a short-
age of transportation from the very beginning. Moreover,
US planes continued to bomb day and night, causing great
damage and placing even greater strain and importance on
railroad transportation.**

Already in the late fall of 1950 Peng Dehuai had requested
that the Northeastern Bureau of the Party take steps to
strengthen rail transportation, including establishing a uni-
fied management structure with the Koreans. He had also
asked the central government to dispatch railway soldiers to
Korea to improve maintenance ability. A group of railroad
soldiers and workers was immediately dispatched and began
working alongside the KPA railroad construction forces and
the Korean railway workers.®> Peng then met with Gao Gang
on 16 November to suggest the establishment of a joint Sino-
Korean railway command.%® Chinese representatives were sent
to Korea to discuss the issue and attempted several times to
meet with Korean officials, but with little result. Only after
Kim’s trip to Beijing to speak with Chinese leaders on 3 De-
cember did the two sides arrive at an agreement in principle.¥
In late December, the Chinese established the Northeastern
Military District Railroad Transportation Command (later re-
named the Northeastern Military District Military Transpor-
tation Command), headed by Chinese military and political
officers. At the same time, the Korean Railroad Military Man-
agement Bureau in Qiu Chang was established, managed by
both Chinese and North Koreans. %

Following a January 1951 meeting in Shenyang between
representatives of the logistical department of each CVA army
corps and the relevant departments of the Northeast People’s
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Government,” railroad transportation was restored to ser-
vice.” However, the basic contradictions in logistical work
were still unresolved. Besides the destruction caused by US
bombing, the most serious problem was the chaos surround-
ing the internal management of railroad transportation, which
still lacked unified coordination. Because the various depart-
ments and work units were not cooperating, but were con-
stantly emphasizing their own importance and fighting with
each other for vehicles, there was constant conflict and fric-
tion. Lack of manpower was a greater than the paucity of
vital materials. Moreover, enemy forces occupying mountain
caves near the front succeeded in delaying trains. The area
north of the Hee Chun caves was severely congested. At the
end of December 1951, there was a backup of 329 train cars
which had yet to arrive at their destination.”!

Even though the Railroad Management Bureau had been
established, a great rift still existed between the Chinese and
Koreans. The two sides had not yet decided whether to adopt
amilitary management system or simply institute a system of
military representatives. They also debated whether
military supplies or supplies for civilian use and economic
construction would be given priority. Moreover, the Bureau’s
organization had not yet been completed, and the ideological
consciousness and morale of railway personnel was low. Rail
transport thus continued to face extremely difficult problems.
Peng complained to Mao that “if we don’t find a way to
resolve this quickly, it will definitely prolong the war.””

Keeping the railroad running smoothly and safely was
the most pressing concern related to joint coordination and
unified command. When Kim Il Sung visited Beijing in early
December, the two sides worked out the basic principles for
the establishment of a joint Sino-Korean rail transportation
command structure. Alluding to the objections among Kore-
ans that such an arrangement would violate their national
sovereignty, Kim told Chai Chengwen after his return from
Beijing that “previously, we discussed the issue of a military
management system for the railroad many times, but on our
side, there were always some who did not understand that
without military victory, principled discussions would be
pointless.” He stated to Chai that the matter had been taken
care of in Beijing and asked him to “please inform Comrade
Gao Gang and let him appoint railway personnel.”’* However,
the discussions between the two sides proved to be extremely
difficult.

On 19 February 1951 chief Chinese negotiators Ye Lin
(Minister of Transportation for the Northeast Government of
China), Zhang Mingyuan (Vice-Commander of the East Lo-
gistical Corps), and Peng Min ( a railway soldier), reported
that during negotiations, the North Koreans frequently did
not put enough thought into issues, and the ideas they raised
often contradicted each other. Moreover, the Koreans ob-
jected to the Chinese principle to “see first to the transporta-
tion needs of the army,” and instead thought more about
North Korean economic recovery. Pak Hon-yong commented
that economics is politics. The issue was thus left to Kim and
Gao to resolve by themselves.

The Koreans also requested that the North Korean Min-

istry of Transportation participate in the management of the
railroad. They agreed to establish a joint military transporta-
tion command structure headed by the Chinese and led by
the Sino-Korean joint command, but they insisted that the
new structure work together with the DPRK Ministry of Trans-
portation. Pak suggested that China also establish a unit
similar to the Korean Military Transportation Bureau, and he
opposed instituting a system of military management for the
railroads. He suggested instead that they restore the old
Korean management bureaus, incorporating into them the
provisional railroad management bureau that had already been
established.™

By mid-March, the two sides still had rather different
opinions on the basic principles of railroad management.
Merging military management and railroad administration
during wartime was an effective way to maximize the effi-
ciency of the railroad, and a railroad military management
bureau was a form of organization through which China and
Korea could implement joint military management. The North
Koreans therefore could not oppose this point directly.
Instead, they established their own military transportation
bureau to control the railroads and take over the work of the
original management bureau (Order No. 21 of the transporta-
tion ministry). This action weakened and limited the Military
Management Bureau, and made it unable to exercise full power.

To resolve this problem as quickly as possible, Zhou
compromised, agreeing that “aside from maintaining the
established unified military management command, and jointly
conducting railroad repair, during the present situation the
Korean railroad administration will still manage the Korean
railroads.” Kim expressed his basic agreement with this pro-
posal, but during talks between the Chinese representative
and the minister of the North Korean Transportation Depart-
ment, the Koreans raised additional demands. Not only should
railroad administration be directed by the DPRK Transporta-
tion Minister, but the Military Management Bureau should
not be responsible for developing plans. Its role would be
restricted to inspecting and supervising railway transporta-
tion. The North Koreans also demanded that railway mainte-
nance work have a separate organization headed by the DPRK
Ministry of Transportation.

In actuality, these demands amounted to canceling the
Sino-Korean joint military organization. Given the
unpredictability of the North Koreans during negotiations
and the rift in basic thinking between the two sides, the Chi-
nese representative believed the problem to be very compli-
cated. Even though an agreement had been reached on
paper, it was still difficult to change anything in actual prac-
tice. He thus requested that “an authoritative and influential
comrade be dispatched again to discuss the matter further.”
Peng suggested that he offer for Kim’s consideration the
opinion of the transportation minister, and let the two gov-
ernments meet to resolve the matter. He requested only that
the Koreans “guarantee timely completion of all military trans-
portation work [and] confirm the particulars of railroad man-
agement and transportation.””

Shortly ther